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This is a big revision of all the articles of the history talking about SCAN methodology. 

“SCAN” is an acronym for Scientific Content Analysis, a method of statement validity 

analysis developed by Avinoam Sapir (1987). 

 

For more than twenty years, Sapir has taught SCAN to local, state and federal law 

enforcement agents in the US and abroad. Through word of mouth, his method has been 

adopted by agencies whose investigators have found (in their own opinion) that the 

method improves their ability to detect areas of deception in statements. 

 

SCAN is neither quick to use nor simple to master as it is not standardized. The 

experience of those trained in the method is that it can be used badly or well depending 

on the intelligence, verbal ability and experience of the user. 

 

The Studies involved in this revision are the ones by British Home Office (Smith, 

2001), a study by Driscoll (1994) and a study by Porter and Yuille (1996).  

 

The main two findings of those studies are:  

• The Driscoll and the Home Office studies found support for SCAN users’ 

ability to identify deceptive statements with a considerable degree of 

accuracy. 

• The Porter and Yuille study found no support for the validity of the limited 

part of the SCAN method that it examined 

 

In conclusion, the major finding is that the SCAN users performed better – but not 

significantly better – than the non-SCAN-using experienced detectives. This constitutes 

an incomplete and problematic interpretation of the study’s raw data. 

 

Another reason that the finding of no significant difference between SCAN and 

experienced non-SCAN users is open to question is that data were included in the 

computations that arguably are best excluded 

 

In brief, the two major stated findings of the study were that: 

 

1. The three groups of SCAN users (groups 1-3 in Tables I and II) and the two 

experienced detectives who were not SCAN users (group 4 in Tables I and 
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II) were more successful than the group of non-SCAN-trained police recruits 

(group 5 in Tables I and II) at correctly differentiating beyond the level of 

chance between the truthful and deceptive statements. 

 

2. The SCAN users (groups 1-3) were not statistically significantly better than 

the two experienced non-SCAN-using detectives of group 4 at differentiating 

among the statements. 

The findings regarding the overall success rate of the two major groups of assessors 

(groups 1-3, SCAN-using officers; and groups 4-5, non-SCAN-using officers) reveal a 

substantially higher rate of success for the SCAN groups than for the non-SCAN 

groups. 

 

On average, SCAN users are correct about 22 percent more often than non-SCAN-users, 

with a raw correct rate more than twice that of chance. 

 

Finally, just to say that the research was limited to the raw data of the study, but even 

so, the results of the study justify additional research on SCAN. In particular, studies 

should be designed that control for variables such as length of law enforcement career, 

educational level, number of written statements taken during the career, measures of 

verbal intelligence, and pre-SCAN-training ability to detect deception in statements. 


