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Th e instrumental method of psychophysiological detection of concealed informa-
tion i.e. examinations using a  polygraph (“lie detector”) is widely applied in the 
Republic of Kazakhstan. According to the Eurasian Polygraph Association Public 
Association, law enforcement authorities and special services of Kazakhstan intro-
duced at least 75 new polygraphs, diff ering greatly in systems and models in 2015 
alone. Taught at the training centre of the association for all law enforcement bodies 
including Ministry of Internal Aff airs, Kazakhstan National Agency for Corruption 
Prevention, Kazakhstan Republican Guard, National Security Committee of the 
Republic of Kazakhstan, Committee for Emergency Situations, General Prosecutor 
Offi  ce, State Revenue Committee Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Defence in 2015 
were 168 new polygraph specialists. Almost every practicing polygraph specialist in 
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Kazakhstan attended the seminars, conferences, and training courses organised by 
our association. 

Besides law enforcement, the polygraph is very popular among private Kazakhstani 
businesses. Most largest banks have employed a polygraph specialist and some even 
more than one. Th e largest trading and mining companies also start to use the poly-
graph either by employing a polygraph specialist or by outsourcing one from the 
Eurasian Polygraph Association. 

In this way, a new profession of polygraph specialist has developed in Kazakhstan. 
A suggestion to take a polygraph test today is no longer a surprise. Various courts 
more and more often consider the conclusion of polygraph examinations in various 
cases, and the law community turns to polygraph examinations to obtain evidence 
of their client’s innocence in reference to various criminal acts.

Th erefore, polygraph has made an offi  cial entry to Kazakhstan. Many remember the 
words of President Nursultan Nazarbayev [1] at the Board of the Ministry of Internal 
Aff airs in January 2011, when the President insisted on widespread use of polygraph 
in the law enforcement system. As a result, on 21 May 2013 amendments to the law 
On law-enforcement services [2] were adopted, and a year later, on 19 June 2014, so 
were Th e rules of organising polygraph examinations in law enforcement bodies of 
the Republic of Kazakhstan.[3] Today the application of a polygraph is obligatory in 
law enforcement bodies of Kazakhstan in three areas: 1) hiring personnel to work in 
law enforcement services, 2) in certifi cation procedure, 3) in internal investigations.

However, the answer to a question how the polygraph started in Kazakhstan and 
who the “founding father” of the method is, is actually not so simple.

It is well known that the fi rst polygraph in Kazakhstan was introduced in one of pri-
vate banks in the early 1990s.[4] It was a Lafayette polygraph from the US. It was not 
Russifi ed, and had no user manual. A businessman saw a polygraph in the United 
States and considered it an interesting device, so he brought it home as “potentially 
useful”. Yet such a device can be useful only in the hands of a trained and skilled pro-
fessional. Th ere was no such a person in the bank, and anywhere else in Kazakhstan 
at the time. Th at is why the Lafayette disappeared without ever being used.

Th e second attempt to use a polygraph in Kazakhstan did not succeed either. A So-
viet Delta polygraph made its way to Kazakhstan’s Ministry of Defence in the second 
half of the 1990s at legacy from Russian colleagues.[5] At that time this polygraph 
was spearhead technology, but its interface was too complex and diffi  cult to under-
stand. Working for the National Security Agency and being beginners in the matters 
of the polygraph we received a Delta without any instructions for use and had no 
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practical experience either. Our colleagues from Moscow kindly gave their advice 
and instructions on how to use a polygraph, and we managed to obtain data on 
physiological curves. Nonetheless, we were not able to make genuine examinations 
and conduct examinations with the machine. 

Unfortunately, even the third attempt to introduce a polygraph into Kazakhstani law 
enforcement service did not succeed either, though it left a trace in the history. In the 
late 1990s the scientifi c and engineering department of one of the law enforcement 
agencies of Kazakhstan was tasked to develop and produce its own polygraph.[6] 
Soon the fi rst Kazakhstani polygraph named Adal (meaning “Justice”) was presented. 
A few Adal machines capable of reading basic physiological parameters: the upper 
and lower respiratory response, cardio, skin reactions, and involuntary movements 
(tremor), were produced. However, signifi cant defi ciencies of the Adal were revealed, 
for example the setting of the device and tuning it to the examinee was diffi  cult and 
tiring so that it sometimes took up to 30 or 40 minutes. Evidently, it was not accept-
able in practical work, and Adal was dismissed.

Even now we are very sorry for Adal, as it was the fi rst (and still is the only one) prod-
uct of Kazakhstani designers in the fi eld of polygraphy. If only the engineers had had 
a little more patience and endurance and if the state had helped them with additional 
funding, perhaps today Adal would be one of the best brands of the Republic of Ka-
zakhstan in the realm of hi-tech and sophistication. However, everything happened 
as it did, and the third attempt at introducing a polygraph in Kazakhstan failed.

From the moment two major Russian polygraph equipment manufacturers, Varla-
mov and Soshnikov, visited our Republic, situation began to improve. Th eir poly-
graphs KRIS, RIF, Barrier-14, Polarg, and Diana became dominant in Kazakhstan. 
Th ere was an especially high demand for the professional computerised polygraph 
Diana among Kazakhstan polygraph specialists in recent years. Of foreign machines 
Axciton is the most remarkable one.

It is believed that the question of using polygraphs in the Republic of Kazakhstan 
was fi rst tackled in 2002, and covered its usage in investigative activities, the work 
of the personnel, and procedures. It was the fi rst Kazakh textbook on criminology 
published under the supervision of the guru of Kazakhstani criminology, Professor 
A. Aubakirov, DLL.[7] A chapter of this textbook for high schools, innovative for 
that time, was titled Non-traditional methods of obtaining evidence in crime inves-
tigation, where criminological use of polygraph was also mentioned.

From the perspective of its time, the book considered conceptual, procedural, ethi-
cal, technical, and tactical issues of polygraph use. Likewise, polygraph examination 
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was assessed for reliability and accuracy. Commentators noted the phrase on pp. 
682–683: “Th us, the polygraph is used in accordance with the current state of aff airs 
in the Ministry of the Interior, the Federal Security Service, Federal Tax Police Ser-
vice, Ministry of Defence, and other entities in Russian Federation. Th e same legal 
acts apply to Ukraine, Belarus, Armenia, and recently to the Republic of Kazakhstan.” 
[emphasis by the author]. However, the claim was never mentioned again in the 
textbook. It is still a big question what kind of legal acts concerning the polygraph in 
2002 in Kazakhstan that the author meant. 

Nevertheless, time went on fast, and majority of mysteries were unravelled. Today 
it is no secret that the fi rst departmental legal act in Kazakhstan was enacted exactly 
in 2002 by the National Security Committee. It regulated conducting polygraph 
examinations (the term was proposed by the author of the article, who also was one 
of the authors of this normative document) for hiring personnel to law enforcement 
agencies. Th e act was approved by the Chairman of the KNB of the Republic of Ka-
zakhstan, and for a long time served as the policy document for the area.

Almaty Polygraph Association was founded on 1 July 2008, and was the fi rst pub-
lic association of polygraph specialists in the history of Kazakhstan.[8] Since then, 
1 July became the offi  cial anniversary for Kazakh polygraphy. By now the process of 
implementation and use of polygraph has accelerated several times. Polygraph spe-
cialists from all over Kazakhstan as well as from Russia, Belarus, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbai-
jan, Mongolia, and other countries have joined the Almaty Polygraph Association. 
Consequently, the association was renamed into Eurasian Polygraph Association in 
2012. With time, local Kazakhstani polygraph specialists have acquired the necessary 
knowledge and skills, and gained a lot of practical experience and even international 
recognition.

In August 2015, a group of polygraph specialist from the Eurasian Polygraph As-
sociation was invited to participate in the 50th anniversary conference of the APA 
(American Polygraph Association) held in Chicago. During the six days of the con-
ference, together with leading world polygraph specialists, we considered current 
issues of lie detection, advanced techniques of examination, features of serious crime 
investigation with the use of the polygraph, identifi cation of intentional resistance to 
polygraph testing, and other issues. 

Today’s rapid and successful development of Kazakhstani polygraph would not be 
possible without the eff orts of Ivan Zinkevich, a well-known Kazakh specialist in  
forensic sciences, professor, colonel of the reserve. Zinkevich was the fi rst Russian 
scientist to raise the issue of applying the polygraph at a conference of the Soviet 
Ministry of Internal Aff airs on Th e use of technical devices in detection and inves-
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tigation of crime in 1980. Th e conference was held in the Dzerzhinsky Kiev High 
School of the Soviet Ministry of Internal Aff airs, and its proceedings were published.
[9] In the book the speech Zinkevich delivered at the conference is entitled Problems 
of polygraph use in crime investigation in the People’s Republic of Poland.

Let’s try to understand what made an associate professor of the Karaganda High 
School of Criminology of the Soviet Ministry of Internal Aff airs interested in the 
polygraph and why he addressed Polish experience in the implementation of the 
polygraph in criminal investigations.

Together with his parents, Ivan Zinkevich moved to Kazakhstan as Polish refugees, 
settlers against their will. Despite that young Ivan did not seem annoyed by the state 
that was so cruel for his family. He went to the High School of the Soviet Ministry 
of Internal Aff airs in Karaganda, where he studied from 1967 to 1971. Cadet Zink-
evich was very lucky with the instructors, especially the teacher of psychology, a fi eld 
of great interest for the young man. Th e works of A. Luria outstanding Soviet aca-
demic, changed the worldview of the young internal aff airs offi  cer, as they described 
the options for using psychophysiology in criminalistics. 

Zinkevich also had a memorable meeting with the legendary Soviet spy, Rudolf Abel, 
who conducted several classes with high school students. Abel discussed the use of 
polygraph in blowing his cover in the US: although he did not say a word during 
the numerous polygraph examinations by the FBI, his physiology made everything 
clear and Abel could do nothing about it. Americans discovered everything about the 
Soviet spy network in the US.

Abel was arrested by FBI, but was soon released in return for an American pilot of 
a U-2 aircraft, Francis Gary Powers, shot down on 1 May 1960 over Sverdlovsk. 
For a long time, the KGB did not believe that Abel did not say a word during poly-
graph examinations, because it seemed incredible that the physiology of silent Abel 
revealed all the secrets. 

With such personal experience, Abel acquired respect for the polygraph method of 
identifying hidden information. He emphasised that the method is highly eff ective 
and allows to reveal any secret. Zinkevich remembered these words of the famous 
Soviet spy particularly well.

Zinkevich looked for an opportunity to work with the polygraph when he started to 
work at the Academy of the Soviet Ministry of Internal Aff airs in Moscow. However, 
in all the communist bloc, such work was carried out only in the People’s Republic of 
Poland. In order to get an internship there, Zinkevich had to visit the legendary First 
Deputy Minister of the Ministry of Internal Aff airs, General Yuri Churbanov, pri-
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vately son-in-law of General Secretary Brezhnev. Surprisingly, Churbanov approved 
the trip, as he appreciated the commitment of the young Zinkevich to the develop-
ment of a new albeit controversial method. 

In 1975, as one of the best young scientists, Zinkevich received an internship in 
Warsaw, at the Institute of Criminology of the Academy of Internal Aff airs. Perfect 
knowledge of Polish and the striking desire for new skills led Zinkevich to a depart-
ment where polygraph was in use for criminal proceedings. It should be noted that at 
the time Poland held a leading position among communist countries in introducing 
polygraph.

During the visit to Warsaw, Zinkevich worked closely with the legendary 4-channel 
polygraph created by Keeler factory. An experience that made Zinkevich confi dent 
that polygraph is a really effi  cient device and should defi nitely be used in his country 
too. With all these refl ections and willingness to develop Kazakhstani criminalistics, 
Zinkevich came back home. 

Th ere was, however, not a single working polygraph in the Department of Crimi-
nology of the High School or in the whole USSR at the time. Th at is why Zink-
evich decided to make one himself. In the Karaganda Medical Institute, he received 
a number of diff erent devices, individually capable to record pulse changes, respi-
ration, pressure, and other physiological parameters. With this diverse equipment 
the scientist made his own polygraph and started his extensive research programme 
where he experimented on the students of the Police Academy. He created artifi cial 
criminal situations and tried to use his device to fi nd the culprits. In total, he exam-
ined more than 30 students and in about 85% obtained correct results. A very good 
fi gure even for our times. 

In is interesting to notice that Zinkevich was unfamiliar with modern methods of 
polygraph examination, yet he intuitively came to test a concept that is currently 
considered the most reliable and valid in polygraph examinations. It is Lykken’s test 
for detecting hidden information.

Such a dynamic research activity could not stay unnoticed in the Soviet bloc, how-
ever, and Zinkevich was summoned by B. Beisenov, the head of the Karaganda High 
School of the Soviet Ministry of Internal Aff airs. It should be noted that the gen-
eral attitude to the polygraph was extremely negative in the Soviet Union, since the 
method was considered bourgeois and reactionary. Th ere were only few mentions 
about the polygraph in the literature of the time made by G. Zlobin and S. Jani.[10]

Beisenov appreciated the creative enthusiasm of his subordinate but kindly warned 
that he should not dedicate his time to polygraph, since the method is similar to 
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biologism, and for further work in this area Zinkevich can be fi red. However, the 
conversation did not convince Zinkevich to stop his work with polygraph as he 
felt that Beisenov had an understanding for the device as well. Nevertheless, Zink-
evich decided to continue his research more carefully and theoretically rather than 
practically.

Zinkevich made many useful connections with outstanding scientists such as R. Bel-
kin, G. Zuikov, N. Yablokov, and L. Vinitskii. Th ese progressive lawyers understood 
the benefi ts and potential practical use of the polygraph but were afraid to speak 
openly in defence of this method. Everyone remembered highly conservative state-
ments by M. Strogovich and I. Panteleyev saying that “the polygraph compromised 
itself as a pseudoscientifi c method”.[11] Professor I. Luzgin openly warned Zink-
evich to be careful with the new device as it could bring plenty problems. 

Tutors, R.S. Belkin and G.G. Zuikov made a huge impact on Zinkevich as a sci-
entist. In 1975 they off ered young Zinkevich go to explore Poland and polygraph. 
Experienced scientists could not work with the polygraph themselves, as they were 
afraid of other colleagues with extremely negative attitudes to the device. Th at is why 
they decided to attract a young scientist who had nothing to lose. In addition, Zink-
evich was of Polish origin which they thought should simplify the task. 

An outstanding professor himself, Belkin certainly used young Ivan Zinkevich to 
further his own ambitious goals. Under Belkin’s unoffi  cial patronage Zinkevich con-
ducted his experiments in Karaganda. In 1980 Belkin decided to test, with the assis-
tance of his loyal subordinate Zinkevich, his opponents from the conservative profes-
sors board in Moscow. Belkin and Zinkevich prepared a speech for his performance 
at a conference in Dzerzhinsky Kiev High School of Ministry of Internal Aff airs of 
the USSR in 1980.

Zinkevich chose the topic of his speech very carefully. He could not share the experi-
ence with the polygraph he had in Karaganda High School, as it could trigger nega-
tive reactions and consequences not only for him but for B. Beisenov as well. Th ere 
was only one theme available that would not damage his reputation in uneasy Soviet 
circumstances: his Polish experience with polygraph. 

In a report on a theme completely neutral at a fi rst glance – Problems of polygraph 
use in the investigation of crimes in Poland – Zinkevich (most probably with Belkin’s 
approval) included very controversial and daring material. Th is is how Zinkevich 
entered into an open confl ict with the reactionaries, ardent Soviet opponents of the 
polygraph. 
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In his report Zinkevich said “Th e fact is that in modern criminology, there is no 
other device such as polygraph to have so many negative opinions. Th ey are made 
by people who neither have nor have seen a polygraph in their lives, and never con-
ducted research on it, nor even are familiar with the special literature on this subject 
and methods of using the device.”[12] 

In his smart and daring speech, Zinkevich proved the necessity of using polygraph 
for detecting the truth, by providing strong arguments and own observations made 
in lifetime’s experience. He mentioned outstanding works by physiologist I. Pavlov 
and psychologist B. Porshnev, and also made a link to the successful experience of 
Polish polygraphers, as well as their colleagues from Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. 
He even referred to the examples of polygraph use in the US, even though that was 
not a typical reference in the Iron Curtain time. Zinkevich fi nished his speech with 
some truly revolutionary proposals.

For the fi rst time in Soviet science he proposed to design a programme for the poly-
graph that would allow to solve experimental, theoretical, and practical problems 
and fi ght crime. He believed that the programme for future research should cover: 

a) the history of a problem
b) the theory and practice of polygraph research in capitalist countries 
c) the theory and practice of polygraph researches in communist countries 
d) natural scientifi c grounds for polygraph 
e) psychological grounds for polygraph research 
f ) ethical and legal aspects 
g) the questions of complex problem of polygraph use in fi ghting crime.

Zinkevich’s speech at the Kiev High School of the Soviet Ministry of Internal Aff airs 
in 1980 went much ahead of his time. Serious research on his programme became 
possible only decades later. Only in 1997 could his tutor, Professor Belkin, prove the 
need for the polygraph.[13]

Today we should be proud that a Kazakh scientist was one of the fi rst Soviet experi-
menters in instrumental lie detection. Unfortunately, this comes many years later 
than Zinkevich could have started applying his precious work and experience. Late 
is nonetheless better than never, and we all need to know that the Kazakhstani poly-
graph research started in the 1970s, precisely at the Karaganda High School of Police 
thanks to a modest scientist-experimenter Ivan Bernardovich Zinkevich.
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Ivan Zinkevich (right) with President Nursultan Nazarbayev at a session of the Assembly of Peoples of 
Kazakhstan.

Translated by Yelena Milshtein

References

[1] Vzglyad Business Newspaper, 23.02.2011.

[2] Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan of 6 January 2011, № 380-IV, On law en-
forcement service [amended on 29.10.2015].

[3] Resolution of the Republic of the Government of Kazakhstan of 19 June 2014, 
№ 683, Th e rules of passing the polygraph research in law enforcement bodies of the 
Republic of Kazakhstan.



SERGEY ALESKOVSKIY56

[4] S. Aleskovskiy, Polygraph in Kazakhstan 15 Years of Progressive Development: Th e 
First Results and Main Directions for the Use of Polygraph in Kazakhstan. Proceedings 
of an international scientifi c and practical conference, Almaty Academy of Econom-
ics and Law 2014, 50.

[5] S. Aleskovskiy, Polygraph in Kazakhstan 15 Years of Development, [in:] Актуальнi 
питання теорiї та практики використання полiграфа, Оsvita Ukraini 2015, Kiev, 
48.

[6] S. Aleskovsky, Formation and Development of the Polygraph in Kazakhstan: Crimi-
nalist Experts, Federal Scientifi c Journal 2015, 4, 23. 

[7] A. Aubakirov, S. Aleskovsky, S. Kovalenko, A. Gaydamashev et al., Criminalistics: 
Forensic Technique. Textbook for Universities, Almaty Arch 2002, 672–700.

[8] A. Ginsburg, Problems of Polygraph Application in Court Proceedings in Kazakhstan 
and other Areas: Current Problems and Perspectives of the Polygraph. Proceedings of the 
Round Table on the 75th Birthday of Professor A. Aubakirova, DLL, Almaty Academy 
of Economics and Law 2011, 25.

[9] Th eory and Practice of Collecting Evidence by Technical Means in Th e Preliminary 
Investigation, Collection of scientifi c papers, Kiev, НИиРИО of the Dzerzhinsky 
Kiev High School of the USSR Ministry of Internal Aff airs 1980, 208.

[10] G. Zlobin, S. Jani, Th e Problem of Polygraph. Problems in Improving Soviet Legis-
lation. Proceedings of the Institute of Soviet Legislation 1976, 6, 122–136.

[11] M. Strogovich, I. Panteleev, Th e Strengthening of Socialist Legality in Criminal 
Proceedings. Th e Soviet State and Th e Law 1978, 6, 67–73.

[12] I. Zinkevich, Problems of Polygraph Use in Crime Investigation in the People’s 
Republic Of Poland, 195.

[13] R. Belkin, Course in Forensics, Jurist 1997, 480.



UDO UNDEUTSCH* 

The actual use of investigative 
physiopsychological examinations  
in Germany  

EUROPEAN 

POLYGRAPH 
Volume 10 • 2016 • Number 2 (36)

Tuvia Shurany*
Liecatcher Polygraph Series

Jerusalem, ISRAEL

Anticlimax Dampening Concept: It Does Exist
Концепция Anticlimax Dampening: она работает
Key words: anticlimax dampening, examiner conclusion 

In recent years some examiners have tried to change the basic concepts of polygraphy 
by introducing questionable changes. I am still unsure whether these changes have 
any scientifi c grounds or simply served as an attempt to challenge the theories of our 
pioneers and in doing so to enter the hall of polygraph fame. One of these concepts 
was a psychological set which received a new name of “salience.” Many years ago the 
issue of the name versus its meaning was addressed by Shakespeare in Romeo and 
Juliet, Act 2 scene 2 “What’s in a name? that which we call a rose by any other name 
would smell as sweet.”

Among issues related to the theory of psychological set we can fi nd the concept of 
Anticlimax Dampening. Th e knowledge of this concept may force some examiners 
change their opinion about the results they reported to clients. I often see reports 
on multiple issue or multifaceted tests wherein the examinee is deceptive to one 
question and truthful to others. If such a result is reached after running only a single 
CQT (Comparison Question Test), this is a mistake!
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Let’s us review what this concept says:

Anticlimax Dampening Concept

In a PV examination, the examinee’s psychological set will be drawn to the test ques-
tion holding the greatest threat or interest to his/her general well-being thus engaging 
the selective attention which may tune out test questions posing a lesser threat, hence 
causing an anticlimax dampening eff ect on all questions except that which gained the 
examinee’s selective attention. Th erefore, when two distinctly separate crimes are 
included in the same test, the suspect who is guilty of both of them may respond 
only to the crime that he/she feels to be the greatest threat to his/her well-being. 
Furthermore, the relevant question off ering the greatest threat to the guilty exami-
nee will cause partial or complete dampening of control question reactions, thus an 
anticlimax [1]. 

Th is theory proposed by Cleve Backster is based on the principle of the “psychologi-
cal set”. A theory that holds that a person’s fear, anxieties, and apprehensions will be 
directed towards the situation which holds the greatest threat or interest for his/her 
well-being or self-preservation at that moment in time. In a polygraph examination, 
a guilty examinee’s concern over an intense relevant question may result in a full or 
partial dampening of responses to other relevant questions about deception, as well 
as to comparison questions. (Backster 1963) [2].

Let’s review a case that clearly demonstrates this theory. During a basic course in 
polygraph, we playacted a mock crime. Th ere were three participants: two active and 
one passive. Two of the students were asked to steal an item: Student A stole a cell-
phone and Student B – a laptop.

Student A was also asked to take a knife from the kitchen and, with the help of stu-
dent B, lock student C (a female) in a small closet. Th is was done while student C 
was not present. When student C entered the room the two students asked her to 
enter into the closet and she did. Student B held the knife in his hand behind her 
back. Later on student C stated that she never felt threatened nor saw the knife.

After completing the mock crime roleplay, all students underwent a test. Th e exam-
iner of student A decided to run an AFMGQT with 4 relevant question as follows:

(R4) Did you cause the disappearance of the missing laptop?
(R6) Did you cause the disappearance of the missing mobile phone?
(R8) Did you point a knife at student C’s back today?
(R10) While pushing Student C into the closet, did you have a knife in your hand?
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Th e following data was collected:
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I evaluated the test manualy using a 3-point scale (the charts were not condensed) to 
obtain the following results:
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Conclusion 

What we see is that the examinee is clearly focusing on R8 (Did you point a knife at 
student C’s back today?). Th is occurred even though he had the stolen phone in his 
possession throughout whole test. Still, he focused his psychological set on a 2-min-
ute incident, even though he was lying to the relevant question concerning the article 
that was still in his possession. We can also see that the examinee accumulated the 
negative points in all three collected charts. 

Th is short example demonstrated at a  training emphasises the importance of the 
Anticlimax Dampening Concept and the danger of failing to pay attention to it. 
When in a multi-issue or multifaceted tests an examinee is deceptive to one of the 
relevant questions yet lacks reactions to other ones, considering the latter question(s) 
“truthful” contradicts the concept of Anticlimax Dampening, and can clearly result 
in erroneous examiner conclusions. 
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Partisans of GKT superiority to other techniques, especially to Control Question 
Technique, support their opinion on the high percentage of correct results (up to 
100% in some studies) coupled with a relatively low count of inconclusive indica-
tions, or even their lack [Lykken 1973, Elaad et al. 1992, Elaad 1998]. 

Members of this group believe that the GKT technique provides much more protec-
tion for innocent subjects, because, unlike the CQT, the polygrapher does not ask 
directly about perpetration of a crime during the procedure, but instead he verifi es 
the subject’s knowledge about all distinctive aspects of the case – in this way reduc-
ing the chances of a random reaction to critical question, which could be interpreted 
as a deliberate lie made by truly innocent subjects [Krapohl et al. 2009]. Th e Guilty 
Knowledge Technique is also believed to provide more solid methodological back-
ground than the CQT [Lykken, 1974; Ben-Shakkar & Elaad 2002].

On the other hand followers of the CQT technique claim that from diagnostic point 
of view it cannot match the latest forms of the Control Questions technique [APA 
Meta-Analytic Survey 2011, Gołaszewski 2012, Widacki 2014]. Superiority of the 
CQT may also lay in the broader spectrum of its potential application [Elaad 1990, 
Podlesny 1994, Podlesny 2003] – its eff ectiveness does not rely on the existence 
of multiple distinctive details of the case known only to the investigators. Some 
problems with the distinction between perpetrators and witnesses (who have some 
knowledge about the case as well) have also been indicated [Konieczny et al. 1984, 
Bradley & Warfi eld 1986]. 

Followers of the CQT also argue about the theoretical base of the Guilty Knowledge 
Technique, especially about the assumption that the perpetrator is in a state of high 
consciousness during the act, and because of that has the ability to remember fully 
the whole event with high amount of details. An argument has been made that every 
single perpetrator of a crime is more or less stressed during the critical moments of 
the event. Th e presence of stress during a crime may reduce the level of off ender’s 
perception [Christianson 2007] and result in a possibility that perpetrators do not 
remember many details of the crimes that – from the perspective of the theoretical 
background to the GKT – they are expected to remember [Widacki 2011]. Th is ar-
gument is particularly interesting because, if accurate, it can discredit the application 
of the Guilty Knowledge Technique in criminal investigation, and consequently also 
its very right of existence. 

In the light of the above, before any comparison of validity between GK and CQ 
techniques can be made, it is necessary to determine in a staged event whether sub-
jects are able to remember properly a  suffi  cient amount of details for the Guilty 
Knowledge Technique to be used eff ectively.
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Method 

Forty (40) subjects (students of Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski Kraków University, aged 
from 21 to 27) were divided in two equal groups: A (“perpetrators”) and B (“witness-
es”). Members of both groups were arranged into 20 “perpetrator –witness” pairs, 
and all of them duly participated in an activity prepared for the needs of the experi-
ment. After receiving their instructions, each pair have entered a darkened shooting 
range where the “perpetrator” had 7 seconds to assume his or her place in the shoot-
ing range and take the blank gun. After that time, a light beam was activated and il-
luminated the rotating shooting target with the picture below placed on it, 4m away 
from the shooting range. Th e photo (80 × 60 cm) featured the “victim”: a young 
woman standing in quite a dark room and talking on a mobile phone. 

Photo 1. Th e picture used in the experiment.

From that moment, the “perpetrator” had 10 seconds to make one shot from the 
blank gun at the target, aiming to “kill” the “victim”. After the time, the target be-
gan to rotate automatically to prevent further exposition. Th e “witness”, unaware of 
the instructions given to the perpetrator, had to observe passively the whole event. 
After the target began its rotation, subjects were asked to leave the room and sepa-
rately asked to fi ll in a questionnaire, where they fi rst determined the level of stress 
generated during the experiment and then described shortly the whole event from 
their point of view. Th is was followed by answering 11 questions. Th e author of the 
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questionnaire believes that they indicated the most distinctive details of the picture. 
Th ey related to:
• the gender and age of the “victim”
• situation, in which the “victim” was “caught”
• characteristic background details of the picture
• “victim’s” hair color;
• “victim’s” cloths and other details
• the objects in the “victim’s” hands
• two particular, highlighted background elements in the pictured room (a wood-

en bookcase to the right from the “victim”, and candlesticks with candles on the 
wall on the left). 

Th e questions were to determine the amount of information that the subjects re-
membered while being exposed to the picture, and would be considered a starting 
point to develop polygraph tests using the GKT technique. Th e dramatic scenario of 
the experiment (unknown to the last moment, with little time to prepare and shoot 
blank gun, and also the loud noise accompanying the shooting) was developed to 
generate a relatively high level of stress, especially in the “perpetrators”. 

Results

In the questionnaires fi lled after the experiment all subjects described the course of 
the event without much detail but correctly. Descriptions of the picture placed on 
the shooting target were less accurate. Reasons for that are diff erent, and they will be 
presented later in this article. Th e stress level generated by the event as declared by 
subjects (on a scale 1-10, where 1 is totally free of stress and 10 fully stressed) was 
distributed as shown in the table below:

Group
Level of stress declared by a subject

1–3 (low stress) 4–6 (medium stress) 7–10 (high stress)

A (“perpetrators”) 9 subjects (45%) 5 subjects (25%) 6 subjects (30%)

B (“witnesses”) 11 subjects (55%) 5 subjects (25%) 4 subjects (15%)

Table 1. Distribution of declared levels of stress in both groups.

At the fi rst sight, the values seem to be very similar in both groups. Th e chi-square 
(χ2) test value in this case is 0.6 and lies outside the acceptance region for a signifi -
cance level of 0.05, in the context of the critical value of chi-square distribution with 
two degrees of freedom – 5.991. With respect to the above, the null hypothesis can-
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not be rejected, which means that the amount of stress generated by the experiment 
cannot be considered distinctive for members of the two experimental groups. 

Answers to the eleven questions about the distinctive elements of the picture used in 
the experiment allowed to determine the amount of information eff ectively remem-
bered by subjects participating in the event.

Group
Number of well-remembered details:

0–3 4–7 8–11

A (“perpetrators”) 8 individuals (40%) 11 individuals (55%) 1 individual (5%)

B (“witnesses”) 2 individuals (10%) 12 individuals (60%) 6 individuals (30%)

Table 2. Distribution of the number of details (information) remembered in both groups.

Th e average number of remembered details of the picture exposed during the ex-
periment is 3.8 in group A (“perpetrators”) and 6.4 in group B (“witnesses”). Th e 
chi-square test value is 7.27 and lies in the acceptance region for the signifi cance 
level of 0.05, because the critical value of chi-square distribution with two degrees of 
freedom is 5.991. With respect to the above, there are grounds to reject the null hy-
pothesis in this case and the distinction between the two groups of subjects based on 
the number of details remembered is statistically relevant. Th e role in the experiment 
aff ected the ability of remembering details well, independently from the subject’s 
declared level of stress. 

Due to the large diff erence between the declared levels of stress (the lowest recorded 
value being 1 and the highest – 8) it seems reasonable to compare values of stress 
with the number of details remembered by the subjects regardless of their role in 
the experiment. Th e comparison of all 40 subjects participating in the experiment is 
presented below:

Declared level 
of stress

Number of details remembered by individuals

0–3 4–7 8–11

1–3 (low stress) 3 individuals (7.5%) 10 individuals (25%) 7 individuals (17.5%)

4–6 (medium stress) 2 individuals (5%) 8 individuals (20%) -

7–10 (high stress) 5 subjects (12.5%) 5 subjects (12.5%) -

Table 3. Distribution of the number of details remembered broken by the declared level of stress in 
members of Group A and B together.
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Th e average amount of details remembered by the subjects who declared low stress 
level was 6.25, medium stress level allowed to obtain on average 4.3 details, and high 
level of stress – only 3.6 of details in the exposed picture. Th e chi-square test value 
for these results is 11.574 and the critical value of chi-square distribution with four 
degrees of freedom is 9.488. Th e resulting value therefore lies within the acceptance 
region for the level of 0.05, and the null hypothesis can be rejected. Th erefore, with 
the 0.5 level of signifi cance, it can be stated that there is a statistically relevant rela-
tionship between the subject’s level of stress and the amount of remembered details 
of the event, regardless of affi  liation to group A or B. 

Pilot polygraph examination 

A decision was reached to run a pilot project using a group of four subjects to test 
the conditions (both rooms and equipment) required for running the examinations 
Th e group consisted of people participating in the experiment described above. Th e 
subjects included two from the group of the “witnesses”, one person from the group 
of the “perpetrators”, and one who was not connected to the event. Th e polygrapher 
was given the task to use polygraph examinations to determine who belonged to 
which group.

Th e examination made use of CQT tests, as proper use of GKT tests was impossible 
for a number of reasons. First, the experiment took place more than six months be-
fore the planned examination, and the knowledge of the event became destroyed in 
participants in the experiment, and the diff erences in the way the event was remem-
bered between the witnesses and the perpetrator was possible. Consequently, which 
is another argument, the knowledge of the perpetrators and witnesses of the event 
became levelled, the only diff erence between the witness and the perpetrator being 
the fact that the perpetrator held the gun in his hand an shot. Let a good example of 
portraying the blurring of the diff erences be the fact that neither the perpetrator nor 
the witness remembered what weapon was used, yet both witness and the perpetrator 
remembered perfectly well what the target at the shooting range was. All this resulted 
in the lack of suffi  cient characteristic diff erences in the features of the event between 
the knowledge of the witness and the perpetrator, which made it impossible to use 
GKT tests.

For the reason above, a CQT technique was used, to be precise the latest development 
in the CQT family, namely the UTAH ZCT. Th e test was developed in the option 
that contains control questions about Directed Lie Control (DLC). Th e examination 
made use of two UTAH ZCT DLC tests. Th e fi rst was to check whether the subject 
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is a witness, and the second was to test whether the examinee is the perpetrator. NDI 
results obtained in both tests meant that the person was not connected to the event. 
If the fi rst test produced NDI and the second DI, the subject was believed to be the 
perpetrator. Analogously, with NDI being the result of the fi rst and DI in the second 
test, the subject was believed to be a witness.

Witness Test Question Type Perpetrator Test 

Are you sure I am going to ask 
only the questions we have 
discussed?

SYMPTOMAT IC Are you sure I am going to ask 
only the questions we have 
discussed?

Are you going to answer the 
questions concerning the event at 
the shooting range truthfully?

CRITICAL
(Relevant) 

Are you going to answer the 
questions concerning the event at 
the shooting range truthfully?

Are you sitting on a chair? NEUTRAL Are you sitting on a chair?

Have you ever lied to a person 
who trusted you?

CONTROL
(Comparison)

Have you ever lied to a person 
who trusted you?

Did you witness a shot being 
fi red at the shooting range?

CRITICAL
(Relevant)

Did you witness a shot being fi red 
at the shooting range?

Are you wearing shoes? NEUTRAL Are you wearing shoes?

Have you ever cheated at the 
exam?

CONTROL
(Comparison)

Have you ever cheated at the 
exam?

Were you at the shooting range 
when the shot was fi red?

CRITICAL
(Relevant)

Did you have a gun in your hands 
on that day?

Are we at a university? NEUTRAL Are we at a university?

Have you ever said something 
derogatory about another person 
when they couldn’t hear? 

CONTROL
(Comparison)

Have you ever said something 
derogatory about another person 
when they couldn’t hear? 

Did you see the person who fi red 
the shot at the shooting range?

CRITICAL
(Relevant)

Did you fi re a shot at the shooting 
range on that day?

Table 4. Th e questions used in the polygraph examination.



MARCIN TARABUŁA, MICHAŁ WIDACKI70

Results of the pilot study:

Polygraph results obtained were ESS (Empirical Score System) scored. For tests ana-
lysing  single issue (ZCT), the system features the following decision thresholds: To 
classify the subject as deceptive (DI – Deception Indicated) , the total test score must 
amount at least to -4, or any of the spots needs to reach at least -7. If the global some is 
+2 or greater, the person classifi es as NDI (No Deception Indicated). In the remaining 
cases we speak of inconclusive (INC) results. Th e results of all the tests are presented 
in the table below. Th e table provides not only the aggregated results, but also those of 
spot analysis, and evaluation of individual reactions to specifi c questions.

TYPE OF TEST: WITNESS    TYPE OF TEST: PERPETRATOR    

subject A  R1 R2 R3 subject A  R1 R2 R3

 PNEUMO 0 0 0  PNEUMO 0 0 0
 EDA 2 2 2  EDA 2 0 2
 CARDIO 0 0 0  CARDIO 1 1 1

SPOT I 2 2 2 SPOT I 3 1 3

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0
EDA 2 2 2 EDA 0 0 -2
CARDIO -2 0 0 CARDIO 0 -1 1

SPOT II 0 2 2 SPOT II 0 -1 -1

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0

EDA 2 -2 -2 EDA 0 0 0

CARDIO 1 0 -1 CARDIO 0 1 0

SPOT III 3 -2 -3 SPOT III 0 1 0

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

TOTAL 8 5 2 1 TOTAL 6 3 1 2

TEST RESULT: NDI  TEST RESULT: NDI  

    
TYPE OF TEST: WITNESS    TYPE OF TEST: PERPETRATOR    

subject B  R1 R2 R3 subject B  R1 R2 R3

 PNEUMO 0 0 0  PNEUMO 0 0 0

 EDA -2 -2 -2  EDA -2 -2 2

 CARDIO -1 -1 -1  CARDIO 0 0 1



THE AMOUNT OF INFORMATION REMEMBERED BY THE PERPETRATOR IN THE CONTEXT... 71

SPOT I -3 -3 -3 SPOT I -2 -2 3
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3
PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0
EDA 2 2 -2 EDA 0 0 -2

CARDIO -1 0 0 CARDIO 0 -1 1

SPOT II -3 2 -2 SPOT II 0 -1 -1

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0

EDA -2 2 -2 EDA 0 -2 -2

CARDIO -1 -1 1 CARDIO -1 -1 1

SPOT III -3 1 -1 SPOT III -1 -3 -1

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

TOTAL -15 -9 0 -6 TOTAL -2 -1 -2 1

TEST RESULT: DI  TEST RESULT: INC  

    
TYPE OF TEST: WITNESS    TYPE OF TEST: PERPETRATOR    

subject C  R1 R2 R3 subject C  R1 R2 R3

 PNEUMO 0 0 0  PNEUMO 0 0 0
 EDA 2 -2 -2  EDA 0 0 -2
 CARDIO 0 0 0  CARDIO 0 1 0

SPOT I 2 -2 -2 SPOT I 0 1 -2

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0

EDA -2 2 -2 EDA -2 2 2

CARDIO -1 -1 1 CARDIO -1 0 1

SPOT II -3 1 1 SPOT II -3 2 3

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3
PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0
EDA 0 -2 0 EDA 0 2 -2

CARDIO 0 0 0 CARDIO 1 0 -1

SPOT III 0 -2 0 SPOT III 1 2 -3

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

TOTAL -5 -1 -3 -1 TOTAL -1 -2 3 -2

TEST RESULT: DI  TEST RESULT: INC  
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TYPE OF TEST: WITNESS    TYPE OF TEST: PERPETRATOR    

subject D  R1 R2 R3 subject D  R1 R2 R3

 PNEUMO 0 0 0  PNEUMO 0 0 0

 EDA 0 -2 2  EDA -2 0 0

 CARDIO 1 -1 0  CARDIO -1 1 -1

SPOT I 1 -3 2 SPOT I -3 1 -1
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3
PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0
EDA -2 2 2 EDA -2 -2 2
CARDIO 0 1 0 CARDIO -1 -1 -1

SPOT II -2 3 2 SPOT II -3 -3 1
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3
PNEUMO 0 0 0 PNEUMO 0 0 0
EDA 2 -2 -2 EDA 0 -2 -2
CARDIO 0 -1 -1 CARDIO 0 0 -1

SPOT III 2 -3 -3 SPOT III 0 -2 -3

 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3

TOTAL -3 1 -3 -1 TOTAL -11 -6 -4 -3

TEST RESULT: INC  TEST RESULT: DI  
Table 5. Results of individual tests.

Discussion

Th e experiment failed to achieve the situation, in which “perpetrators” of crime could 
reach a signifi cantly higher level of stress than members of the “witnesses” group. De-
spite that the experiment indicated the existence of clear and statistically important 
diff erence between the number of details in the picture remembered by subjects who 
shot at it and by ones who only observed the whole event passively. Th e diff erence 
may result from factors other than stress itself. Th e conclusion that can be made 
from the descriptions made by participants in the study is that the “perpetrators” 
(most of whom had never fi red a gun before) focused their concentration mostly 
on the correct completion of the task, which was to shoot the blank gun. Coupled 
with the very short time of exposure to the image, this circumstance did not let the 
“perpetrators” remember perfectly all the details of the picture, and for that reason 
they often only picked basic information (e.g. age or gender of the “victim”, however 
some “perpetrators” also found these details a problem). 
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“Witnesses” on the other hand, had an opportunity to concentrate more on the 
picture during its 10-second exposition, because they had no other activity assigned 
for that time. 

Th is aside, the research showed a connection between the level of stress reached dur-
ing the experiment and the remembered level of detail concerning the actions. With 
the results of all subjects taking part in the experiment recapitulated, it can be esti-
mated that with the increasing level of stress, the number of correctly remembered 
details diminishes. Regardless of the role played in the experiment, the experienced 
stress and its level clearly infl uence the quantity of details remembered from a certain 
event. 

Results of the experiment cannot, however, substantiate a statement that perpetra-
tors possess more specifi c knowledge of details of the crime. Outcomes are rather 
opposite: the need to focus concentration to accomplish specifi c tasks may result in 
the perpetrator retaining less information about details of a certain event than its 
witness.

Th ere is another result worth indicating: both the “perpetrators” and “witnesses” of 
the simulated event remembered only little information, as the average result for the 
two groups was 3.8 and 6.4 respectively. Th at level of detail remembered about the 
event raises doubt about the potential distinction between the “perpetrators” and 
“witnesses” of an event by using the GKT polygraph technique. In addition, the 
“witnesses” who remembered the picture much better than “perpetrators” may be 
qualifi ed falsely as perpetrators of presented crime because of their better knowledge 
of the event. 

Th e experiment was designed to simulate the event in which the victim and the en-
tire surrounding are completely unfamiliar to both the perpetrator and the witness. 
It can therefore be presumed that if participants of the event were familiar with the 
victim and crime scene, the level of detail remembered would be much higher.

A relatively small group of subjects (40 people) does not allow to issue any categori-
cal statements about the cognitive value of this experiment. It seems necessary to 
conduct further research in this area on a much larger scale that would allow a more 
reliable analysis of the investigated phenomena, and provide more reliable conclu-
sions as result.

Further studies in the area should attempt to generate more emotional involvement 
of participants of the experiment to generate more consistent stress reactions. In this 
regard, it seems appropriate to develop a pre-study narrative, which in this experi-
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ment was limited to a brief explanation of each subject’s role in the experiment. It 
is also possible that changing the form of exposure of the “victim” could improve 
the subjects’ responses; therefore a dummy could be used for this purpose instead of 
a photo. 

It is also necessary to reinforce the role of the perpetrators in further studies, e.g. by 
making them more familiar with the weapon and its elements, or asking to perform 
some other tasks that the “witnesses” would be unaware of. In this way, the “perpe-
trators” would be able to obtain certain information not available to the “witnesses”, 
which could be useful in determining the role of a particular individual by subjecting 
him or her to a polygraph examination. 

Analysing the results of the pilot experiment conducted, one clearly and immediately 
sees that it was not easy to tell the perpetrator apart from a witness using polygraph 
in this experiment. On the other hand, a decision which of the subjects was not con-
nected to the case at all was incontrovertible. Th is may be an argument supporting 
the view expressed by the authors of the amendment to the code, who refer to the 
polygraph as a method used to the so-called “reduction of the number of suspects”. 
What remains a problem is distinguishing witnesses from perpetrators in the test 
group. Th ere are a number of reasons for that. Th e fi rst is poor motivation of the 
subjects to the experiment: participants in the project did not receive any reward for 
“deceiving the polygraph”. Th e other question was the fact that the instruction for 
the perpetrator and witness concerning the use of the blank gun was the same. Th e 
perpetrator was instructed about the weapon in the presence of the witnesses, who 
for that reason spent as much time same time watching the weapon, observing also 
the perpetrator and remaining at the site of the experiment (shooting range), which 
must have had an infl uence on blurring of the borders between the roles of diff erent 
groups of subjects.

References

Ben-Shakhar G., Elaad E., Th e Guilty Knowledge Test (GKT) as an Application of 
Psychophysiology: Future Prospects and Obstacles, [in:] M. Kleiner (ed.), Handbook of 
Polygraph Testing, Academic Press 2002, 87–102.

Bradley M.T., Warfi eld J.F., Innocence, Information and the Guilty Knowledge Test in 
the Detection of Deception, Polygraph 1986, 15, 3, 183–194.

Christianson S.Å., Freij I., Von Vogelsang E., Searching for Off enders’ Memories of 
Violent Crimes [in:] Christianson S.Å. (ed.), Off enders’ Memories of Violent Crimes, 
John Wiley and Sons Ltd. 2007.



THE AMOUNT OF INFORMATION REMEMBERED BY THE PERPETRATOR IN THE CONTEXT... 75

Elaad E., Detection of Guilty Knowledge in Real-Life Criminal Investigations, Journal 
of Applied Psychology 1990, 75, 5, 521–529. 

Ellad E., Th e Challenge of the Concealed Knowledge Polygraph Test, Expert Evidence 
1998, 6, 3, 161–187.

Elaad E., Ginton A., Jungman N., Detection Measures in Real-Life Criminal Guilty 
Knowledge Tests, Journal of Applied Psychology 1992, 77, 5, 757–767.

Gaines K.H., Utility and Numerical Evaluation of the Guilty Knowledge Test, Poly-
graph 2013, 43, 2, 173–190.

Gołaszewski M., Validated Techniques and Scoring Models for PDD Test Data Analysis 
– Conclusions from the 2011 APA Report, European Polygraph 2012, 6, 4, 227–240.

Krapohl D.J., McCloughan J.B., Senter S.M., How to Use the Concealed Information 
Test, Polygraph 2009, 38, 1, 34–49.

Lykken D.T., Th e GSR in the Detection of Guilt, Journal of Applied Psychology 1959, 
43, 6, 385–388.

Lykken D.T., Psychology and the Lie-Detector Industry, American Psychologist 1974, 
29, 10, 25–739.

Lykken D.T., Th e Validity of the Guilty Knowledge Technique: Th e Eff ects of Faking, 
Journal of Applied Psychology 1960, 44, 4, 258–262.

Konieczny J., Fraś M., Widacki J., Pochodzenie ukrytej informacji a  niektóre cechy 
osobowości w badaniu poligrafi cznym, Archiwum Medycyny Sądowej i Kryminalistyki 
1984, XXXIV, 1, 25–30.

MacLaren, V.V., A Quantitative Review of the Guilty Knowledge Test, Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology 2001, 86, 4, 674–683.

Meta-Analytic Survey of Criterion Accuracy of Validated Polygraph Techniques. Report 
Prepared for the American Polygraph Association Board of Directors, Polygraph Special 
Edition 2011, 40, 4.

Podlesny J.A., Is the Guilty Knowledge Polygraph Technique Applicable in Criminal 
Investigations? A Review of FBI Case Records, Polygraph 1994, 23, 1, 85–94.

Podlesny J.A., A Paucity of Operable Case Facts Restricts Applicability of the Guilty 
Knowledge Technique in FBI Criminal Polygraph Examinations, Forensic Sciences 
Communication 2003, 5, 3.

Pollock Ph. H., When the Killer Suff ers: Post-Traumatic Stress Reactions Following 
Homicide, Legal and Criminological Psychology 1999, 4, 2, 185–202.



MARCIN TARABUŁA, MICHAŁ WIDACKI76

Widacki J.(ed.), Badania poligrafi czne w Polsce, Ofi cyna Wydawnicza AFM 2014.

Widacki J., Logical Identity of Conclusions from Polygraph Testing Performed in Control 
Questions test (CQT) and Guilty Knowledge Test (GKT) Techniques, European Poly-
graph 2011, 5, 1, 5–10. 

Widacki J., Wprowadzenie do problematyki badań poligrafi cznych, Wydawnictwo 
MSW, Warszawa 1981.

Widacki J., W sprawie wyboru techniki badania poligrafi cznego. Czy technika oparta 
na testach GKT (CIT) jest lepsza od techniki opartej na testach CQ?, Problemy Krymi-
nalistyki 2011, 273, 5–10.

Wójcikiewicz J., CIT czy CQT?, Problemy Kryminalistyki 2012, 275, 15–18.

Wójcikiewicz J., Kulicki M., Ekspertyza wariografi czna, [in:] Wójcikiewicz J. (ed.), 
Ekspertyza sądowa. Zagadnienia wybrane, 2nd ed, Ofi cyna Wolters Kluwer Business, 
Warszawa 2007.



Reports





UDO UNDEUTSCH* 

The actual use of investigative 
physiopsychological examinations  
in Germany  

EUROPEAN 

POLYGRAPH 
Volume 10 • 2016 • Number 2 (36)

Report from the 2nd International 
Conference Polygraph in Kazakhstan: 

Contemporary Problems and Perspectives

Th e D.A. Kunaeva Eurasian Academy of Law and the Eurasian Polygraph Association 
organized the 2nd International Conference Polygraph in Kazakhstan: Contemporary 
Problems and Perspectives. Th e conference took place in Almaty, the former capital 
of Kazakhstan, on 1–2 April 2016.

Th e conference was attended by participants from many countries and represented 
mostly former Soviet Union (Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbaijan, 
Uzbekistan) as well as Bulgaria, Poland, and Mongolia. Th e conference was an 
opportunity to exchange European and Eurasian experiences on the theory and 
practice of polygraph examinations and research in this fi eld. 

Th e scientifi c part of the conference began with a speech by Professor Kopabayev, 
Rector of D.A. Kunaeva Eurasian Academy of Law. Participating in the conference 
were also representatives of Kazakhstan law enforcement agency, representatives of 
the academia and polygraph examiners from Russia, Bulgaria, Poland, Ukraine, 
Belarus, Kyrgyzstan and Mongolia. Sergei Alexovsky, co-organiser of the conference 
and President of the Eurasian Polygraph Association, presented a  report on the 
activity of the association and a paper on the polygraph in Kazakhstan. Discussing 
history, the speaker emphasised the special role of the oldest polygraph expert in the 
former Soviet Union, Professor Jan Zinkevich, now a citizen of Kazakhstan (it can be 
interesting: he is a Polish origin).
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Professor Boiko Ganchevski from the Institute for Behaviour Analysis of the Police 
Academy in Sofi a (Bulgaria) presented the use of polygraph examinations in Bulgaria. 
Th e following speaker, Vladimir Knyazev (Belarus), Chairman of Polygraphologist 
NGO, presented fi fteen years of history and development prospects of polygraph 
examinations in Belarus. 

Papers presented on the fi rst day of the conference also concerned contemporary 
trends in the use of detection of deception in Ukraine and non-verbal cues in lie 
detection during polygraph examinations (both by Vitaliy Shapovalov, a polygrapher 
and psychologist, Deputy Director of the Ukrainian Bureau for Psychophysiological 
Research) and experiences in polygraph examinations in Kyrgysztan (V.T. Salykbaev). 

Professor Jan Widacki (Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski Kraków University, Poland) spoke 
about preparations for experimental use of infrared cameras in deception detection 
(part of NCN project No. DEC-2013/11B/HS5/3856), and Anna Szuba-Boroń, 
another Polish speaker, presented the history and current polygraph examination 
practices in Poland. 

E.V. Gaydamasheva (Academy of Internal Aff airs of Kazakhstan) presented 
a comparison of pre-employment and screening examinations used in Eurasia.

A very interesting paper on Criminal profi ling for polygraph examination in Israel 
was delivered by Dr Olena Aleskovskaya, and followed by Dr Elena Friedman’s 
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presentation of the Kazakh perspective on Th e infl uence of the personality of 
polygraph examiner on results of examination.

Th e organisers made sure the conference was a  success both in its scientifi c and 
practical dimension. It is worth noting that participants were experts, psychologists, 
representatives of penal prosecution agency, and members of organisations making 
use of lie detection. 

Th e 2nd International Conference Polygraph in Kazakhstan: Contemporary 
Problems and Perspectives was highly stimulating as it expanded both the experience 
and knowledge of polygraph examinations in countries of the former Soviet Union 
and others, mostly lying within the realm of the Russian language. Th e papers 
presented proved that polygraph examinations in these countries steadily continue 
to strengthen their position in various areas.

An exhibition of lie detection equipment and a presentation of the latest Russian 
Polygraphs: Diane – 07 and Triumf were also organised during the conference. 

Anna Szuba-Boron*

* aszuba@afm.edu.pl
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Report from the National Conference on the Instrumental 
and Non-Instrumental Methods of Detection of Deception – 

Current Legal Framework and the State of the Science 
– Rzeszów, 10–11 June 2016

A conference on the methods of detection of deception (including polygraph) was 
held on 10 and 11 June 2016 at the University of Law and Public Administration 
(WSPiA) in Rzeszów, Poland. It was combined with the meeting of the Polish Society 
for Polygraph Examinations (PTBP). Th e scientifi c event was organised under 
the auspices of the Voivode of Podkarpackie, Ewa Lenart, and Rector of WSPiA, 
Professor Jerzy Posłuszny.

Th e conference gathered both practitioners and representatives of academia interested 
in lie detection. Th e participants were presented with interesting speeches on cross-
disciplinary issues.

Professor Czesław Kłak (Director of the College of Law at WSPiA) gave a  lecture 
on polygraph examinations in the light of nemo se ipsum accusare tenetur principle 
(no-one shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself ). He 
concluded, according to judicature, that a suspect, accused or a witness has a duty 
to appear before the polygraph expert witness; however he has right to refuse to 
take a polygraph test. Th e discussion extended to the European Court of Human 
Rights judgment of 6 December 2007, case of Bragadireanu v. Romania (application 
22088/04). Th e Court pronounced that there had been no violation of the right to 

DOI: 10.1515/ep-2016-0010

© year of fi rst publicaƟ on Author(s). This is an open access arƟ cle distributed under 
the CreaƟ ve Commons AƩ ribuƟ on-NonCommercial-NoDerivs license hƩ p://creaƟ vecommons.Org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/



8484 MARCIN GOŁASZEWSKI

a fair trial due to the fact that the complainant had taken the polygraph test without 
being represented by a lawyer during the examination.

Professor Katarzyna Kaczmarczyk-Kłak (WSPiA lecturer) discussed the consequences 
of the Polish Constitutional Tribunal judicature for the organisation of polygraph 
examinations in personnel screening procedures in public institutions.

A judge of the District Court in Rzeszów, Grzegorz Maciejowski, emphasised 
the need for additional training for judges and prosecutors, as many of them still 
underestimate and do not understand the substance of polygraph examination. 
Th is is one of the reasons behind the poor number of polygraph expert opinions in 
criminal proceedings despite the fact that polygraph is legally admissible.

Major Jarosław Wójtowicz, representing the Prison Service, suggested the 
implementation of polygraph examinations in the procedures of criminological 
prediction and assessing the level of danger posed by individuals. Verifi cation of 
prisoner behaviour in custody and during leaves would be helpful in predicting their 
future conduct which might put the public at risk.

Marcin Gołaszewski (PTBP President) presented a paper on hearing a  polygraph 
expert witness in jurisdictional proceedings – frequently asked questions and correct 
answers. Th e repeated questions pertain for instance to the infl uence of examinee’s 
stress management capability, alcoholism, and passage of time on the process 
of examination and tests results. It is therefore worth clarifying that examinee’s 
nervousness should not aff ect a properly-conducted test that includes an appropriate 
pretest interview and an acquaintance test. Alcohol can be a problem if the person 
was intoxicated during the incident to a  degree impairing memory of the event. 
Polygraphers should not test people unless they can provide suffi  cient details about 
the event to indicate that they are amenable to testing. Nor is passage of time a major 
problem unless the test relies on minor aspects of the events that may be easily 
forgotten or confused. Every test should focus on aspects that are clearly memorable.

In addition, the lecturer explained the diff erence between the mean accuracy of 
a polygraph technique and the statistical signifi cance (probability of error) of a test 
result (numerical score). Probability indicates just the likelihood that the score 
belongs to scores obtained from deceptive or truthful subjects. Th is simply refl ects 
the strength of the results and not the accuracy of the decision. Empirically obtained 
accuracy of the technique is based on scientifi c studies of verifi ed cases. It is the 
actual accuracy of the decision regarding the test result, e.g. 9.6% error for the You-
Phase test scored using ESS (e.g. not 1% error of score classifi cation when the grand 
total is -8).
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Agnieszka Leszczyńska (PTBP Vice President) described the three main techniques of 
detection of deception based on human detection, direct recording of brain activity, 
and observation of physiological reactions. Human detection has been practiced 
throughout human history. It consists in careful observation of the interlocutor, 
whose appearance, physiology, and behaviour are diff erent when lying than while 
telling the truth. We are able to distinguish four communication codes between 
people: body language, facial expressions, tone of voice, and the verbal code that are 
helpful in the art of detection of deception. 

Our brain is directly responsible for lying. Th erefore, all the methods which enable 
brain activity observation may be considered potential “lie detectors”. Some of these 
techniques rely on the recording of electrical brain activity (electroencephalography, 
magnetoencephalography). Other, indirect methods, are based on measuring the 
changes in blood fl ow in the areas of brain, where increased neuronal activity takes 
place (positron emission tomography, functional magnetic resonance). When people 
lie, there is an increased activation of the cerebral cortex, especially prefrontal cortex, 
anterior cingulated cortex, and parietal cortex. 

Th e category of psychophysiological techniques includes thermal vision, voice 
analyse, oculograph, and polygraph. Th e lecturer underlined that such examinations 
should be conducted by qualifi ed experts.

Jakub Kryłowski (University of Warsaw) presented the idea of applying oculography 
in research on linguistic preferences. He discussed the concept of cognitive inhibition. 
Regarding the potential implications of determining linguistic preferences in 
detection of deception – the method might be helpful for example in checking 
whether a  person (an illegal immigrant or espionage suspect) is concealing the 
knowledge of a specifi c language. It is also worth to be aware that lying in a non-
native language may result in less signifi cant physiological responses.

Th e reported event was a great opportunity to exchange experiences from laboratories 
and the fi eld. It was the third national conference organised in cooperation with 
Polish Society for Polygraph Examinations.

Marcin Gołaszewski*
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A.Y. Molchanov, 
N.A. Molchanova: 

Atlas Poligramm 
(in Russian; literally: “Atlas of 

Polygraph Records”), 
IPK, Jaroslav, Russia 2007, 

pp. 384

Atlas… contains over 300 illustrations of recordings of polygraph reactions gathered 
from authentic cases conducted in the last several years by Russian polygraphers, 
especially members of POLARG group.

Th e authors intended the polygraph records included in Atlas… to provide training 
material for participants of academic courses in instrumental detection of deception. 
Th ey are also believed to be useful for practising polygraphers.

Presented and partially described on pp. 9–28 are symptomatic reactions on 
pneumographic curves, while pages 41–68 are devoted to the GSR (Galvanic Skin 
Response) curves, and pp. 71–106 – to reactions recorded on cardiovascular curves 
and their explanations. Full recordings of reactions recorded on a  four-channel 
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computer polygraph are portrayed on pages from 109 to 299. Th e last part of Atlas… 
contains recordings of reactions that were purposefully corrupted by the examinees.

Even a  cursory look at the book’s content allows to draw a  handful of basic 
conclusions. First, all the recordings were made by computer polygraphs. Secondly, 
all the assessments of the recordings were made solely with qualitative and not 
quantitative (numerical) methods. Atlas… lacks numerical criteria for the assessment 
of the extent or intensity of reaction (and therefore indirectly the degree of its 
symptomaticity). Authors don’t diff erentiate the symptomatic nature of reactions on 
individual curves depending on the examination technique used. It can therefore be 
inferred that Russian polygraphers (at least those from POLARG group) do not use 
numerical methods of polygraph record interpretation, which has already become 
a standard in the world.

Where full recordings of larger chunks of text are presented, it is evident that the 
authors use control questions techniques.

Th e 300 polygraph records (or their fragments) presented provide an interesting and 
precious material, especially for the earliest stage of training for students learning 
qualitative interpretation of the recordings.

Th e material provided is as valuable as what J. Reid and F. Inbau once included in 
their Truth and Deception; one should bear in mind, however, that the last edition of 
their book was published in 1977.

Jan Widacki*
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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 after 
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 (authors), 
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 electronic 
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 
page. Th e places in the text where they are to be included should be indicated.
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Th e references should be arranged in the alphabetical order according to the surnames 
of the authors. 

Th e references should be after 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 
publication, 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”) Techniques, 
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: m.krasnowolska@gmail.com
 oleg1998@gmail.com



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 Editor-in-
Chief or by the Deputy Editor  following consultation with the Editor-in-Chief.

4. Th e following cannot be independent reviewers: Editor-in–Chief, Deputy Ed-
itor-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.

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.
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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, Editors 
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.
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