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On child sexud abuse

Sexud abuse refersto the act of performing sexud activitieswith minors or other
people who are not able to make choices or who are not aware of the red meaning and
implication of the actions (Montecchi, 1994). We cannot think of child sexud abuse as
samply being adigtorted relationship between a“bad” adult and ahdpless child. Child
sexud abuseisthe result of more complex interactions between socid and family factors.
Focusing attention on just one of the factors would not facilitete understanding the
complex interaction that leeds to the violent act. The act islocated within afamily or
socid group to which the victim belongs (Tortolani, 1991). Cases are frequently made
public because of sudden or dramétic changes in the family Stuation, eg. adolescent
rebdlions, antisocid behaviors, pregnancy, apsychiaric iliness. Sometimes even events
asImple asafight can trigger the public accusation of sexud abuse.

Many child sexud abuse cases are not olved because diagnosing sexud abuse
can be extremdy difficult. There might be lack of physicd marks, the ausing person
might digolay mora integrity, and the abuse might be performed in secrecy, without any
witnesses other than the victim, the child might lack the verba skillsto narrate the
episode(s), and people might doubt child verba reports about sexud abuse (Montecchi,
1994). All of these factors often make it difficult to identify the exigence of atraumatic
experiencein the child.

Physicd, cognitive, and emationd sgns can be used as criteriain ascertaining the
occurrence of sexud abuse. The physca sgnsindude: defloration, the teering of the
frenulum, symptoms of venered diseases aswdll as othersthat are much less dear, such
as bruises, scraiches et in the vaging or and areas, wounds in the mouth or throat; torn
or sained underwear. The physicd diagnoss of sexud presents specid difficulty,
because very often with no penetration there is no medica evidence.

Cognitive sgns comprise aleve of knowledge of sexud terms and activities
advanced for the age (mimicking actions, usng words, drawing sexud activities).
Emoationd dgnsindude anxiety, sudden tears, insomnia, phobic symptoms (avoiding
going outsde), obsessve symptoms (cleaning rituds), hodtility and aggresson.  These
behaviors, however, are oftenpresent dso in many cases that have nothing to do with
sexud abuse, and therefore they cannot be used as dear diagnostic symptoms. In other
Cases, One can observe a sudden decline in school performance, problemsin reasoning,
depression, ingppropriate sexud behaviors (excessve masturbation, showing the genitas,
introduction of objectsin the genitds, forcing peersinto sexud activities, etc. (Cosentino,
MeyerBahlburg, Alpert, Weinberg, Gaines, 1995; Mayall, Gold, 1995).

Abusad adolescents frequently show excessve sexudity, gender confusion
(particularly in males thet were abused by adult maes), and sexud acting out (Urquiza &
Capra, 1990). Also obsarved are antisocia behavior, drug and dcohal abuse, running
away from home, dedinein sef esteern (e.g. “I am a progtitute’), sudden mood changes,
guilt fedings, impotence, and, in Some extreme cases, suicdd tendencies.

None of the above Sgns (exduding some sgns of physica trauma) can be used as
confirmation of sexud abuse, because dl of them can be produced by other causes.




Drawing strong condusions from the presence of these sgnswould leed into an error in
judgment called “illusory corrdation” (Gulottaet d, 1996). In girls for example, a
diagnosis of neovascolarization is caused dso by smplevagind infections. Thelack of
integrity of the hymen can dso be caused by congenitd errors. This ambiguity dso
characterizes the behaviord and cognitive Sgns. Nightmares, excessve masturbation,
depression, extendve sexud knowledge (ingppropriate for the age), are not clear
unequivoca signs of sexud abuse. Extensive sexud knowledge can dso be acquired
through videos, movies, or watching adults talking or behaving (Mazzoni, 2001).
Problems with the interview: rdiability and vaidity of eyewitnesstesimony

The accusation of sexud abuse darts alega procedure amed a ascertaining the
exigence of the abuse and the role of the dleged perpetrator. It iseasy to see from the
previous paragraph how difficult it isto reach a firm decision about the occurrence of
sexud abuse. The Sgns are not dway's present, and, if present, they can be ambiguous,
the adult usudly demands that the victim keep the abuse secret; the perpetrator refusesto
admit having committed theact.  In this Stuation, the testimony of the victim iscrudd.
Often it provides the only basis for the accusation. However the child witnessfacesa
new and shocking Situaion when giving his or her tetimony. It isimportant to neutrdize
therisk of theinterview being traumatic and the child not talking. The interview should
be conducted by specidized personnd. Smply being a developmenta psychologidt is of
little or no help here, and does not guarantee the qudlity of the tesimonid report. The
interviewer should have a pedific training in investigative interviewing, the knowledge
and ability to interact with policemen, lawyers, judges, foster parents, and the ability to
follow the child up to thefind phase of the procedure (Sergio, 1997). Whereas well done
interviews can support the child and produce reliable reports, poorly done interviews can
have devadtating consegquences on the child' s life and compromise his or her
psychologica developmernt.

When poorly done, interviews may contain leading and mideading questions that
contain suggedive information. The interviewer needs to avoid being intimidating, and
implicitly or explicitly demanding that the child reved the “terrible event” that happened
tohimor her. Theinitid establishment of rgpport isimportant aswel. Also one needs
to use ample verba forms, easly understandable to achild of aparticular linguidtic,
sodid, and cognitive level. The interviewer neads to test the child' s ability to distinguish
between true and fal se Satemerts, congdering thet the ability to understand whet alieis
dill developing at the age four and five years. These agpects of the interview are
described in more detall in Mazzoni (2001; see dso Bull, 1995), in which the good
interviewer is described as one who can facilitate the narrative, not one who guides and
leadsiit.

Good interviews are rare, and this has brought about the problem of the rdiability
of child eyewitnesstestimony. Usualy verba narratives of children are relatively short
(Goodman & Reed, 1986), but dso quite accurate (Dent, 1988; Cole e Loftus, 1987).
Repstitions of the same report do not present new information or intrusons. The child's
memory of an event improvesif the child wasin the event (Fivush, 1993) and if the child
isactivein the episode, ingead of just being awitness (Tobey & Goodman, 1992). The
best way to obtain an accurate memory isto let the child recdl the episode fredly,
whereas accuracy decreases subgtantially when children are asked specific questions or
try to recognize faces (Brainerd, Orngtein, 1991; Dent, 1992; Goodman, Bottoms,




Scwartz Kennet, Rudy, 1991; Naylor, 1989). However, in fredy recalling scenes
children tend to leave out peripherd information, dements thet are not centra or sdient,
and this limitation can require usng more specific questions under Some drcumstances
(Goodman et d, 1987).

Onemgor problem isthe fact that young children tend to accept wrong
information that is suggested by adults (Ceci, Leichtman, 1992; Goodman, Reed, 1986).
However it dso ssems that when the degree of involvement in an event is particularly
strong, even very young children show a high degree of resstance to adult suggestion
(Brigham &t d., 1986; Rudy e Goodman, 199;1Goodmean, Rudy, Bottoms e Aman, 1990).
Severd dudies have examined the role the type of information and of how mideading
information is presented on children suggedtibility. Two mgor varidbles are the
credibility of the person thet gives the suggestion (Ceci e Bruck, 1993; Belli, Lindsay,
GdeseMcCarthy, 1994) and the sdlience of the information. Other dudies (e.g.
Mazzoni, 1995) have shown that the mechaniams that make children suggestible change
with age a age 9x mideading information replaces parts of the memory of the origind
event; & ageten it just gets added to the memory of the origind event. Memory
suggedtibility isoverdl avery important characteridtic of the child and needsto be taken
into serious congderaion when interviewing children.

The validation of the report

Lack of accuracy of the eyewitness report is an ever-present problem in court
cases, and in particular when child sexua abuse cases are conddered, since often the
child isthe victim and dso the only eyewitness of thefacts. It is very common to come
up with wrong decisions about child sexua abuse cases For this reason the German
courts have been using for many yeers a specific technique for the vaidation of
eyewitness datements. It isbased on a content analys's of the Satements (Statement
Vdidity Andysis, or SVA) that can reduce the probability of judgmentd errors. The
SVA isadructured method for collecting and andlyzing the information provided by a
witness and is often used in sexud abuse cases. It evauates the vaidity of the report, not
the generd credibility of the witness. Thousands of interviews have been conducted and
andyzed usng such method, which is currently quite popular.

It ismideading to think that awitness has to be coherent in order to be credible:
only that which was reported during the interrogation needs to be coherent (Ghetti &
Agnali, 1998). One should then only talk about the credibility of the report and not about
the credibility of the person. That iswhy only the content of the report is andyzed using
the SVA

The SVA indudes the fallowing five phases: @) careful assessment of the case; b)
quas-dructured interview of the child; ¢) analyss of the content of the interview based
on anumber of spedific criteria d) vaidity assessment; €) integration of ¢) and d).
Information about the case is gathered using dl possible sources: police reports, files of
child protection agencdies, psychosocid anamnesis of the child and other people involved
in the case, information provided by the school and by the court, etc. (Steller &
Boychuck, 1992). All of thisinformation will alow the formulation of various
dternative hypothesis of what happened. The interview is used to evaduate and compare
the various dternative hypotheses.

Theformat of the inteniew was designed to obtain as much information as
possible through free narration. Questions are sructured in a“funnd,” sarting from the




more generd and moving to the more pecific (Steler & Boychuck, 1992). The content
of the report is then carefully analyzed using amethod called Criteria Based Content
Andyss (CBCA). The method is based on the hypothesis proposed by Undeutsch (1989),
that reports of red experiences are quditatively different from reports of invented
experiences that have been made up by the child or by adults The content isthen
evauaed according to nineteen criteria, grouped into 5 categories. These are intended to
dlow discrimination between true and false Satements (Steller & Koehnken, 1989). A
vdidity checklist has been introduced to add informetion to the results of the CBCA. It
represents away to guarantee the accuracy of the evaduation of the case by requiring that
the decison be postponed until al aspects of the SVA are carefully consdered. The
SVA and the CBCA (which represents the core part of the method) are vaduable aidsin
that they sysematize and organize the interview and the eva uation procedure and control
mideading variables such as persond bias and prgudice.
The CBCA

The CBCA dlowsthe examiner to evauate the presence of 19 criteria. The higher
theleve of the criteriain the Satement, the higher the likelihood thet the Satement is
credible. Five categories organize the 19 criteria. Thefirg concernsthe generd
characterigtics of the report and requires a careful andyss of the whole report. It includes
the following criteria logica structure, undtructured production, and presence of detalls.
The second and third categories refer to specific agpects of the depostion. Thefourth
category incdudes motivationd aspects and the fifth indudes dements thet specificaly
refer to the offense. The criteriaand the five categories are reported in more detall in
Table 1.

Thefirg criterion concerns the coherence and internd congstency of the
datements. The second criterion indicates a satement thet is not structured asaligt of
events. Thethird criterion isthat the Satement includes specific descriptions of the
location, time, objects, people etc.

Criteria4-7 belong to the second category. Criterion 4 refers to the connection
(spatid and tempord) of the criticd event with more typica events of the child' slife.
Criterion 5 refersto physcd interactions among people. Criterion 6 refersto the
presence of conversationsin the gatement. Criterion 7 ismet if the report contains
unexpected complicationsthet usudly are not present in false, fabricated gatements.

Thethird category indudes criteria8-13. Criterion 8 refersto the presencein the
Satement of detalls that are not inferable from the menta schema of the evertt, or from
the context. Superfluous detalls are congdered in the criterion 9: these details are
conggtent with the context, but are irrdevant to the main event. Thetenth criterionis
met when the child reports facts or words thet he or she does not understand (for
example, misnterpreting asexud intercourse). Criterion 11 refersto aStuation in which
the child reports conversations or events of a sexua nature that had not happened during
the evert described in the interview. Criteria 12 and 13 refer to Satements thet include
comments on the mental condition of the peopleinvolved in the episode. Criterion 12 is
met if the child talks about persond emotions and fedings. Criterion 13 refersto
emotions and feding of the dleged perpetrator.

The fourth category includes d ements that refer to the child avareness of the
content his’her narrative and behavior. They include dements like spontaneous
corrections, comments about memory failures or lack of memory, comments about the



inadequacy of hisher behavior during the episode, and positive comments about the
adleged perpetrator. Thefifth category includes only one criterion (19) thet refersto the
description of the abuse in adetalled way. It isrardly present in credible reports, though.

Usudly two judges evauate the presence of the 19 criteriain the report of a
witness. A score of Oisassgned to acriterion if it is absent; ascore of 1 isassgned if it
IS present, ascore of 2 isassgned if it issrongly present. Despite the gpparent
amplicity of the scde, deciding about the presence of the 19 criteriaiis very complex,
because there are no pecific rulesthat can dearly indicate when acriterionismet. In
addition, the find evauation of the credibility (trueffase) of the report is complicated by
the lack of decisond criteria, which are left to the subjective judgment. For example,
some authors (e.g. Esplin et d, 1988) have suggested that the decision can be based on
the sum of the scores obtained on the fird five criteria. Others (eg. Y uille, 1988)
uggested that in order to make the decison one should consder the fird five criteria plus
2 athers a random. Currently, there are dso no formd rules for combining the scores of
the 19 criteria. Future studies should address the issue of the importance and weighing of
the sngle criteria. And thereis a greet need for Sudies thet test the validity and
rdiability of thisinstrument thet is extensvely used in the courts.

The purpose of the present sudy was to assessthe vdidity of the CBCA by
testing whether it can discriminate between narratives of false and true eventsin 7-year-
old children. In aprevious sudy, Mazzoni and Pezzati (in press) demondrated that only
few criteriaof the CBCA can discriminate between narratives of false and true eventsin
4-year-old children. In the present sudy we examined whether the same criteriawere dso
cgpable of discriminating between true and fase narratives in older (7-year-old) children,
and whether & this age additiond criteria could discriminete between narrdives

The narratives were about events that were as much as possible traumatic events,
in order to make them similar to a sexud abuse episode (e.g. drawing blood, being beaten
by apeer, being bitten by a dog, going to the dentigt, going through surgery, etc). Three
independent judges examined the narratives (see dso Steler, Wellerhaus & Wolfe,

1988). Children were asked to tell astory about an event they hed redlly experienced and
afdse event they were asked to invent.

The true event had al hgppened during the previous 12 months and children were
asked to tell what happened garting with a completely free recdl. The narration was
prompted by saying “And then?” “What €'se happened?’ “Isthere anything ese you
want to tell me?’. After oneweek , the children were asked to invent an event. Then
eech narrative was andyzed using the criteria of the CBCA

Method

Participants

Forty-five children of two schools of the Cosenza province took part in the studly.
Fifteen children were not able to tdl an invented story or to underdand what the task
was. Thus, the andyses were done on 30 children. Each of the children narrated atrue
event and invented afase event.
Materid

Children recaived a questionnaire asking which of the following event had
happened to them during the previous 12 months

Cut one sfinger with aknife




Being bitten by adog

Fdling from the bicyde

Swallow poison

Fdl from the dairs

Getting an electric shock

Beng $ung by an insect

Being burnt by a match

Bresking an am or aleg

Being beeten by another kid
For each event, children had to state when it happened to them and whether they were
scared. Depending on the responses, Six events were sdlected: fdling from the gairs,
being stung by an insect, faling from the bicyde, getting an dectric shock, being burnt
by amatch. These events were sdected because hdf of the children stated that they
experienced a least one of them, and hdf of the children stated that they did not
experienced a least one of them. Thus, the number of times the event was true was equd
to the number of time the eventswas fdse. Thisalowed usto collect an equa number of
true and fdse narraives.

Procedure

The experiment comprised three phases held during a one-month period.

Phasel. All children attending the two schools were presented with the
questionnaire. Children were told that we were studying how children narrate agtory.
The questionnaire was presented in class, Snce dl children could read and write eeglly.
When children indicated that an event had happened to them during the previous 12
months, they were asked to specify when and to indicate whether it had scared them. The
truthfulnessof the answers was checked with parents and teechers. The six episodes were
selected on the bases of the frequency with which children stated the various episodes
had hagppened or had not happened to them. Sdection was made to meset the criterion of
having the same number times in which each event was experienced and not experienced.
Phase 1 lasted one week.

Phase 2. In this phase, children were asked to narrate the true event. Interviews
were done individudly in adassroom. Each interview started with the question: “Y ou
told me that you fell down the sairs and that you hurt yoursdlf. Tell me more about whet
you remember of this episode, o that | can better understand what happened’. Each
narrative was recorded. If the event occurred more than once during the 12 months,
children were asked to tdl the one that they remembered best.

Phase 3. One week later, the children were asked to narrate the event that they
did not experience, asif it actudly occurred. The one-week interva ensured enough time
sothat children were not influenced by the narrative yle they used when talking about
thetrue event. Theinterview sarted by asking “You told methat ... (the event) did not
happen to you. Now imagine that it actudly heppened to you. Try to tdl me what
happened, in the same way as when your teacher asks you to tell a story about some
event.”

During the interview about both true and fase events, when the child was
sopping without tdling too much, the experimenter asked: “And then...?’. Depending
on the answer, the experimenter then asked more specific questions about the event (e.g.



“Wherewereyou?’). All interviews were preceded by a period of time devoted to
establishing rapport between the child and the experimenter.
Reaults

Scores: All narrativeswere tape recorded and then transcribed. A score was
assgned for each of the 19 criteriaof the CBCA, and these scores were then summed to
get agloba scorefor each narrative. A score of 0 was assgned when the criterion was
absent; a score of 1 was assigned when the criterion was present, and a score of 2 when
the criterion was srongly present. The maximum score for each narraiveis 38. The
minimum isO.

A Spearman correation was computed between the scores assigned by the two
judgesto the true rerratives, and another one was computed between the scores assigned
to thefdse nardives. Data are reported in Table 2.

Insert Table 2 here

Given the corrdation, the scores for true and fdse narratives assgned by the two

judges were averaged. Data are reported in Table 3.
Insert Table 3 here

Thefallowing andlyses examine which of the 19 criteria are reponsble for the
difference. A 19 (criteria) x 2 (type of narrative) within-subjects ANOV A shoed that the
two narratives received sSgnificantly different scores, F(1,57) = 25.49, showing that the
criteriaare overdl more present in true narrdives. There was asgnificant effect of
criteria, F(18,1026) = 98.33, p<.001. This suggeststhat some criteriaare more present
than others. Theinteraction was dso Sgnificant, indicating thet true and false narraives
recalive different scores in some criteriabut not in others. In order to understand which
criteria discriminate between true and fase satements, and which do not, we computed
19 smple effect tests, which are reported in Table 4 dong with the mean scores of the 19
criteria

Table 4 showsthat Sx criteria discriminate between true and false narrdtives: n. 1,
n.2; n. 3; n.12; n. 13 and n. 18.

Discusson

The growing number of child sexud abuse casesin which the only witnessisdso
the victim increases the need to devel op and test methods that can discriminate between
true and fa se reports and statements by children. In the present study we used the
CBCA, amethod to andlyze the content of anarrative. We assessed whether the CBCA
can discriminate between narratives of events that are experienced (true) and narretives of
events that are not experienced (false) in 7-year-old children.

Previous studies on the use of CBCA are sparse and do not provide concdlusive
data These studies examined children older than 7(Koehnken, Schimossek, Ashermann
e Hofer, 1995; Ruby e Brigham, 1998), or have included samples of children of severd
different ages, between 3 and 12 years old (Boychuck, 1991) or between 3 and 15 years
old (Esplin et d, 1988) (see dso Ghetti e Agnali, 2000). Other studies have tested the
CBCA in amore homogenous sample for age (Sx to nine years, Yuille, 1983). However
none of these sudies dlow the condusion thet the CBCA isvdid at aspecific age (eg.
ageof 7).

The current sudy, conducted on a homogenous sample of 7-year-old children,
showed thet children & thisage tell atrue story in away thet is gpprecigbly different
from theway they tdl afdse gory. True and fase narratives could be discriminated both



on the basis of the globa score assgned by the judges, and on the basis of the scores of
gx criterig, n.1, n. 2,n.3, n. 12, n. 13 and n. 18. These criteriarefer to the generd
characterigtics of the narrative (Crit. 1: logic Sructure of the narretive; Crit. 2:
nongructured narrative; Crit. 3:number of details); the specific content of the narrative
(Crit. 12: description of the mentd state of the child; Crit .13: atributing amentd Sateto
the dleged perpetrator), and cognitive'moral comments (Crit. 18: forgiving the
perpetrator). Thus, true stories are structured with astronger interna logic (1), that makes
the narrative more coherent, better structured, and better interconnected. 1n addition the
narrative sructure is not aImple, but relatively complex (Crit. 2). The structure does not
follow atempord linear progresson of events (eg. and then.... and then... and then...).
Ingteed, the connection is based on amixture of causa aswel astempord links. The
tempora links can go forward but aso backward, creeting loops and parenthetica
comments. Findly, the ructure is enriched by detalls. Children talk about the location,
about the people, objects, weether more easily when they tdl atrue sory than when they
have to invent a story about an event thet they did not experience.

In aprevious Sudy Mazzoni & Pezzati (in press) found that even at the age of 5,
children creete different structures for true and fase narratives. At that age aswdll, true
doriesrecaived Sgnificantly higher scoresin Crit. 1 (logic structure), Crit. 2(complex
gructure) and Crit. 3 (number of details). The same three criteria discriminate between
true and fase narratives aso anong older children. Being able to create a coherent and
interconnected narretive with ardatively complex sructureis a cognitive task that
children handle better when they tel true Sories. It is more difficult when teling Sories
about events that have not been experienced.

A further dement that discriminates true from fase narratives é the age of 5isn.
12 (taking about persond fedings and mentd dates). This criterion ismore present in
true than in fase narratives. 1t is probably easier to remember (and then talk about)
emations (e.g. “l wasscared..”; “1 wasangry...”) that are actudly experienced than
inventing or inferring emations within a given Stugtion that was not experienced.

Findly, & age 7, but not a age 5, it becomes possble to sart expressng emaotions
or menta states of other people that have been part of the experience, wheressiit is Hlill
veay difficult to invent or infer mental Satesin othersin agtuation that has not been
experienced (Crit. 13). Children dso start making comments about the degree of guilt of
the perpetrator (Crit. 18). However both criteriaare dill rdatively infrequent evenin true
narretive, and the sgnificant difference obtained between true and fase narrdives
depends on the fact thet they are completdy aosent from fdse narraives. This does not
diminish the fact thet at this age children are able to comment about their own emationd
and mentd dates, they dart being sengtive to the thoughts and emations of the
perpetrator, and to the perpetrator’ s guilt.

In condusion, these data confirm previous results (Mazzoni & Pezzati, in press)
and indicate that one can rdy on the firg three criteria of the CBCA to discriminate true
events from false events. The three additiond criteria that appear able to discriminate at
age 7 suggest that at different ages probably different additiond criteriacan be used. If
these results are replicated, it can be concluded that only afew, basic, criteriaare redly
crudid in making the discrimination between true and false narratives. The onesthat are
added at various ages might smply be due to an improvement in the ability to use



language and to an increasing awareness of menta states and other dements (e.g. mord
judgment).

This hypothesis is supported by data fram previous sudies showing that Logic
Structure can discriminate between true and fase gatementsiin children 6 to 12 (Yuille,
1988; Steller et d, 1988), and in children that had redlly experienced sexud abuse (Esplin
et d, 1988; Boychuck, 1991; Lamers-Winkdman e Buffin, 1996). Thiscriterion hashigh
reigbility (Anson et d, 1993). Similar to Crit. 1, Crit. 3 was found to discriminatein
admog dl the sudies done until now on CBCA  Other data (Lamers-Winkdman e
Buffin,1996) support the importance of Crit. 3, showing that this criterion isfound in true
doriesindependently of the age of thewitness. That sudy showed that criterion n. 12 is
present independently of the age of the witness. This criterion was found to discriminate
not only inour previous sudy (Mazzoni & pezati, in press), but dsointhe Sdler et d
(1988), Esdlin et d (1988) and (Lamers Winkdmaen & Buffin,1996) dudies.

The results of the current sudy are encouraging and in line with previous data
However it isimportant to emphasize the dangers of an incorrect use of these data
Today, in Itdy and dsewhere, there is disagreement on how to score the CBCA and on
how to use the results obtained in the experimenta research. Some have suggested that
using a0/1/2 scoring system is not gppropriate when using the C.B.C.A. in court cases
(Steller, persond  communication). According to Steller, the CBCA cannot be
conddered ascae, becauseit isaclinicd tool that is not psychometricaly tested and thet
should be used only as an ad in deciding about the truth of a Satement.

Thelack of psychometric teting creates problems when trying to use the globd
score obtained with the CBCA asadiscrimingive tool. However, it does not hinder the
possibility of comparing the presence of each criterion in true and fase narratives, snce
the weight of the criterion in this case remainsthe same. Steller (Stdler et d, 1988) used
this methodology in his studies, reaching condusons Smilar to ours.

The critiquesto the CBCA have led to the development of other scdes with better
psychometric properties (Spoerer, persond communication, 2001). These scdesare il
under development. Meanwhile, the popularity of the CBCA increases both in Italy and
abroad.

In Itay, the CBCA is used mostly by people who are not experienced or
appropriately traned initsuse. There are no professionals trained in the use of the
CBCA inthis country. Thosewho useit, ssem to underestimate the danger of usng in
red lifeand in red court cases (as they often do, see Pezzati, 2002) an instrument that
they do not know and thet they have not been trained to use. It isonething isto usethe
CBCA in an experimenta context for research, another thing isto use it to decide about
the fate of anumber of people. Although research is necessary to understand the limits
and potentids of the CBCA,, the resullts cannot be immediately trangoosed and used in
court cases.



