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The detection of deception through physiological measures is psychophysiology's most salient potential application. Further​more, beyond any academic, basic research considerations, this purported psychophysiological application is of considerable practical importance in North America, where the lie detector or polygraph remains an important instrument in legal and other disputes over veracity (e.g., the Thomas/Hill hearings). In ad​dition, there are significant international and cultural differences in the way the polygraphy is used and viewed. For these reasons, the detection of deception needs examination from both a psy​chophysiological and international perspective. The book (Ben-Shakhar & Furedy, 1990) on which Honts (1993) comments was intended to provide such an examination.
Unfortunately Honts's review misses these points, and in​stead of providing the readers of this journal with a proper review of our book (which contains much more than a critical analysis of the CQT), he merely attempts to defend this tech​nique, repeating arguments made long ago by Raskin and his colleagues (e.g., Raskin, 1978,1986; Raskin & Podlesny, 1979). Beyond the CQT controversy, Honts does not provide even a superficial description of the book's content. One sign of this is that he omits the last part of the book's title, which referred to psychophysiological and international perspectives. Another sign is his failure to mention that the book contains a detailed summary of the experimental and theoretical literature in psy​chophysiological detection (chapters 4 and 6), a description of usages of the polygraphy in various countries (chapter 7), and both social and legal considerations (chapter 8).
Honts restricts his discussion to five themes related to our critical analysis of the two major methods of polygraph inter​rogation, the CQT and the GKT (see the first two chapters). However, he does not provide an accurate description of the book's content even in this restricted context. For example, the first theme, according to Honts, is that the CQT does not con​tain scientific controls and therefore cannot be considered sci-

entific. Like many other proponents of the CQT, Honts appears not to understand this issue. The problem goes far beyond the fact that the CQT is not "scientific." As shown in chapter 2, the logic and the inference rule on which the CQPs rationale is based are completely flawed as a direct result of the lack of proper controls.
The contamination issue is also misrepresented in Honts's review, mainly because he fails to address the main consequences of a contaminated polygraph interrogation. Most of chapter 8 was devoted to discussing these consequences. To summarize, the CQT is contaminated because the pretest interview is an inherent part of this technique. Therefore, it is impossible to ascertain whether the examiner's conclusion (regardless of its accuracy) reflects (a) the physiological data, (b) the subjective impressions formed by the interrogator during the pretest, (c) the prior information obtained from other interrogators, or (d) some complex interaction of factors a-c. This feature of the CQT is sufficient, by itself, to prevent its use as admissible evi​dence in the criminal court.
Honts ignores a third crucial point, which is also, by itself, sufficient to invalidate the CQT. The method is based, to a large extent, on deceiving the subjects. For the CQT to be effective, the examinee must be tricked into believing that the control questions play a different role than they actually do (i.e., that being deceptive in answering a control question might implicate the examinee in the crime under investigation). Any method based on misleading the subjects has severe limitations. Aside from ethical considerations, the true nature of the control ques​tions could very easily become known to any subject, thus jeop​ardizing the very logic of the CQT's inference rule: innocent subjects familiar with the CQT would not be concerned with the control questions, but only with the relevant ones.
Finally, Honts argues that Raskin and Kircher (1991) pro​vided "detailed refutation" of four of our five "general themes." Honts fails to indicate that the chapter by Furedy and Hesle-
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grave (1991a) was followed by five commentary papers, and by a reply to those papers (Furedy & Heslegrave, 1991b). The reply to Raskin and Kircher (1991), entitled "Reply to rhetoric," consisted of the following sentence:
It is clear that Raskin and Kircher (1991) find little to admire in our paper, but regardless of resounding rhetoric and voluminous self cita​tions, the following brute facts remain concerning North American CQT polygraphy: (a) the so-called control is not one in the normal, scientific sense of the term; (b) the procedure is not a "test" in the normal, stan​dardized, psychological sense in which, say, an IQ test is a test, so that the procedure, in the hands of any operator, can become a psychologi​cal rubber hose, or be used as a subtle psychological manipulation (see Orne, Thackray, & Paskewitz, 1972); (c) the record reading aspect of the procedure is not quantified in the normal, psychophysiological sense of quantification. (Furedy & Heslegrave, 1991b, p. 241)
Honts raises four "nearly fatal flaws" in the arguments against the CQT made in our book. We respond here to these "flaws" in the order that they appear in his review. Honts's first concern is that we have mainly criticized the CQT on the grounds of construct rather than criterion validity. In fact, in both the quoted sentence from Furedy and Heslegrave (1991b) and in most of the book our main attack has been on criterion validity (see, e.g., a detailed review of validity studies of both the CQT and the GKT in chapter 3), which, in principle, can​not be assessed with an unstandardized and hence unspecifi-able procedure like the CQT. In this connection, Honts's aspirin example, like his opening ethanol "dousing" metaphor, seems poorly chosen. The benefits of aspirin can be readily assessed through controlled double-blind studies, because the aspirin pro​cedure, in contrast to the CQT procedure, is specifiable and standardized. And the relevant empirical evidence has demon​strated high criterion validity, even though construct validity (i.e., a true explanation of how aspirin cures) is lacking. The CQT, like tea-leaf reading, may work well in the hands of some operators with some examinees (although even in those cases it is not clear whether the correct outcome was generated from the physiological measures), but no more specific criterion-validity-relevant assessment is possible with such unstandard​ized procedures.
Regarding Honts's second concern, that we have failed to distinguish between "potential" and "actual" accuracy, what he seems to mean is that although the "actual" use of the CQT is usually flawed, the "potential" or ideal use is not. But the fact is that the prescribed or ideal form of the CQT procedure also includes an interrogatory component, so that there is an inher​ent, inextricable confounding of detection with interrogation. This contrasts with the GKT and with the Japanese version of the CQT (see Ben-Shakhar & Furedy, 1990, p. 121), neither of which have an intrinsic interrogatory component. So the "real problems" are not just "practice issues" but are present in even the ideal form of the North American CQT. In addition, no

adequately based evidence (beyond the belief of CQT propo​nents such as Honts) exists that would indicate that the so-called potential or ideal CQT actually functions any better than the "actual" one in realistic, field conditions.
The third concern is over "flaws «n scholarship," of which two examples are given. The issue of whether Honts or Elaad was the first to demonstrate an effect of mental countermeasures is the first example. It appears that Honts's unpublished Ph.D. dissertation (Honts, 1986) preceded that of Elaad (1987), and perhaps we erred because the full version of Elaad's disserta​tion was more accessible to us. However, this issue is hardly of the importance of, say, the Newton-Leibnitz quarrel over the discovery of calculus. As to the second of Honts's examples, namely that we omitted discussion of other North American polygraphic procedures, our stated aim was to examine the dom​inant procedure, namely the CQT. We did not think it worth​while to spend time on a number of other arcane variations, especially as full-length reports on these variations have not been published in refereed journals that specialize in psychophysi-ology.
Honts's final concern is over the "inconsistent manner" in which we "approach laboratory and field data" for the CQT and GKT. There is inconsistency, however, only if one assumes the two procedures and the "data" generated from them to be on the same footing. Both the book and the sentence from Furedy and Heslegrave (1991b) cited above indicate that we reject such equal treatment. It is only with a specifiable and, in principle, scientific procedure like the GKT that scientific laboratory-to-field generalization is possible. Whether that possibility is, in fact, actualizable must be evaluated by numerous field GKT studies, of which there remains a dearth. With an unstandardiz-able procedure like tea-leaf reading or the CQT, it is possible only to note ways in which the differences between laboratory and field add to the confusion and to provide demonstrations that both physical and mental "countermeasures" can be used to increase responding to the so-called control questions. These demonstrations are of practical importance because once the hocus-pocus is stripped away it is clear that the basic CQT com​parison is between responding to control and to relevant ques​tions. Accordingly, using this twisted psychophysiological criterion of innocence (i.e., larger responding to control than to relevant questions), an examinee can "beat" the North Amer​ican CQT by augmenting responses to the control questions.
In his final paragraph, Honts returns to the subjective treat​ment that is evident in his opening paragraph. That Honts thinks little of the book is clear enough. His opinion contrasts sharply with the impressions of other reviewers (e.g., Easpn, 1992; Iacono, 1992; Saxe, 1992). In the end, of course, it is up to the readers of this journal to develop their own positions about what, in the view of the public, is the most salient application of the science of psychophysiology. It is also an issue that has implications beyond the groves of academe.
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