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The book comprises three parts with a total of six chapters. The first part includes 
the chapters: 
 
I. Structured interview and interrogation, 
II. Validity assessment in interview and interrogation. 
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The second part includes the chapters: 
 
III. Behavioural and facts analysis in polygraph examinations, 
IV. Psychological integrity testing – honesty tests. 
 
 
The third part includes the chapters: 
 
V. Structured interview (integrity) in theft cases – reliability and validity, and 
VI. Thief’s profile in a survey of probation officers, judges, and students. 
 
In keeping with our journal’s profile, this review only covers chapter III from the 
second part of the book (pages 193–298) devoted to polygraph examinations. In 
this work, the author uses the term “wariograf,” which in Poland is accepted as 
a synonym for “polygraph.” 
 
The reviewed work contains an accurate presentation of the current state of science 
on the polygraph and its applications in practice and much of the information is 
presented to Polish readers for the first time. Exhibiting a firm grasp of the litera-
ture, the author correctly presents both the techniques of polygraph examinations 
as well as their application in various countries, in particular the United States and 
Poland. The author has also devoted much attention to the diagnostic value of these 
examinations. This is all worthy of recognition and praise and this is a valuable 
work, in particular for Polish readers, who heretofore have not had the opportunity 
to review most of the information provided in the chapter. 
 
On the other hand, attention must be drawn to certain weaker points of the work. 
First, polygraph examination specialists will note that the model example of the 
Reid technique discussed on page 210 (conducted as part of an expert’s opinion in 
a concrete criminal case from 1992) is not only not a model example, but, on the 
contrary, has been incorrectly constructed. The test contains a total of 13 questions, 
including five relevant questions and two control questions. One of the control 
questions was improperly selected, as neither the topic nor the requisite gravity 
were selected for the relevant questions. Insofar as the relevant questions pertain to 
a murder, the control questions refer to deceiving an employer. Further, both con-
trol questions are in an older form and the time of occurrence about which they ask 
has not been made explicit. 
 
Second, legal procedure specialists will note that the discussion (at least in Poland) 
on whether the polygraph examination is a form of interrogation, interview, or 
“expert opinion on demonstrated evidence” (p. 193) is first of all aimless, and sec-
ond the division used here is incomplete. The provisions of the Penal Procedure 
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Code and court rulings have held unequivocally that such examinations are admis-
sible in Polish criminal cases only as a form of expert opinion, performed by an 
expert witness. In addition, this expert opinion (as for example psychological or 
psychiatric opinions) is not an “expert opinion on demonstrated evidence.” 
 
A methodologist, on the other hand, will note that research of opinions on poly-
graph examinations does not apply to the value of such examinations, but only to 
the state of knowledge and awareness of those surveyed, among which apart from 
judges (quite justifiably selected for study), court probation officers were selected, 
which may come as a surprise. As is well-known, court probation officers – neither 
due to their education (generally psychology or pedagogy), nor due to their profes-
sion – do not have anything to do with evaluating evidence and they certainly do 
not have anything at all to do with evaluating scientific evidence. 
 
The information on the unfortunately very scanty knowledge of judges on evidence 
and its value as to which they sometimes must rule is certainly a cause for concern. 
 
Based on his research of case files, including criminal cases in which the polygraph 
was used, the author has formulated several postulates, of which at least some are 
controversial. 
 
From the first postulate (page 216) it follows that the GKT (Guilty Knowledge 
Test) is preferred and the CQ technique (Control Question Test) can only be used 
when it is impossible to use the GKT technique. Yet, both examination techniques 
are on equal footing and it is at the expert’s discretion as to which should be ap-
plied in a given situation.  Naturally, the expert should justify this choice in his or 
her opinion. 
 
The second postulate (page 218) holds that the expert should assess in his/her opin-
ion whether the control question has fulfilled its role or not. This postulate is com-
pletely incomprehensible. If the expert has conducted a Control Question Test, this 
mean that he or she has determined him or herself capable of formulating control 
questions appropriate to the relevant questions; otherwise the examination would 
be pointless. 
 
The third postulate (page 221), which holds that the expert should in his/her opin-
ion clearly state the circumstances that could have an impact on the reliability and 
interpretation of the results of the examination seems to be a needless safeguard 
further weakening the categorical nature of the opinion. In essence, the expert has 
three possibilities for each technique. If the CQ technique was used, the expert can 
conclude that the examinee was deceptive, non-deceptive, or that the results were 
inconclusive. If the GKT technique was used, the expert determines that the ex-
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aminee has knowledge of the act, does not have knowledge, or the examination is 
inconclusive. 
 
The concocting of intermediate phases and staging them is at the very most evi-
dence of the expert’s lack of certainty and safeguarding posture and yields a result 
that is completely useless to the court or, even worse, may be misinterpreted to the 
examinee’s detriment. 
 
Clearly, in situations where the examination result is ambiguous and the examina-
tion must be deemed inconclusive, the expert must be capable of justifying this 
interpretation, listing all doubts preventing him from making a categorical conclu-
sion. 
 
The fourth postulate (page 243), according to which an opinion should take into 
account an assessment of the examinee’s outward behaviour, is obvious. In his/her 
opinion, the expert has the duty to list all circumstances and reasons for his/her 
conclusions. 
 
With regard to the fifth postulate (page 254), which states that the “expert should 
express the probability scale used in arriving at the conclusion,” all of the reserva-
tions listed in the discussion on the third postulate also apply. To this list should be 
added that this potentially applies to the three categories of results discussed ear-
lier. 
 
The author aptly indicates the likely directions in basic research that will be of 
significance to polygraph examinations. Particularly interesting is the research in 
neurobiology on the analysis of brain functions using Magnetic Resonance Imag-
ing (MRI). In the future, this research could enrich the scientific foundations of 
polygraph examinations that have heretofore been based on achievements in psy-
chophysiology.  
 
In closing, a few details. The work Wartość diagnostyczna badania poligrafi- 
cznego i jej znaczenie kryminalistyczne [The diagnostic value of polygraph exami-
nations and their investigative significance] mentioned on page 222 appeared in 
print in 1977 and not 1976. 
 
On page 219, it is incorrectly stated that the material for the analysis conducted in 
the book Analiza przesłanek diagnozowania w badaniach poligraficzynych by  
J. Widacki [Analysis of the premises for diagnosis in polygraph examinations] 
(Katowice 1982) came from two equally numerous groups DI – 22 and NDI – 22. 
In actuality, the DI group was smaller, with only 16 cases. 
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The book was dedicated among others to John E. Reid. John E. Reid died in 1982. 
Books are dedicated to the memory of the deceased and not to the deceased them-
selves. Therefore, the wording should be “To the memory of John E. Reid,” instead 
of “To John E. Reid.” 
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