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Abstract: 
 

This paper is thought as a review of the latest studies of SCAN and its validity in 

detecting deception in written statements. We will analyze the last papers written 

around this area in order to clarify this widely used but rarely researched method of 

content analysis for detecting deception in written statements. 

 
 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Few studies have been made about SCAN validity. In fact, just three papers have been 

written. The most recent and extensive of the three is the 42 page British Home Office 

study (Smith, 2001) which continues to be cited in current studies of the detection of 

deception. The others are a study by Driscoll (1994) and a study by Porter and Yuille 

(1996). The Porter and Yuille study found no support for the validity of the limited part 

of the SCAN method that it examined, while the Driscoll and the Home Office studies 

found support for SCAN users’ ability to identify deceptive statements with a 

considerable degree of accuracy (Armistead, 2010). 

 

This paper comes to clarify if SCAN is or isn’t a valid methodology. 
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2. SCAN, is it a valid methodology? 

 

According to Armisted, “SCAN is neither quick to use nor simple to master. 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. SCAN is not a 

standardized personality inventory like the MMPI nor does it offer a simple scoring 

template to its users.” (Armistead, 2010). Moreover, order to be used well, it should be 

used regularly or its user may begin to ignore, forget, or to miss one or more of the 

linguistic features of a statement that must be considered, and this could lead to an 

incomplete or inaccurate analysis. Armistead (2010). 

Apart of the Porter and Yuille, Driscoll and the British Home Office studies, more 

studies have been written on the issue, and most of them are generally positioned for or 

against the validity of SCAN. In order to make it easy to follow, we have developed the 

following diagram (see Fig.1): 
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Figure 1.: Diagram of related studies for and against the validity of the SCAN methodology. 

Source: Author 

 

As you can see in Figure.1, most of the studies are focused on the way to obtain and 

analyze the data (Lunenburg, 2008; Kenny, 1996; Wagner, 1993, Copas and Loeber, 

1990; Gunnarsson, 2010; Adams, 2002). 
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Those are mostly focused on three different aspects. Either which should be the “n” on 

the equation (Wagner, 1993), or The different results between the condition level results 

or the group-level results, what is related with the fact that a group often makes a better 

decision than if the individuals within the group were to make the decision at issue 

individually (Copas and Loeber, 1990; GUNNARSSON, 2010; Lunenburg, 2008) and 

finally some of them just agree or disagree on the final accuracy result from the overall 

analysis of the raw data (Vrij, 2008; Driscoll 1994; Adams, 2002). 

 

So most of the papers are more focused on the way to analyse the data more than 

focusing on obtaining new data, what could be very interesting in order to analyse the 

validity of the methodology. 

 

 

3. Conclusions 

 

This paper comes to facilitate the review of the different studies done up to this moment 

about SCAN, and shows that clearly it seems to be a good methodology although it is 

difficult to quantify the exact accuracy percentage, that’s the reason why so many 

papers are in the against side of Fig. 1. 

 

As a result of the analysis of the research papers done up to this moment about SCAN, 

Porter and Yuille, Driscoll and the British Home Office studies are the ,most important 

ones, and two of them agree in the validity of the methodology and all three are the 

fundamentals of SCAN research papers. 

 

From the eleven papers that have been reviewed in this paper, three agree and support 

the accuracy of the SCAN methodology, seven are positioned against that methodology 

and they ensure that it is not valid or that the accuracy rate is relatively low, and finally 

one is positioned in the middle, it agrees in the validity of the methodology but says that 

further research should be done in order to bring more information and data on the 

subject, and this paper absolutely agrees with it. 
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