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Dear David (May 19): @

In response to yout :equest for n brielicpoit of my {indings, 1 &

I icad the matcinds 1 was set (drposctions/hanmip(s. o
emerged with the stinnge feeling “it's Jike dejavu sll ox
of the same fogiedients that ¢liaracterize cases ou this , ¢

is a sinple "irlgpee” (i.¢., 8 single, sorucwhat ambigug o'ball rolling),

cnce the Lall gew 1olling, thece §s n tendency onAfTeRue ¥ lo confim
their suspicions that sbuse accuried rathee thad: d (both mwst be
dope i 8 gaod forensic interview). Au alinagphcee 0 i @ accusation
imbae tha case, which can be seen in nuEEOUY at were iransmtted 10

1vo §
the cluldien via parents dnd Intesview -
mass-allegation creche cases, as I have
as & rule they contaiu a similar conste

sitomeys Is: Does the pteseace of
't memaries have beeu irreparably
Jung chitdren are actually more resistent
Soactatbed s ease (ban are older children and
e &L RAVIOTE, No Inatier how many His me{ sre poorly
interviewed 7 beer :¢ no scientifically adequate means © knowing
rijd S : Sii identify thers and place trust n tielr steternents
Y& Leen usuiped by the exisience of poot interviewing
e lr pevrs who wore resistaut 10 such practices.
"Plnocchio Test” that will fndicate when 3 child's

yhnoweclenl(i
i € ‘blow from contollzd seicntific studies (see my recet book
\ SIOPARDY LN TIHE COUKTROOM: A SCIENTIFIC
S 1‘

One gucstion thatTam fre
these poor interviewing |
<o tained? The angwee [3 &
1o the buds of interyie

ik
EN'S TES TIMONY") that a nog-trivial proportion of ¢reche-

-

Odeuinb to poor intesviewing practces of the sort employed by the

%ix the Peter Sy case.
Gilne is that eithier T ngr any scicntist can lell whethes the childien's 2ccouats ae
I fear ihat the cxrosme 10 these Interviews may have tainted some of the

ey reports, though [ have no peoof (or this fear other tian relyln on the known
(e litecur for extrapulston. [did Aud i of interest diat Justice ase, {n ronderiag
cutt of Appeals decision, rentaked:
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The child gave a deal of circunistantinl detail and on the Tace of Ui matecial In the transeript
we do not think thiere was any call for tie fnterviewer (¢ dlvert the discussion into a cross-

cxamination... (p. 15)

Itig precisely this ty;e of reusoning that one observes in similar cases over here. Most
adults fail to appreciate that testing & plausible altemative lo the crowg prosecutor’s thesls i
not tantamount ta coaveying sheptcisn to the child, This cen be done without unidermining
the ¢hild's confldence - Aud it st be done lest the child be allowed to parrot suggestiocs
that wete sceded in prior interviews with social workers and pacents,

In short, (s case cutailed an array of factors that give me pause for conc:

frequently reported highly diplausible events (hat were never checked
] 0
Y

o
presence of the defendant's mother during baths, repeated sodomy oce N
apart with other ehildvan who wese gaigd (0 be presens), and they wer G

IR c '0

eity. That some of thelr clafms were plausible (s no assurancs
from Ui saune sources as \hic implausible elaiins,

Sincerely,

&é{%cr) le ”(j Cae.

Stephen J. Ccci(k'_/""

Heleo L. Casr Professor of Developmental RS 4@
& SUNY Distingulstied Profesgsor
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