Determining “Exposure”

A Nominal Evaluation Flowchart
For the Application of the P.E.A.’s
“Policy on Exposure”

It is important to appreciate that the flowchart presented on
the following page is intended as a convenient tool to assist the
P.E.A. Board of Directors in adjudicating exposure claims
brought against a Member.

It is in no way a substitute for the actual definitions and
explanations provided in the concomitant document,
“What Constitutes ‘Exposure’”.

Blindly following the flowchart without an in-depth
understanding of the underlying details is strongly
discouraged and may lead to erroneous conclusions.



Exposure: A Nominal Evaluation Flowchart

Has the secret application of a method used
to achieve an illusion been shared by a Member?
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Was it shared through a medium with so low an admission bar
that it could be encountered (even accidentally) by the uninitiated
(e.g., radio, TV, podcasts, websites free of monetary or password
protection, or other public-oriented media; public performances; or
in-person events not specifically intended for teaching illusion?
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Was it shared with the Member's assent?
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Was it an explanation that's implausible on its face?
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Was it a theatrical fiction that's implausible in practice?
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Was it an accident, so not intended
to destroy the experience of magic?
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Did the explanation explicitly detail techniques
used by theatrical performers?
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Was the explanation provided to protect the public
from operators working outside the theatrical context?
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Did the explainer have a close relationship or fiduciary responsibly
to protect every person who received the explanation?

—

exposure

NO (see 2, below)

| ves

$» exposure, but
mitigated

1. Consider whether there is a pattern of infraction, and determine where this
occurrence lies, on a range from once (negligible) to frequently (needs guidance).

2. Consider the magnitude of the infraction, such as how much information was revealed

and the number of uninitiated participants affected.



