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Short Response of h{ichael E- Lamb Ph.D. to Questions
Right H onou r.rbl e Si.r Thorn a s Th orpe

Posed b-v the

Response: !\Tril-.t the interview-s in the Ellis case- v.rclc not the w<rr'st

intervit'ws I have $een therc is mr:.ch that is kn,:,vvn n.oti/ abc'lrt the

interviervitr.g oi chi-ldrcrr that slrtrre up thr: rleficiencie"' of drcr Ellis tapes (re'fer

ttr Prrrt I c.rf mv Rc'port)- Ttre lntcrvic*'ers irr tJrc Ellis cirsc did rrot dt: a gcoci

jr-:b au defirrecl- Lry ttreil psrtr-r111anct- or rt{ative tt: crrrrerlt r€c(-)nulletldaticln-':

and be.st prracticr- <:.r:idelirrcs. I acccpt that tlrerc arc prohably_ lifi.r irrrerYlcws

h,eing condnct*d today but tlLese- occr-l]' wlrere it'tte:tt'ieurers fail ttr f<tll+w tht-'

re c (-)mm e rr c1 a ti r> tr r-: ,

Quest ion Three. Do I  agree w' i t l r  Dr F:rrsonson's vicws rnd conclusions t l r ; r t

the risks of contaurination of the children's evidence rvere underestimated'

Response. I clr:r rrert knovr hor,v tht- risks oi centttrtiniltion rvere c(>Ir*qidr--recl crr

urcteecl if they lvere everr c(:lnside:ed r.,t all hrut I s+e i;erious risks of

cont.rfttinatitrrr in tfris case- SLrggestitril.itlv lt o cortccrtl bccatu.;c die ctri-ldre-n

appcar tc, h.-lve been exptrs,.rl tc, c;:te'rrsive s-uggitlstive questiorritrg irr in.f<rrmal

cantextu, srrr:h n"- irr Urc (our$* of c,.rr'rvr-'i 'F.t1;qins vvith tl reir port:nts- All tl ic

avaiJatle evidcncc. suggcsts thrrt th,: ci.rcum$tartces l^'erc such a.q tcr lnrrxintizt-'

tire pctential lor c'c'nta.nrinaii.qrrr.
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Question One- f)o I agree H.ith I)r Parsonson's viewg and conclusions that

chitd inten,iewing techniques lrate ber:ome better utrderstood since

199L|1992?

Response: This i:; ceriaitrlY true.

Question Two. Do I agree with Dr Parsonson's vie*'s and r-'oncJusions that the

interr-ierv techniques adopled in Christchurr.h in 1991/1993 do not acrtrd

rvith current sta-ndard.s?



Queetion Fotrr. Do I agree witlt Dr Patson.son's vierr's irn<l corrclusions that

the circurustances of tf,t case (urultii: 'Le alLegations iu relation tc childrerr

atteudjr:rg tire same- pr**i-r"l facitiqv) increa-sed. the risk of contaminetiorr

ancl catle? for sgre<ial action by the interv'iervers' I

Response. L--ases irrvolvitlg nrr-tlti;rlc- vclv young lomploinairts 
withill thc

same chiJd care certu€r are more Pr(uLe t('l tolltarn'in'eticrn fctr lr varieh ':ri

rcas(:lns. n* o r**rrJt, it is *peciallf iml>r.rrtant th.t'rt spccial '$t(iPtt- hx:.-t;riten tt)

murj:rdzt' ih,t ,isi<r, ia np;t*nr* thiit, .s''rtt'r':tup::' r'r''''10-' ncrt la-[''e' i' thr: J'-'i]'is cii:-;ti'

Inleer{ ther reccrr-cl .*,rJui* SubsLrntial evicte.nce .f actir-r*s likel-y l. iirster

cotr ta rrt i na tic.!n .
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