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More Than One Interview — Research-to-Practice

History

The practice of limiting child witnesses or victims to a single forensic interview
began with the development of Child Advocacy Centers (CACs) and the multi-
disciplinary team (MDT) approach to handling alleged child abuse cases. This
approach emphasized two key components: creating a child- and family-friendly
environment and fostering collaboration among all investigative disciplines to share
information, rather than conducting separate, potentially duplicative investigations.
Since the forensic interview of the child is a crucial part of an investigation, efforts were
made to minimize the number of times a child was questioned and to ensure
specialized training for the professional conducting the interview. Attention was also
given to providing a timely initial response and offering information and support to the
child and family throughout the process.

A key goal of this approach was to reduce duplicative interviews of a child,
which could lead to interview fatigue, system-induced trauma, and inconsistencies in
the child's statements. However, over time, this goal evolved into a rigid rule and was
adopted by the legal system and courts as an absolute best-practice principle in
forensic interviewing.

Forensic interview specialists, as well as law enforcement and child protection
investigators, soon recognized that the “one and done” approach was insufficient for
some children. Contributing factors could be child-specific—such as temperament,
communication barriers, fatigue, or reluctance to discuss difficult topics—or case-
related, including delayed disclosure, multiple abuse episodes, or varied forms of
victimization. For many years, the research literature offered neither criteria for

determining when multiple interviews were appropriate nor guidance on how to
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properly conduct them. In early 2000, the National Children’s Advocacy Center (NCAC)
developed, implemented, and conducted its own research on an extended forensic
interview process, named the Forensic Evaluation Model to distinguish it from the
single-session forensic interview. The Forensic Evaluation Model combined forensic
and therapeutic approaches to offer greater comfort for the child and multiple
opportunities to address concerning experiences. The Forensic Evaluation Model was
designed to be conducted by a professional with a master's degree and clinical
licensure, with the intent of involving practitioners who had deeper knowledge of child
development and the impact of trauma on abused children. However, the
requirements for prerequisite training and experience in child forensic interviewing
were not well defined, reflecting the state of the field at that time. Over time, the
limitations of this model became clear. The merging of forensic and therapeutic
strategies called into question the evidentiary reliability of the information obtained
from a child. Additionally, many of the professionals conducting forensic evaluations
had limited experience and little ongoing training in forensic interviewing of child
witnesses. the research and guidance on the specialized practice of questioning child
witnesses were not yet well developed. Over the past 20-plus years, however,
substantial progress has been made, and our understanding of how best to question
child witnesses has deepened considerably.

Research Review

Understanding the evolution of research on multiple and repeated forensic
interviews requires a focused look at the studies most relevant to this topic. This review
is neither comprehensive nor exhaustive; rather, it highlights research of greatest
significance to examining the differences and implications of multiple/follow-up
interviews and repeated interviews of children from the mid-1990s through 2021.

Numerous studies exploring the effects of repeated interviews incorporated additional
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variables into their designs, such as the introduction of misleading or inaccurate
information between interviews, changes in interviewers, interviewer bias versus no
bias, extended delays between interviews, and the use of props, drawings, or dolls. The

body of research includes field studies, laboratory experiments, and literature reviews.

Repeated Interviews
Interview Transcript Analysis

Several studies have analyzed transcripts of interviews with alleged victims of
abuse. Eisen et al. (2021) examined transcripts from interviews of alleged victims aged
3-16 who had two interviews within five days. They found that almost 40% of children
with substantiated sexual abuse and over 50% of those with substantiated physical
abuse denied the abuse in one or both interviews. The youngest children were most
likely to be inconsistent in denials or disclosures across interviews. Waterhouse et al.
(2016, 2019) found that two interviews elicited more detailed information from children
than a single interview at both one and five weeks after the event. Cederborg et al.
(2008) examined transcripts of interviews with children with mild to moderate
intellectual disabilities, finding that more than 80% of the information reported in the
repeated interviews was about new topics or was new information elaborating upon
previously discussed topics, while there were contradictions in less than 1% of reported
details. Santtila et al. (2004) incorporated elements such as the presence of a support
person and the use of anatomically detailed dolls into the interviews, which led
children to use more words and more descriptive language during the repeated

interviews.

In a case study involving a child witness to an abduction, Orbach et al. (2012)
analyzed interviewer notes from the initial interview and transcribed audiotapes from

interviews two through six. Five interviews occurred within the first 11 days after the
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incident, and the final interview took place four and a half months later. Their analysis
showed that 80% of the new central details elicited across the five repeated interviews
came from recall prompts, while 20% came from recognition prompts. The last three
interviews produced an additional 15% new details, although none of the confirming
details obtained in the final interview were central. In a literature review and
presentation of interview transcripts from four cases illustrating why children may be
interviewed multiple times, La Rooy et al. (2010), concluded that “when interviewers
follow internationally recognized best-practice guidelines emphasizing open-
questions and free memory recall, alleged victims of abuse should be interviewed

more than once to ensure that more complete accounts are obtained” (p. 373).

Field Studies

Two field studies—Azad et al. (2014) and Brubacher and La Rooy (2014)—
examined repeated interviews in cases of multiple incidents of abuse. Azad and
colleagues conducted single-session interviews and repeated interviews of children
who had witnessed violence. Children with no history of repeated violence gave more
details when they participated in repeated interviews than when they were
interviewed only once. In a case study of a child repeatedly abused over four years,
Brubacher and La Rooy examined the child’s narrative of specific episodes or generic
accounts, finding that the accounts were mostly generic across the three interviews
and contained some details about individual incidents.

Studies using both real-time interviews and repeated interviews have found
that children generally provide mostly the same information across interviews, though
older children tend to be more consistent (Peterson et al., 2001). Other findings show
that children reported more than 50% new forensically relevant details in the second

interview (Katz & Hershkowitz, 2013) and that the second interview yielded nearly 25%
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new information, including a higher proportion of central details (Hershkowitz & Terner,
2007).

Experimental Studies

Several experimental studies have incorporated additional elements.
Stolzenberg et al. (2018) conducted repeated interviews both immediately after and
one week after an event in which children were told to keep it a secret. Little difference
was found across interviews, while questions inquiring about coaching elicited higher
error rates, as well as attempts to maintain secrecy. Similarly, Saykaly et al. (2013)
analyzed repeated interviews in which children aged 4-11 were told to lie about an
event. In the first interview, significant verbal markers of deception were evident;
however, in second and third interviews, these indications were not present. Analyses
of hypermnesia and reminiscence were conducted by Odinot et al. (2013) in repeated
interviews immediately and two days after an event; immediately and seven days
after; and seven and nine days after. The number of errors increased across the
interviews, but the relative accuracy of children’s responses was not affected.
Hypermnesia occurred without a decrease in the overall accuracy, while reminiscence
was least apparent in the longest delayed interviews.

La Rooy et al (2005) examined reminiscence—new details recalled in later
interviews—and hypermnesia—the overall increase in total recall across interviews—
in 5- and 6-year-olds who participated in repeated interviews conducted
immediately, one day, and six months after an event. Reminiscence occurred
consistently across interviews, though the number of new details was lower after a
delay than when interviews took place immediately. Hypermnesia, however, was
observed only in the interviews conducted immediately and one day after the event.
Two additional studies incorporated human figure drawings (HFD), dolls, and other

props during the interviews. Salmon and Pipe (2000) found that children interviewed
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with props at three-day and one-year intervals recalled more information than
children who drew or received verbal prompts only, particularly during the one-year
interview. Human figure drawings were introduced by Brown et al. (2012) in repeated
interviews with children aged 5-7 conducted one month and seven months after an
event. At the seven-month interview, children using the drawings reported more
information than in their first interview, but many of the touches they indicated on the
drawings were inaccurate.

Brubacher et al. (2019) evaluated the effects of interviewer familiarity and social
support on children’s reports across repeated interviews. In the first interview, they
found that social support had no effect on the total number of details reported in either
interview. In the second interview, children reported more transgressions to
interviewers who were more familiar to them than to neutral interviewers.

Two studies examined repeated interviews of children experiencing multiple
events versus a single event. In interviews conducted with children at a few weeks after
an event, four months after, and one year after, Price et al. (2016) found that children
who experienced a single event appeared more consistent across interviews than
children who experienced a repeated event. Hubbard et al. (2016) interviewed children
aged 4-10 three times one week after experiencing three events. They found that,
although older children were more accurate in their recall, accuracy for all ages did
not differ across the three interviews.

Quas et al. (2007) examined interviewer bias in repeated interviews with 3- to
5-year-old children. They found that children who were interviewed only once by a
biased interviewer after a long delay made the most errors, with three-year-olds
being especially likely to make false claims. In contrast, children who were interviewed
multiple times—regardless of interviewer bias—were more accurate and less likely to

make false claims. Szojka et al. (2022) conducted repeated interviews with children
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aged 8-11 about an event. They found that children reported more details across two
interviews than in a single interview, both at one week and five weeks after the event.
Details that remained consistent were more accurate than reminisced details.

In a 1997 study, Powell and Thomson found that giving children aged 4-8 an
interview one week after an event helped increase the number of correct details they

recalled during a follow-up interview six weeks later.

Literature Reviews

Fivush and Schwarzmueller (1995) reviewed the literature on repeated
questioning both within and across interviews and concluded that children’s
memories remained accurate across multiple recountings. Goodman and Quas
(2008) reviewed repeated interview research in relation to event veracity, interview
bias, and delay. They concluded from the available research to date that “when and
how children are interviewed is at least as important for their accuracy as is how many
times they are interviewed” (p. 386). La Rooy et al. (2009) provided an extensive review
of the literature on repeated interviews, concluding that skepticism over the use of
repeated interviews is unjustified, citing the body of literature showing children recall

more details in subsequent interviews under numerous conditions.

Follow-Up Interviews

Three studies examined the role of interviewer support for children reluctant to
disclose during an initial interview. Blasbalg et al. (2021) and Hershkowitz et al. (2021)
conducted follow-up interviews with 202 children aged 3-14 who did not disclose
during the first interview. Second interviews were conducted using supportive and
non-supportive techniques. Over half of the children disclosed during the second
interview, with a greater number of disclosures coming from the supportive interviewer

group. Analysis revealed that interviewer support during the first interview predicted
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children’s cooperation during the rapport-building phase of the second session, which
then predicted more disclosures. In three experiments, Waterhouse (2016) conducted
follow-up interviews and examined transcripts. The review of transcripts found that
the amount of support across first, second, and third interviews was similar, while
many new details and very few contradictions were provided in the subsequent
interviews. Additionally, in an analysis of mock jurors’ perception of the child, the
interview, and the case, multiple interviews resulted in more positive views of the child.
Leander (2010) analyzed child interview transcripts, finding that subsequent interviews
produced twice as many (new) central details as the first interview. More denials and
avoidances were also produced during the first interviews compared to the second
and third interviews. In a similar study, Szojka et al. (2020) examined transcripts and
concluded that multiple interviews increased the completeness of children’s
testimony, containing an average of almost twice as much new information, including
central details, as single interviews.

Duron and Remko (2020) provided a history of the single-session forensic
interview, followed by considerations for use of the multi-session forensic interview
(MSFI) based on research findings. Clarification of terms was presented along with
case examples to assist with clarification between multiple sessions and subsequent
sessions. They also reviewed the implementation of an MSFI at one Texas Children'’s
Advocacy Center. Waterhouse et al. (2020) conducted a review of literature for gap
analysis, finding that research is needed with older children/adolescents, as well as
children with multiple needs or cases of repeated events. Further, the analysis
suggested the need for more studies with longer delays between the event and the

first interview.
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Current Practice and Dilemmma

Research to date has given practitioners support, as well as notes of caution,
for use of a multiple interview model (La Rooy et al., 2010; Waterhouse et al., 2016, 2019).
While literature provides endorsement, it gives limited guidance as to decision-
making and implementation of a multi-session forensic interview process. Much
discretion is left to the designated interviewer and investigative partners. Interviews of
a child witness may be conducted in a variety of ways. The following provides a

description of current practices.

Single-Session Forensic Interview

Many children demonstrate both cognitive and linguistic abilities and the
motivation to participate in a forensic interview. Children who initiated the
investigation by making an outcry to an adult and who received a helpful response
can be further supported by a sensitive and skilled interviewer to provide adequate to
robust information about their experiences (Cyr, 2022; Lamb et al.,, 2018; Poole &
Dickinson, 2024). In such interviews, law enforcement and child protection
investigators gain sufficient information from the child to complete additional
components in their investigation and make appropriate decisions and
recommendations. Most children will be able to recall and describe their experiences

within a single-session interview.

Follow-Up Forensic Interview Sessions

Additional interview sessions may be needed for a variety of reasons. There is
consensus that disclosure is a process (Alaggia, 2004; Alaggia et al. 2019; Lyon et al.
2025; McElvaney, 2015), and so a possibility exists that a child will not disclose all

encoded information in a single session. This is especially true for children who have
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experienced multiple forms and/or episodes of maltreatment (Leander, 2010;

Waterhouse et al,, 2016).
Children Needing More Time to Feel Comfortable

Early in the forensic interview, a subset of children may demonstrate shyness,
anxiety, or fear about speaking freely with the interviewer. For these children, the
interviewer must decide whether to continue through the pre-substantive phase of
the interview at the typical pace (about 10 minutes) or consider the potential benefit
of expanding the pre-substantive portion of the interview. Greater time spent in
building rapport through engaging the child in conversation about non-abuse topics
may allow a child to become more comfortable with the environment, the interviewer,
and the process. A challenge for the interviewer is to continue using optimal
questioning strategies and appropriate supportive statements while focusing on non-
abuse topics (Goodman & Quas, 2008). A choice can be made to schedule a second
interview to initiate the transition to the allegation-focused topic, or the interviewer
and the investigative partners may choose to attempt the transition after a short
break on the same day. Added time and comfort may give enough space and control
for a child to address the topic of concern (Blasbalg et al., 2021; Brubacher & La Rooy,

2014; Hershkowitz et al., 2021; 2025).

Children Needing Extra Time in the Allegation Phase of the Forensic Interview

Alternatively, for other children, hesitancy to speak freely appears at the point
of transition or during the substantive phase as children are asked to provide detail
and clarification. Strategies for dealing with reluctance are varied and include options
such as providing reassurance and encouragement and including more focused
recall-based questions (such as open and specific ‘wh’ questions) (Ahern et al., 2015;

Blasbalg et al., 2028; Lyon & Henderson, 2021). Allowing a child to write responses or
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draw before explaining events or specific elements can be facilitative for some
children (Katz & Hamama, 2013; Poole & Dickinson, 2024). Additionally, some children
benefit from being allowed to control the pacing of the more challenging parts of the
interview. Knowing this, a forensic interviewer and the investigative partners may elect
to bring the child back for a follow-up interview or choose to “leave the door open” for

the child to request another interview if they have more to share.

Interviewer-Initiated Follow-Up Interviews

Depending on the child’s age, emotional state, or fatigue, the forensic
interviewer and the investigative team may observe that the child has reached their
threshold for participation in the interview by becoming less informative, not seeming
to process the questions and engage in a memory search, or asking questions such
as “how much longer?” Rather than pursue the conversation, the interviewer may
decide to schedule a second interview when the child is fresher and able to focus,
hopefully resulting in a higher quality of information (Waterhouse, 2016, 2019). An older
child may be included in the decision, either electing to take a somewhat longer break
and then continue or choosing to return on another day. Younger children are less able
to monitor their own needs, and so the decision is made by the investigative team and
interviewer. The task of recalling and describing multiple abusive events may also
trigger emotional distress, which can interfere with the child’s ability to focus on and
describe abuse events and clarify details. The child may become fatigued or upset,

indicating they are ready to be “done” before all topics have been discussed.

Questions Arising During the Investigation
Many forensic interviews are conducted at the very beginning of an
investigation when little information is known beyond the initial report. A less frequent

reason for a follow-up interview may be a request from law enforcement when
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evidence emerges during their investigation, or conversations with another witness
surface issues or raise questions not addressed in the first forensic interview. In such
cases, the investigator may find it helpful to hear from the child to gain their
perspective and information. The follow-up interview of the child is not duplicative, but
rather picks up where the previous interview ended and focuses on the questions from

the investigative team.

Child-Initiated Follow-Up Interviews

A child who disclosed during the initial forensic interview may not have shared
everything about their maltreatment. This can occur for various reasons as well as in
a variety of ways (McElvaney, 2015).

Reminiscence, a common psychological process in which one simply recalls
additional details about a topic already discussed, can occur (La Rooy et al., 2005; La
Rooy & Lamb, 2011). In some cases, a child may later make additional disclosures to a
caregiver, therapist, or case worker and express willingness to talk to the interviewer
again.

Alternatively, the child may have remembered the distressing acts but
intentionally withheld disclosing them due to concerns about others’ reactions,
potential consequences, or feelings of embarrassment and shame.

At times, a child may have denied abuse and later be ready to talk about their
experiences with the interviewer. This can occur because the family or life situation

has changed or simply because of maturation.

Structured Forensic Interview Process

While participating in a forensic interview is challenging for most children, a
neurodiverse child (perhaps with a developmental or cognitive processing disorder or

disability) presents additional difficulties for the child and for the interviewer.
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Additional time may help to create comfort and to establish a shared understanding
of communication. Likewise, a child with a mental health diagnosis, extreme anxiety,
or trauma may benefit from the interview taking place in more manageable chunks.
The adapted structured forensic interview can be customized to fit the child’s

individual needs and abilities.

Complex Cases with Many Episodes of Abuse

Forensic interviewers occasionally find themselves interviewing a child who has
delayed disclosing and consequently has experienced multiple episodes and possibly
multiple forms of abuse over months or years. A subset of these children, once ready
to talk, have a great deal of information they want to share. Forensic interviewers,
cautioned not to interrupt a child’s abuse narrative, can find it challenging to balance
listening to everything that the child wants to share with the need to focus on specific
episodes to gain the details necessary for investigators. Allowing the child to talk freely,
while making note of episodic leads or cues to be revisited and explored, can be a
time- and energy-consuming process. Offering the child the opportunity to meet
more than once can help facilitate a full description of each recalled episode of abuse.
A second meeting also allows for the possibility of reminiscence for any previously

discussed episodes.

Decision-Making and Planning

There is no one-size-fits-all model for conducting more than one interview, as
each case and child is individual. Rather, the forensic interviewer and the investigative
partners work together to develop a plan that meets the needs of the child and
protects the forensic integrity of the case. Below are key points in the interview process

where critical thinking should be applied and important decisions made.
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Pre-Interview Planning

Information about the child and the case may be limited when forensic
interviews are conducted at the beginning of an investigation involving a child as a
potential victim or witness. It is helpful for the forensic interviewer to have access to
the law enforcement and child protection case referral information and any
interactions prior to the interview at a Children’s Advocacy Center (CAC). Contact
between a CAC staff member (such as a family advocate or case manager) and a
protective caregiver before the forensic interview can help gather additional
information about the child’'s functioning and temperament. This information helps
identify cases where the child may struggle to communicate with the interviewer or
be reluctant to provide information because of community or family influences or

possible concerns about consequences to the child and/or to others in the family.

Considerations for the interview:

e Age and developmental functioning
» Difficulty with speaking, hearing, vision, physical mobility, sensory
processing, which calls for accommodation.
» Mental health diagnosis, concerns about self-harming behaviors.
> Has an Individualized Education Plan (IEP), Individualized Service Plan
(ISP), or a 401 Plan, indicating recognized special needs or required
supports that should be considered to tailor the interview approach
appropriately and ensure the child’'s needs are met.
 Disclosure process (i.e, how the allegation came to the attention of the
authorities)
» Did the child make an outcry, and if so, to whom and in what context?
» Did the concern originate from another source, such as medical

evidence, a witness report, or electronic data?
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> Is there evidence the child experienced a negative reaction following
the disclosure?
» Can additional transitional prompts related to the allegation be

planned?

Pre-Substantive Phase of the Interview

The goals of the pre-substantive phase of the interview are to increase comfort
and orient the child to the differences between everyday conversations and a forensic
interview. For the interviewer, the pre-substantive phase can give a snapshot of the
child’s linguistic style, ability, and comfort in providing narrative descriptions, and
motivation to speak with the interviewer.

A child presenting as especially anxious, shy, or reluctant may benefit from
additional time devoted to rapport building while still making use of recall-based

questions.

Considerations for the interview:

e How open is the child to speaking with the interviewer?

e What can the interviewer learn about the child’s linguistic style? What question
format elicits narrative responses from the child in their own words?

e Does the child appear comfortable enough to proceed to the allegation

phase? If not, are there adaptations that might be helpful?

Transitioning to the Allegation Topic

Unless the child transitions spontaneously during the pre-substantive portion
of the interview, a standard transition question is “What are you here to talk about
today?” A series of more focused inquiries about concerns, worries, or if something has

happened to the child may be undertaken. If the child responds with descriptions

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 16 of 26



about experienced events, the interview proceeds. If not, the interviewer is faced with
a decision about how to proceed.

During pre-interview planning, the forensic interviewer and investigative
partners should have discussed additional prompts that may be used if the child does
not respond to the open question based on preliminary case information. Additionally,
during the pre-substantive portion of the interview, the child may make statements or
ask questions that indicate concerns and/or sources of reluctance.

Considerations for the interview:

e Are there potential benefits to adding an interview session?

s there reliable information (outcry statements to professionals, medical
evidence, prior system responses) that may be introduced in the interview?

e Are there indications from the child that they are committed to withholding
information currently, and continuing the interview is not likely to be
productive?

¢ Is the child in a safe enough environment that the investigative team feels

they can suspend or close the case if the child is resistant?

Gathering Details and Clarification

Well-trained interviewers have a “toolbox” of evidence-based practices, which
can assist a child in providing information (Saywitz et al., 2018). For children who have
experienced multiple episodes of maltreatment, recalling and providing details about
individual episodes can be cognitively tiring and/or emotionally overwhelming. The
investigative team and the forensic interviewer may consider potential benefits of
allowing more than one session for the allegation portion of the interview. Such
decisions are made on a case-by-case basis by the entire investigative team. If the

child is an adolescent, the team may consider involving them in the decision.
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Additional sessions are not to be duplicative but focused on incidents or
episodes not discussed previously. Reminiscence may occur, and the child may recall
additional information about incidents previously discussed. Information introduced

by the child can be allowed.

Recommendations for Child-or Investigator-Initiated Follow-Up Interviews
Pre-Forensic Interview Planning

The forensic interviewer and investigative partners meet to discuss the goals

of the interview.

Pre-Substantive Phase

If the same forensic interviewer is used, they should focus on recent events or
updates in the child’'s life—approaching it as a casual “check-in" rather than an
intrusive “l want to learn about you” interview.

Interview instructions can be restated by asking the child if they remember “the
rules for how we talk in this room.” Many children will be able to recall and state the
instructions. If any are not recalled, the interviewer should restate that instruction.

Typically, another narrative practice is not needed, but this is left to the

interviewer's discretion.

Allegation Phase

The transition statement or question is decided during pre-interview planning.
While transition prompts can be more specific, they should still encourage the child to
give narrative responses.
Child-Initiated

The interviewer can make a simple inquiry, such as “l understand that you

asked to talk with me again. What's on your mind?”

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 18 of 26



Investigator-Initiated

The interviewer begins with a simple statement about the purpose of the
interview. An example might be something like “Thank you for everything that you
shared with me the last time we talked. | am not asking you to tell me all of that again.
There were a few questions that we forgot to ask you last time. Is it okay if | ask those

questions?”

Final Thoughts

Developing skilled and thoughtful forensic interviewers who are prepared to
work with diverse children across a wide range of cases is a significant undertaking.
Interviewers must be lifelong learners, continually expanding their “toolbox” of
knowledge and practical skills. Multiple-session interviews represent one valuable tool
within that toolbox. As science and practice evolve, we can expect continued growth
in our understanding, along with more nuanced recommendations to guide both

decision-making and practice.

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 19 of 26



References
Ahern, E. C., Andrews, S. J,, Stolzenberg, S. N,, & Lyon, T. D. (2015). The productivity of
wh-prompts in child forensic interviews. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,

33(13), 2007-2015. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515621084

Alaggia, R. (2004). Many ways of telling: Expanding conceptualizations of child sexual
abuse disclosure. Child Abuse & Neglect, 28(11), 1213-1227.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2004.03.016

Alaggia, R, Collin-Vézina, D., & Lateef, R. (2019). Facilitators and barriers to child sexual
abuse (CSA) disclosures: A research update (2000-2016). Traumna, Violence, &

Abuse, 20(2), 260-283. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017697312

Azad, A, Christianson, S. A, & Selenius, H. (2014). Children'’s reporting patterns after
witnessing homicidal violence—-the effect of repeated experience and
repeated interviews. Psychology, Crime & Law, 20(5), 407-429.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2013.793337

Blasbalg, U, Hershkowitz, I, Lamb, M. E., & Karni-Visel, Y. (2021). Adherence to the
Revised NICHD Protocol recommendations for conducting repeated
supportive interviews is associated with the likelihood that children will allege
abuse. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 27(2), 209-220.

https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000295

Blasbalg, U., Hershkowitz, I, Karni-Visel, Y., & Lamb, M. E. (2018). Support, reluctance
and production in child abuse investigations. Psychology, Public Policy, and

Law, 24(4), 518-527. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000183

Brown, D,, Pipe, M. E., Lewis, C., Lamb, M. E,, & Orbach, Y. (2012). How do body diagrams
affect the accuracy and consistency of children's reports of bodily touch
across repeated interviews? Applied Cognitive Psychology, 26(2),174-181.

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1828

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 20 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515621084
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017697312
https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000295
https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000183

Brubacher, S. P, & La Rooy, D. (2014). Witness recall across repeated interviews in a

case of repeated abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect, 38(2), 202-211.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2013.06.010

Brubacher, S. P, Poole, D. A, Dickinson, J. J., La Rooy, D., Szojka, Z. A., & Powell, M. B.
(2019). Effects of interviewer familiarity and supportiveness on children’s recall
across repeated interviews. Law and Human Behavior, 43(6), 507-516.
https://doi.org/10.1037/Ihb0000346

Cederborg, A. C,, La Rooy, D, & Lamb, M. E. (2008). Repeated interviews with children
who have intellectual disabilities. Journal of Applied Research in Intellectual
Disabilities, 21(2), 103-113. https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1468-3148.2007.00372.x

Cyr, M. (2022). Conducting interviews with child victims of abuse and witnesses of

crime: A practical guide. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/978100326535I

Duron, J. F, & Remko, F. S. (2020). Considerations for pursuing multiple session
forensic interviews in child sexual abuse investigations. Journal of Child Sexual
Abuse, 29(2),138-157.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2018.1504263

Eisen, M. L, Goodman, G. S, Diep, J., Lacsamana, M,, Ristrom, L. J., & Qin, J. J. (2021).
Disclosures of sexual and physical abuse across repeated interviews. Journal
of Child Sexual Abuse, 30(8), 932-952.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2021.1960457

Fivush, R, & Schwarzmueller, A. (1995). Say it once again: Effects of repeated
guestions on children's event recall. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 8(4), 555-
580. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.2490080404

Goodman, G. S, & Quas, J. A. (2008). Repeated interviews and children's memory: It's
more than just how many. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 17(6),

386-390. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00611.x

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 21 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2013.06.010
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003265351
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2018.1504263
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00611.x

Hershkowitz, I, Lamb, M. E,, Blasbalg, U,, & Karni-Visel, Y. (2021). The dynamics of two-
session interviews with suspected victims of abuse who are reluctant to make
allegations. Development and Psychopathology, 33(2), 739-747.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579420001820

Hershkowitz, I, Lamb, M. E,, Karni-Visel, Y., & Blasbalg, U. (2025). Strategies to
overcome the reluctance to disclose abuse: The Revised NICHD Investigative
Interview Protocol. In M. E. Lamb, I. Hershkowitz, & M.-E. Pipe, (Eds.), Child sexual
abuse: Why children disclose or deny being abused. 2™ ed. (pp. 249-280).
Routledge.

Hershkowitz, I, & Terner, A. (2007). The effects of repeated interviewing on children’s

forensic statements of sexual abuse. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 21(9), 131-

1143. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1319

Hubbard, K, Saykaly, C,, Lee, K, Lindsay, R. C. L, Bala, N., & Talwar, V. (2018). Children's
recall accuracy for repeated events over multiple interviews: Comparing
information types. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 23(6), 849-862.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2016.1256015

Katz, C., & Hamama, L. (2013). “Draw me everything that happened to you.”: Exploring
children’s drawings of sexual abuse. Children and Youth Services Review,

35(5), 877-882. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.02.007

Katz, C., & Hershkowitz, I. (20]3). Repeated interviews with children who are the
alleged victims of sexual abuse. Research on Social Work Practice, 23(2), 210-
218. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731512467511

Lamb, M. E,, Brown, D. A, Hershkowitz, I, Orbach, Y., & Esplin, P. W. (2018). Tell me what

happened: Questioning children about abuse. John Wiley & Sons.

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118881248

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 22 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579420001820
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1319
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118881248

La Rooy, D,, Katz, C., Malloy, L. C., & Lamb, M. E. (2010). Do we need to rethink guidance

on repeated interviews? Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16(4), 373-392.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019909

La Rooy, D., Lamb, M. E., & Pipe, M. E. (2009). Repeated interviewing: A critical
evaluation of the risks and potential benefits. In K. Kuehnle & M. Connell (Eds.),
The evaluation of child sexual abuse allegations: A comprehensive guide to
assessment and testimony (pp. 327-361). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

La Rooy, D., & Lamb, M. E. (2011). What happens when interviewers ask repeated
questions in forensic interviews with children alleging abuse? Journal of Police

and Criminal Psychology, 26, 20-25. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-010-9069-4

La Rooy, D., Pipe, M. E., & Murray, J. E. (2005). Reminiscence and hypermnesia in
children’s eyewitness memory. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology,

90(3), 235-254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2004.11.002

Leander, L. (2010). Police interviews with child sexual abuse victims: Patterns of
reporting, avoidance and denial. Child Abuse & Neglect, 34(3),192-205.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.09.011

Lyon, T. D., & Henderson, H. (2021). Increasing true reports without increasing false
reports: Best practice interviewing methods and open-ended wh-questions.
APSAC Advisor, 33, 29-39.

Lyon, T., Wylie, B, & Szofig, Z. (2025). Understanding child sexual abuse: Disclosure,
delays and denials. In M. E. Lamb, I. Hershkowitz, & M. E. Pipe, (Eds.), Child sexual
abuse: Why children disclose or deny being abused. 2™ ed. (pp. 249-280).
Routledge.

McElvaney, R. (2015). Disclosure of child sexual abuse: Delays, non-disclosure and
partial disclosure. What the research tells us and implications for practice.

Child Abuse Review, 24(3), 159-169. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2280

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 23 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019909
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-010-9069-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2004.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2009.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2280

Odinot, G, Memon, A, La Rooy, D., & Millen, A. (2013). Are two interviews better than
one? Eyewitness memory across repeated cognitive interviews. PloS one, 8(10),
e76305. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0076305

Orbach, Y., Lamb, M. E,, La Rooy, D., & Pipe, M. E. (2012). A case study of witness
consistency and memory recovery across multiple investigative interviews.
Applied Cognitive Psychology, 26(1), 118-129. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1803

Peterson, C., Moores, L, & White, G. (2001). Recounting the same events again and
again: Children's consistency across multiple interviews. Applied Cognitive

Psychology, 15(4), 353-371. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.708

Poole, D. A, & Dickinson, J. J. (2024). Interviewing children: The science of
conversation in forensic contexts (2" ed.). American Psychological
Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0000405-004

Powell, M. B, & Thomson, D. M. (1997). The effect of an intervening interview on
children’s ability to remember one occurrence of a repeated event. Legal and
Criminological Psychology, 2(2), 247-262. https:/ /doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8333.1997.tb00346.x

Price, H. L, Connolly, D. A, & Gordon, H. M. (2016). Children who experienced a
repeated event only appear less accurate in a second interview than those
who experienced a unique event. Law and Human Behavior, 40(4), 362-373.

https://doi.org/10.1037/Ihb0000194

Quas, J. A, Malloy, L. C,, Melinder, A, Goodman, G. S, DMello, M., & Schadf, J. (2007).
Developmental differences in the effects of repeated interviews and
interviewer bias on young children’s event memory and false reports.

Developmental Psychology, 43(4), 823-837. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-

1649.43.4.823

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 24 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.708
https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000194
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.4.823
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.4.823

Salmon, K., & Pipe, M. E. (2000). Recalling an event one year later: The impact of props,

drawing and a prior interview. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 14(2), 99-120.

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0720(200003/04)14:2<99:AID-

ACP639>3.0.C0O;2-5

Santtila, P., Korkman, J.,, & Sandnabba, N. K. (2004). Effects of interview phase,
repeated interviewing, presence of a support person, and anatomically
detailed dolls on child sexual abuse interviews. Psychology, Crime and Law,

10(1), 21-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316021000044365

Saykaly, C., Talwar, V., Lindsay, R. C. L, Balg, N. C., & Lee, K. (2013). The influence of
multiple interviews on the verbal markers of children’s deception. Law and
Human Behavior, 37(3),187-196. https://doi.org/10.1037/Ihb0000023

Saywitz, K. J., Lyon, T. D, & Goodman, G. S. (2018). When interviewing children: A review
and update. In J. Conte & B. Klika (Eds.), APSAC handbook on child
maltreatment (pp. 310-329). Sage.

Stolzenberg, S. N.,, McWilliams, K., & Lyon, T. D. (2018). Children’s conversational
memory regarding a minor transgression and a subsequent interview.
Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 24(3), 379-392.

https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000176

Szojka, Z. A, Nicol, A, & La Rooy, D. (2020). Narrative coherence in multiple forensic
interviews with child witnesses alleging physical and sexual abuse. Applied

Cognitive Psychology, 34(5), 943-960. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3673

Szojka, Z. A, Nicol, A, Frenguelli, N. D., Rooy, D. L., & Henderson, H. (2022). The impact of
multiple interviews on the accuracy and narrative coherence of children’s
memories. Psychology, Crime & Law, 28(10), 980-1003.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2021.1984479

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 25 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0720(200003/04)14:2%3c99::AID-ACP639%3e3.0.CO;2-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0720(200003/04)14:2%3c99::AID-ACP639%3e3.0.CO;2-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316021000044365
https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000176
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3673

Waterhouse, G. F,, Ridley, A. M., Bull, R, La Rooy, D., & Wilcock, R. (2016). Dynamics of

repeated interviews with children. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 30(5), 713-721.

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3246

Waterhouse, G. F,, Ridley, A. M., Bull, R, La Rooy, D. J., & Wilcock, R. (2019). Mapping
repeated interviews. Journal of Police and Criminal Psychology, 34, 392-409.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-018-9288-7

Waterhouse, G. F,, Ridley, A. M., Bull, R, & Wilcock, R. (2020). A study space analysis for
multiple interviewing of child witnesses. Child Abuse Review, 29(6), 544-558.

https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2604

May 2026 More than one interview — Research to Practice Page 26 of 26


https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3246
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-018-9288-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2604

