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Abstract 
Although the title of Honts et al.'s paper suggests that it will be a reply to the specific, logico-ethical problem of the CQT polygraph (the Polygrapher's Dilemma), the text deals only tangentially with this logico-ethical problem, and engages, instead, in a diffuse discussion of related, but different, ethical, methodological, and empirical problems of the CQT polygraph. This paper seeks to restore some clarity to the discussion by reminding us of certain basic distinctions among logico-ethical, ethical, methodological, and empirical problems. In the light of these distinctions, the *relevant* literature, and the essential characteristics of the CQT (which continue to be obscured by the use of systematically misleading terminology), I stand by my claim that, on the ethico-logical grounds (i.e., the CQT Polygrapher's Dilemma formulated in my 1993 paper [1]), as well as ethical, methodological, and evidential grounds (which have been detailed elsewhere), the CQT should be abandoned as a serious method of *detecting* deception, no matter how useful it may be to practitioners as an interrogatory prop.
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Some elementary distinctions among, and comments concerning, the `control' question `test' (CQT) polygrapher's many problems: A reply to Honts, Kircher, and Raskin The title of Honts et al's paper [2] suggests that their intention is to reply to the the logico-ethical problem that I raised in my 1993 paper [1], although even their title appears off the mark in the sense that my title addresses "*the `control' question `test' (CQT)* polygrapher's dilemma", whereas theirs omits the emphasized terms, and refers only to "the polygrapher's dilemma". I assume this omission's purpose is to convey the rhetorical and misleading impression that my criticisms are meant to apply to *all* forms of detection of deception (polygraphy) and, by implication, to all polygraphers. My rhetorical isolation is, then, presumably completed by the suggestion in their title that my views constitute only the "chimera" (defined in the OED as a "mere wild fancy") of one lonely "psychologist". As should be clear from the title of my 1993 paper [1], let alone the text, my opposition is only to the CQT form of polygraphy, and in that paper I discussed not all the many problems associated with the CQT polygraph--problems that have been discussed by me and others elsewhere (e.g., [3], [4] [5] and [6], but rather a single and newly identified logico-ethical problem--the CQT Polygrapher's Dilemma (PD). Honts et al.'s "reply" to my 1993 encompasses many other issues besides the PD that relate to the CQT. In addition, they also raise questions about my professional ethics and competence as an expert witness. 
This reply to Honts et al. [2] will be confined to problems with the CQT only. I shall reiterate some elementary distinctions among different sorts of problems, as well as briefly elaborating on these problems in the light of Honts et al.s comments. 

As I indicated in the 1993 paper [1], the CQT polygraph has four sorts of problems associated with it. The first sort of problem is what I have labelled an logico-ethical one, which was the focus of the Furedy, 1993 paper [1]--the PD. The second sort of problems are purely ethical in the sense that they can be resolved by an "ethical counterclaim" ([1], p. 264), i.e., an ethical argument that the negative consequences of one alternative (e.g., false accusations) are outweighed by those of another alternative (e.g., failures to punish the guilty). Two of these ethical problems associated with the CQT-- 

the problem of false confessions and and that of "intrinsic deceptiveness"--were mentioned in the 1993 paper ([1] p. 264). Of these problems, only the former are taken up by Honts et al. [2] near the end of their paper. A more general statement concerning the CQT's ethical problems was formulated in a 1994 multiple-authored letter to the membership of the Society for Psychophysiological Research [7], which Honts et al. refer to as the "Furedy letter" [2]. The third and fourth sorts of problems, respectively, are methodological empirical ones. 

The Logico-ethical problem: The CQT Polygrapher's Dilemma (PD) A logical dilemma involves a choice between two alternatives which together exhaust the range of logical possibilities. A logico- 

ethical dilemma involves two consequences which together exhaust the range of logical possibilities, and where both consequences have negative ethical value. As suggested by the title of the Furedy 1993 paper, the text consisted of a detailed argument why such a logico- 

ethical dilemma existed for the CQT examiner, who, essentially, based his decision of "deceptive" versus "truthful" on the outcomes, respectively, of R>C and R<C, where R and C refer to responding to the relevant and so-called "control" questions. After providing logical and evidential arguments for the PD, I summarized it, at the end of my paper as being that "if the C questions are too strong, the examinees' psyche is damaged, whereas if the C questions are too weak, even the innocent examinee will be found deceptive" ([1] p. 266]. I noted also in that same paragraph that the PD held independently of one's view of the relative weight of the two sorts of negative consequences, and of the actual frequency of occurrence of each consequence. 

In their abstract, Honts et al. [2] issue a promissory to note that they will demonstrate the "flawed logic" in my argument for the existence of the PD, but throughout their extensive commentary I suggest that they completely fail to cash this promissory note. I base this claim on their failure to offer any direct refutation of the logic I have provided to formulate and justify the PD, which is not to deny that their experience with the various forms of the CQT is greater than mine. In that respect I bow to their greater experience, but in logical terms, I contend that they have not even begun to weaken the force of the logical difficulties with the CQT that I have raised, although, of course, it is the reader who must be the final judge. 

Ethical problems 

As Honts et al. [2] purport to be replying to my 1993 paper [1], rather than to all that I and others have written about the detection of deception, it seems relevant to distinguish between ethical problems that I mentioned in my 1993 paper, and those which I did not. The same distinction will be used to classify the methodological and empirical problems in the last two sections of this paper. *Ethical problems mentioned 1993 paper*. The first of these is the *false-confessions* problem, which was summarized by stating that the CQT's "interrogative features may elicit false confessions ([1] p. 266]. As detailed elsewhere (e.g., [4]), these interrogative features are *intrinsic* to the CQT. It bears emphasis that this ethical problem was formulated in terms of a "may" terminology, because no one knows how many confessions are false. Nevertheless, from an ethical perspective, even if false confessions are rare, they constitute a serious problem because the negative consequences for the individual can be most severe. 

Honts et al. [2] do not seem to have addressed the false-confessions problem in any explicit and direct way, but have contented themselves with falsely) accusing me of being "opposed to interrogation", and being uninterested in seeing that the guilty are punished. Neither of these positions can be found in any of my writings. I happen to approve of interrogations under certain circumstances, but consider it unethical, especially for psychophysiological scientists who should know better, to confuse interrogation with *detection* of deception. And, of course, like almost all non-psychopaths, I am interested in seeing that the guilty are punished, but am also interested in seeing that the innocent are not, and am not prepared to accept (in contrast to CQT polygraphers) the "almost certainly false position that all confessions are true" ([1] p. 264). 

The second CQT-associated ethical problem is the *intrinsic-deceptiveness* one, which, as noted in the first footnote of my 1993 paper ([1] p. 264), has been formulated in earlier papers by Saxe [8], and more briefly and crudely by me when I indicated that "the APA [American Polygraph Association to which most CQT polygraphers belong, and which approves of the CQT polygraph], which is purportedly dedicated to the truth [as on the APA's emblem], uses a procedure that requires its members to lie" ([9] p. 243). As suggested by the term "intrinsic", this ethical problem arises because, in contrast to procedures like the Guilty Knowledge Test (GKT), deceiving the examinee that the CQT is 100% accurate is part and parcel of the procedure. It is interesting to note that, in contrast to their treatment of the false-confessions problem, where they at least offer an *ad hominem* counter, Honts et al. [2] have chosen to ignore the intrinsic-deceptiveness ethical problem altogether in their reply. *Ethical problems not mentioned in the 1993 paper: Conflicts between the CQT and other ethical requirements*.--These conflicts are formulated in what Honts et al. [2] refer to as "the Furedy letter" in their text. As indicated in the reference note [7], the signatories to this alphabetically-ordered, jointly-authored letter published in the summer mailing of SPR (a longer version of which is can be obtained from me by request), set out what they viewed to be "potential conflicts between the CQT and SPR's draft ethics code." Although I "formulated the position taken" in the letter, I did so "on the basis of advice from both signatories and non-signatories" to the letter. 

The co-signed letter to SPR is clearly a "committee" report reflecting the view of individuals with "expertise in forensic psychophysiology" who disagree on other problems associated with the CQT. So the letter begins by referring to such disputes between the signatories as whether the CQT is really a "test", and whether research on its accuracy is really feasible--as is clear from my other writings, I deny both propositions. What the cosigners do agree on are the presence of certain ethical problems that are inherent in the CQT. Honts et al. [2] have not really addressed these ethical problems, but have chosen, instead, to attribute propositions to the letter that do not exist in it. For example, the letter is quite clear that, *contra* Honts et al. [2], neither I nor the cosigners believe that the demise of the CQT will end interrogations, but only that it will no longer be so easy for examiners to trap examinees into interrogation sessions, when all that the examinees have consented to is a detection (by polygraph "test") session (see [1] p. 20). Interrogations do need to be performed in certain circumstances, and any props that are useful (including the CQT) should be employed, but let us not deceive ourselves that a prop like the CQT has anything to do with detection, and let us recognize that the use of the CQT for the purported purpose of detection involves some ethical problems. 

Methodological problems 
*Mentioned in the 1993 paper: Lack of scientific specifiability*. 

--Honts et al. deal with this problem at some length [2], [10], but in their treatment they allude only to the brief reference to the problem at the end of my paper, where I refer to the question of "whether the CQT is a scientifically specifiable procedure" [1], 267). They fail to mention that I support my own negative answer to this question by providing real examples [1], pp. 255-6). They also fail to grapple effectively with the problem that this lack of specificity is inherent in the rationale of an effective CQT (assuming that one is really concerned to allow an "innocent", C>R outcome to occur), that the dynamic psychic digging be performed. Otherwise, when compared to the highly significant R questions, the C questions will not have sufficient impact to produce a C>R outcome in the innocent examinees. Their counter to this problem is to claim that, in their laboratory, as well as in unspecified studies, such psychic digging does not occur, and yet their CQT is effective. This counter lack persuasiveness. It is a matter of elementary psychophysiology that unless the C questions are made at least as significant as the R questions, then, quite independently whether the examinee is really guilty (or, in misleading CQT polygraphic terminology, "deceptive"), an R<C outcome will occur. No amount of rhetoric and/or complaints of "myths" that I am supposed to have promulgated will gainsay that elementary psychophysiological fact. 

*Methodological CQT problems not mentioned in the 1993 paper, but alluded to by Honts et al*.--Their discussion of these problems centers around the definition of "standardization", and essentially involves the issue of whether the CQT is really a "test" in the sense that a controversial, but scientifically-based procedure like IQ assessment, is a "test". The assessment of IQ is controversial with respect to validity, but adequate with respect to reliability, because the assessment, in the form of the IQ test, is adequately standardized. As has been argued in some detail elsewhere (e.g., [4]), the CQT is not a test in terms of conventional and classic definitions (e.g., [10]) of what a test is. Their counter to this position is to cite a 1994 book [11] which they characterize as "definitive", and the four "rules" of which, they assert, supports their position. 

However, as I did elsewhere ([10], p. 244), let us consider their position in terms of a hypothetical IQ assessment "where the items were made up by the examiner on the spot on the basis of an in-depth interview with the examinee (as is done for the "control" questions in the CQT), the duration varied between one to five hours ... and where responses to the items depended markedly on the tone in which the questions were put, the body-language of the tester, and the *rapport* between tester and testee. Would anyone familiar with elementary principles of psychological testing call such an IQ measurement procedure a "test"? 

In the actual CQT, moreover, the questions have a differential impact on the examinee as a function not only of the perceived status of the examiner, but also of the context in which the questions are put. So, for example, an examinee asked whether s/he has committed a crime by a polygrapher hired by the defence may well receive quite a different item in terms of impact from someone asked the same question by a police polygrapher. Again, to continue with the same example, the same question asked by the same polygrapher may also vary with both the quality and the quantity of time spent being under suspicion and pressure by the police to "voluntarily" take the "test". Also, not only is the duration of the "test" highly variable as noted above, but the number of items given is also under the examiner's control, who may give three to five charts (usually amounting to totals of 30 to 50 questions, respectively) depending on how the examiner "feels". Finally, the scoring method is essentially subjective, as it employs qualitative terms like "slight", "clear", an "marked" to determine "quantified" numbers like 1, 2, and 3, respectively. That is a "test"? 

Still, on the general issue of standardization, Honts et al. provide a separate argument to defend the objective status of the CQT scoring method, in their assertion that the method is not "subjective" but "numerical" ([2], p. 12). Of course this argument is not new, and has been covered elsewhere (e.g., [3], [4]). It does have a grain of truth, inasmuch as the "numerical" method is certainly less subjective (and hence more reliable) than the polygraphic "subjective" method still in use by some examiners, where the examiner simply looks at the records and decides, on the basis of inspection, whether the records indicate "deceptiveness" or "truthfulness". Nevertheless, as noted above, the numbers in the "numerical" method are based on subjective categories like "slight", "clear", and "marked". Hence the "numbers" are subjective, even if these ratings are, in some contexts, and on the average, highly correlated. Moreover, from a *current* psychophysiological perspective, these scoring methods are clearly inadequate. As we have written elsewhere in our 1990 book, "the apparent similarity between the numerical scores used by psychophysiologists and CQT polygraphers is misleading, because polygraphic scores are not based on genuine quantification" ([4], p. 12). 

As to computerization of the CQT polygraph, it is true that, in the 1993 paper (which focussed only on the logico-ethical problem with the CQT), I did indeed "fail to mention" ([2], p. 12) these methods. Elsewhere we have commented on CQT computerization ([12], footnote #4, p. 244). In that comment we made two points, both of which still apply to-day. The first point is that CQT computerization is not based on a detailed specification of a program that is available publically, but rather on a privately specified program that has been used only by Raskin and his associates. The second point is that even if the details of the computer program were publically available and sound, there would still be a problem that Heslegrave and I (with the help of the editors for that book chapter) stated relatively politely and technically: "faulty decision algorithms will remain faulty whether or not they are realized in a computer program, and data based on flawed procedures will still yield flawed output" ([12], footnote #4, p. 244). In other less technical and polite words: garbage in, garbage out. Similarly, one could, in principle, design an excellent and publically available computer program for making astrological or tea-leaf-reading decisions, but this would not rectify the other problems extant with these procedures. 

But given that this journal's speciality is psychophysiology rather than astrology or tea-leaf reading, let me consider the CQT proponents' position that their measures are "objective and completely reliable" ([2], p. 12) by taking another example from psychophysiology. 

Since the late sixties [13] until more quite recently (e.g., [14]) I have been involved in publishing quite a few papers in human Pavlovian electrodermal conditioning. Imagine if, in presenting our data, instead of specifying the electrodermal response (EDR) magnitude as the difference between the first point of inflection 1-5 s. following stimulus onset and the highest level of conductance following the point of inflection up to 5 s. after stimulus onset, we either reported numbers based on "slight", "moderate", and "marked" differences (and added that, in the laboratories reporting these "numerical" results, my associates and I were highly reliable in making these judgments). Or imagine if we even came out with a computerized scoring program, the details of which, however, we regarded as proprietary. Would our results be regarded as adequately measured in terms of *public* scientific psychophysiological standards? 

Empirical problems 

*Mentioned in the 1993 paper*.--The only one treated was the difficulty of accurately estimating the rate of false confessions, a difficulty that I described as "considerable", and went on to give specific examples of both proponents (like Raskin) and opponents (like Lykken) of the CQT polygraph making "strong assertions" that went well beyond the available data ([1], p. 264). Moreover, I also suggested that this evidential problem may not be soluble even in principle, it being "difficult to know how one could design a study to assess this [false-confession] rate" ([1], p. 264). 

Instead of replying to the substance of this position, Honts et al. choose to take the *ad hominem* (and hence irrelevant) tack of accusing me, personally, of unethical conduct in the courtroom for arguing for the "devaluation of confessions" produced in a CQT polygraph context, by sharing an anecdote with the readers, where this "devaluation" on my part is supposed to have led to a "a confessed child murderer walking the street ([2], p. 23). 

This is not the place to provide detailed instruction on the role of the expert witness in courts of law, but I would like to briefly remind Honts et al. of the elementary principle that determining whether "a confessed child murderer" should be "walking the streets" is the job of the judge and/or jury. That of the expert witness is to provide information about the probable reliability of confessions, and not to offer an opinion on whether, in that particular case, the confession was true. After all, if it is difficult (not to say impossible) to obtain reliable data even on the *average* error (false-confession) rate of polygraph-induced confessions, it would be ethically irresponsible for any expert witness to suggest that s/he can be confident about whether a particular confession was reliable. This is why it is not at all "remarkable" ([2], p. 21) that I indicated that in none of the cases where I successfully argued against the reliability of polygraph-based confessions did I make any "assertion ... that the confessions [in those specific cases] were in fact false" ([1], p. 264). 

Only those expert witnesses who believe in the magical powers of the CQT polygraph think that, given a CQT-elicited confession, they can be certain that the confession is true, and, as detailed previously ([1], p. 264), Raskin [15] is a CQT polygrapher who does implicitly accept this position, when he employs confessions as a criterion of ground truth. Other people, who are confined to non-magical, empirical methods of observation, understand that such certainties do not exist in the real world. 

*A problem not mentioned in the 1993 paper, but alluded to by Honts et al.*.--This is the problem of the CQT "literature", which Honts et al. chastise me for ignoring. That "literature" has been reviewed elsewhere (e.g., [4]) in places where the topic was the CQT in general, rather than the CQT Polygrapher's Dilemma. Still, I will grant that not all writings concerning the CQT have been mentioned even in these other sources. That is because, as has been argued elsewhere (e.g., [3], [4], [14] [16]), the CQT-related "literature" is impossible to evaluate in a scientific sense, on account of the methodological problems with the CQT. The methodological problem, in essence, is that the procedure is so unstandardized, that accuracy is statable only relative to a particular examiner/examinee diad in the unique context of the specific issue being investigated. This means that, as we noted in our 1990 book, the CQT is excluded"from consideration as being evaluatable as a scientifically based, *psychophysiological* means of detecting deception" ([4], p. 138). So, while it may still be that "individual *interrogators* who employ the [CQT] polygraph as part of their interrogating procedure may become extremely accurate as deception detectors, but the same may be said of individual fortune-tellers who use other props [including that of computerization] to ply their trade" ([4], p. 138). 

Envoi 

Although non-CQT methods of psychophysiological detection were well beyond the scope of my 1993 paper, it is important to stress that I am not against other methods being investigated, as long as they are scientifically specifiable in the sense that the CQT is not. One such scientifically specifiable method is the GKT (which does not, *contre* Honts et al., include, *intrinsically*, an interrogatory component, although interrogation can occur, extrinsically, in conjunction with all human-to-human assessment procedures--even with with IQ tests). Research published in refereed journal specializing in psychophysiology has begun to be done on the GKT, although most of this research is confined to laboratory rather than field studies. Still, the GKT is not the only possibility for psychophysiological detection, and nor is it a *panacea* even in principle. Another possibility is the directed-lie method that Honts et al. chide me, as well as my original co-author, for not mentioning in my logico-ethical, 1993 paper, which was not meant to cover all the problems with the CQT, let alone alternative forms of psychophysiological detection. One point in favor of the directed-lie technique is that it does not involve the many methodological difficulties inherent in the CQT. Thus there are no pseudo "control" questions, no intrinsic interrogatory component, and there is at least the possibility of using normal, genuinely objective, psychophysiological methods of measurement, rather than the pseudo objective, "numerical" scoring of the CQT. However, in contrast to the GKT, there is a total lack of refereed-journal empirical literature, even in a laboratory setting. Still, that problem is, in principle, correctible, and it is clear that the directed-lie technique should be examined in controlled, laboratory settings, and the results reported in the refereed-journal, psychophysiological literature. 

My view of the CQT, however, remains as I stated it at the end of my 1993 paper:"...quite aside from any ethical considerations (like the relative gravity of false-positive and false-negative errors), methodological considerations (like that of whether the CQT is a scientifically specifiable procedure), or empirical considerations (like that of the actual frequency of false confessions), there are logico-ethical grounds for all practitioners and researchers to abandon the CQT" ([1], p. 267) 

In my view, Honts et al. [2] have not produced any evidence that persuades me to change that very negative evaluation of the CQT as a psychophysiological *detection* procedure. 
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Appendix A
Text of "letter from several members with expertise in forensic psychophysiology" circulated in summer, 1994 mailing of SPR by its Secretary-Treasurer, Steven A. Hackley. 

Potential Conflicts between the "Control" Question "Test" (CQT) Polygraph and SPR's Draft Ethics Code 

The alphabetically-ordered signatories to this letter are divided on such issues as whether the CQT is really a *test*, what its accuracy is, and even whether research on its accuracy is really feasible. As experts in psychophysiology and/or problems in the detection of deception, we are, however, agreed that there are potential conflicts between the CQT in both its field and laboratory manifestations (although there are obvious differences between the two) and the draft Ethics Code which was mailed out to all SPR members on February, 1992 by the By-Laws Committee Chair, A. S. Bernstein. 

In what follows we briefly indicate these potential conflicts for the explicit consideration of SPR members, SPR's Ethical Principles Committee, SPR's By-laws Committee, and SPR's Board of Directors. We suggest that, because the CQT, which is in dominant current use in North America in the "detection of deception", is a purported application of psychophysiology, SPR has a responsibility to deal with the issues that we raise in a way that goes beyond the formation of a committee to study the CQT (as happened in the seventies; this committee, in the end, did not even make a report), and beyond surveys of members, many of whom are unfamiliar with the procedures that the CQT actually involves (two such surveys were conducted by proponents of the CQT polygraph in the mid-eighties and early nineties). 

In the full version of this letter (available from John Furedy, email: furedy@psych.utoronto.ca), we precede this list of potential conflicts by a brief description of the salient features of the CQT, noting differences, where relevant, between field and laboratory manifestations. Here we state only that when relevant (R) questions produce clearly larger responding than so-called "control" (C) questions, i.e., R>C, examinees are classified as "deceptive", whereas a C>R outcome leads to an "non-deceptive" classification, and that, intrinsic to the CQT, is an interrogatory "post-test interview" phase, of which not only most examinees but many other professionals are ignorant. The main significance of the interrogatory components in the CQT is that whereas the examinee consents to what is purported to be an objective *test* based on scientific psychophysiological principles, this consent is *uninformed* in the sense that the CQT is actually an *interrogation* procedure which may last several hours. 

There are, in our view, three areas referred to in the draft Ethics Code (DEC) which appear to be in conflict with CQT practice, research, or both. 

1. *Respect for individual dignity*. The preamble states that "psychophysiologists respect the dignity and worth of the individual, and strive for the preservation of fundamental human rights". Although this formulation is broad, the CQT field practice of exposing examinees classified as guilty to an interrogation of indefinite length to which they have not explicitly consented appears to be incompatible with DEC's preamble. Although no physical assault is involved, it is clear that the "post-test interview" provides the potential (which is often actualized) for the imposition of psychological pressure about which the "consenting" examinees have not been adequately warned. Also incompatible may be the "psychological digging" (without subsequent debriefing) that goes on to develop the C questions. And this would seem to apply not only to field practice but also laboratory research, where, for the C questions to be effective, they must refer to material that is significant in the subject's past. 

2. *Informed consent*.--The code requires that the experimenter "inform participants of significant factors that may be expected to influence their willingness to participate (such as risks, discomfort, or adverse effects)" (Article 10). In addition, it also states that "psychophysiologists enter into an agreement with participants that clarifies the nature of the research and the responsibilities of each party". 

In laboratory CQT studies, effective C questions require that subjects be discomforted by the C questions, and subjects are neither warned about this beforehand (lack of informed consent), nor are typically debriefed afterwards about the nature of the C questions and their purpose (no clarification of the nature of the research). Because most Institutional Ethics Review Boards (IERBs) are not familiar with the CQT, it is likely that they are also ignorant of these informed-consent and lack-of-accurate-debriefing problems. In field CQT examinations, the emotional impact of C questions has to be even greater, because the R questions are obviously more significant than those in the laboratory. And because CQT practitioners do not debrief even found-innocent examinees about the nature and true rationale of the C questions, the psychological conflicts stirred up by the development of the C questions are not dealt with following the CQT procedure. Nor are potential examinees who consent to "take the test" warned that, in order to develop the C questions, disturbing areas will be taken up in the course of the "test". 

3. *Deception in Research*. This problem is most salient for laboratory CQT research. There are at least two aspects of the DEC that seem to be in conflict with the CQT. 

The first aspect is the assertion that "psychophysiologists never deceive research participants about aspects that would affect their willingness to participate, such as .... unpleasant experiences which will be encountered during or as a consequence of a study". Again the problem here is the C questions. It should be noted that the C questions which may be relatively innocuous for most subjects, may be extremely threatening for some subjects. Yet CQT research does not allow for identifying such subjects, and also does not warn any of the subjects of such material. 

The second aspect is the assertion that "any deception that is an integral feature of the design and conduct of an experiment must be explained to participants as early as feasible. Immediately after the data are collected, psychophysiologists should clarify for research participants any misconceptions that may have arisen". It is part of the rationale of the CQT that subjects must not be told that, in fact, the C questions are provided in order to compare responses to the R questions. If subjects were debriefed immediately after being run, this problem could be alleviated, but our impression is that such debriefing is not common practice. 

We respectfully submit these comments for consideration by SPR's membership and various relevant committees. We think that, in addition to raising issues pertinent for the psychophysiological detection of deception, our comments also contribute towards clarifying the role of SPR's Ethical Principles Committee. 

Although this is a jointly signed, alphabetically-ordered authored letter, for convenience, responses to this letter should initially be addressed to John J. Furedy, who formulated the position taken here, on the basis of advice from a number of signatories and non-signatories to this letter. John L. Andreassi, Robert J. Barry, T. R. Bashore, Gershon Ben-Shakhar, 

Wolfram Boucsein, Barbara Carlton, Emanuel Donchin, L. A. Farwell, John J. Furedy, Stanley Ginsberg, R. J. Heslegrave, James C. Miller, Leonard Saxe. 

