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Previous findings on the effects of interviewer support on the quality of children’s
accounts of expedenced events are mixed, and little is known about other aspects
of interviewer demeanor that might influence children’s responses in an
investigative interview. The present study examined the relations between child
age and interviewer verbosity, support, and avthodtadan manner, and how these
relations predicted childmen’s verbosity and nfbomativeness in investigative
interviews with alleged sexual abuse victims in Malaysia. Investigative interviews
with 75 children aged between five and 15 years were coded for interviewer
verhosity, supportive statements, auvthoritadan manner child verbosity and
children’s infoomativeness. We found that the investigative interviewers in our
study were morne talkative but less supportive while interviewing the younger than
older children. Further, interviewer verbosity was negatively associated with
children’s informativeness while interviewer support appeared to facilitate mowe
informative accounts by the children. The interviewers” authoritaran manner did
not vary with child age, nor did it corelate with the children™s verbosity and
informativeness. Our findings suggest that investigative interviewers should
behave supportively at all times, but refrain from excessive talking in the
interview.

Keyvwords: forensic  interviewing: children’s testimony; interviewer support:
interviewer demeanor; child abuse

Introduction

The information that child witnesses need fo recount in forensic interviews about
alleged abuse can evoke feelings of guilt, shame, embarrassment, and responsibility;
further, conversations with unfamiliar adulis are atypical. It is therefore not
surprising that chaldren rarvely volunteer detailed and complete accounts of abusive
events. The quality of the communication between children and interviewers can vary
depending on a number of factors - for example, the personal atiribules of the
interviewer {Goodman, Sharma, Thomas, & Considine, 1995; Jackson & Crocken-
berg, 1998}, the status and/or familiarity of the interviewer {Bjorklund et al., 2000},
and the amount of social support shown by the interviewer {e.g. see Bottoms, Quas,
& Davis, 2007 for a review) The present study sought to examine possible
associations between different aspects of interviewers” demeanor and the witness
accounts of alleged child sexual abuse victims in Malaysia.
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Supporiive communicaiion refers io verbal and non-verbal behaviors intended (o
assisi those perceived as needing aid {Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002). Some
rescarchers are concerned that children may be inclined 1o respond in order 1o
picase friendly or supporiive inferviewers, bui al ihe expense of accuracy (eg.
Underwager & Wakelield, 1990%. A significant amount of empirical evidence
suggests olherwise - thal supportive interviewing lechniques can reduce children’s
anxiely and thuos facilitale accurale and elaborale accounts of personally experienced
evenis {Wood, McClure, & Birch, 1996). Mosi of ihe exisiing research on interviewer
hehavior has involved experimental manipulations of social sepport. In research on
child wilnesses, inlerviewers who are supportive typically build rapport, sit close 1o
children, display positive facial expressions, and approach children in warm and
engaging ways {e.g. Carier, Boillioms, & Levine, 1996; Davis & Boiioms, 2002;
Goodman, Bolloms, Schwartz-Kenney, & Rudy, 1991). Non-supportive interviewers,
in contrast, do not build rapport, appear distant and impassive, show negative facial
expressions, and do noi fosier warmih while interviewing children.

Several studies show thal children are ofien more complete and accurale in their
memory reports and less suggestible when questioned by highly  supportive
interviewers (e.g. Carier el al., 1996; Davis & Bolioms, 2002; Goodman el al,,
1991; Imhoff & Baker-Ward, 1999; see Bolloms et al, 2007, for a reviewd In
Goodman et all (1991}, three- 1o four-year-olds and five- Lo seven-year-olds received
a medical procedwre and for half of the children, the interviewer acied in a supporiive
manner by giving ithe child a snack, smiling frequenily, and complimeniing them
periodically without regard for accuracy. The remaining children were inierviewed
without these supportive behaviors. The researchers found thal, with socially
supporiive interviewing, ithree- io four-year-olds were as accuraie when answering
ihe misleading quesiions as were the five- Lo six-year-olds. Afier a four-week (bul noi
a twoeweek delay, socal support also reduced vounger children’s errors in response
i misleading quesiions and 1o quesiions incorrecily suggesiing thal abuse had
gecwrred. The authors speculaled thal interviewer-provided support decreased the
exlent 1o which children were intimidated, which in turn decreased their suggest-
ibility.

Carier et al. (1996} invesiigaied the effect of linguisiically complicaied interview
questions and social support on five- 1o seven-year-olds’ reports. Children played
with an unlamiliar adull, and were interviewed by either a supportive or non-
supportive interviewer immedialely therealier. Supporiive interviewers buill rapport
with ihe children, used warm and [riendly iones, gazed and smiled al ihe children
often, and assumed a relaxed body posture. Carter and colleagues lound thal,
although inferviewer supporiiveness did nol appear Lo influence children’s responses
ia [ree-recall and specilic guesiions, children interviewed by supportive inferviewers
appeared more resistant 1o misleading questions than those interviewed by non-
supporiive interviewers, Imholl and Baker-Ward {1999} replicalted Carter et al’s
{1996} methodology with younger {ihree- and lour-year-old} children, but found no
effects of interviewer supporl on children’s accuracy when describing a classroom
demonstration they had witnessed.

The primary advantage of experimental research on interviewer demeanor 1s
ihal the accuracy of ihe interviewees reporis can be deiermined. i 15 nol clear,
however, whether and how inlerviewer demeanor in experimental studies
generalizes 1o actual investigalive interviews In experimental or analog studies
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of interviewer demeanor, interviewers generally follow a script so thal ihewr
behavior 15 consisiently supporiive or non-supporiive throughoui ithe interview.
Furiher, the age ranges in these studies are typically restricted. i is critical
itherefore io siudy interviewer behavior in naluralisiic or lield siudies where ihere
are naiural varialions in interviewer demeanor and ihere is a broader range of
child ages Only two studies thus [ar have examined interviewer demeanor in the
held. Ina study on suspected child viciims of sexual abuse, Hershkowitz, Orbach,
Lamb, Siernberg, and Horowitz {2006} louad ithat higher levels of inferviewer
support were associated with more informative responses in both disclosing and
non-disclosing children, even though the non-disclosers were given less support
than ther disclosing counterparts. More recently, Hershkowitz (2009} explored
associalions beiween the level of suppori interviewers provided io [our- io nine-
year-old children and the amount of details children provided in forensic
interviews., The author found thal richer imformation in the children’s responses
was associaled with a higher level of interviewer suppori, especially for less
lalkative children.

The aim of the present study was three-fold. First, we sought 1o obtain findings
[rom a naluralisiic siudy of inferviewer demeanor in interviews with children using a
new sample, thus addressing the dearih of research in ihe [ield. Second, in addition
1o interviewer support, we also examined two aspects of interviewer demeanor thal
have nol been previously siudied - verbosity and authoritarian manner. Third, we
included a broader age range Lo analyze possible age differences in inlerviewer
demeanor and its relation 1o ithe children’s accounts. Because this was a [1eld study,
we could nol determine the accuracy of the children’s reporis. Insiead, we measured
ihe childrens verbosiiy and the proportion of informalive responses in iheir
narralives.

Our study was conducted in Malaysia, where investigalive inlerviews were
videalaped in such a way thal the interviewers nonverbal behavior could noi be
discerned. Thus we adopied Hershkowilz ei al’s (2006) approach, by disiinguish-
ing beltween supporlive and unsupporiive comments by the interviewers. Suppor-
iive commenis unconditionally encowraged children 1o be informaiive by
indicaling ithe children were performing well in the interview and ihal the
interviewers were aware of how the children might [eel during disclosure
Unsupporiive comments, on the other hand, exerted pressure on children o
respond, challenged inlormation they provided, or coriticized the childrens
behavior. We also invesiigaled the possible effects of interviewer verbosily
thalt is, whether talkative interviewers were more likely 1o elicit rich and
informalive accounts [rom children. Interviewer verbosily has notl been previously
examined, although how ialkaiive inferviewers are in forensic inferviews can have
a significant impact on how well children respond. We hypolhesized thal excessive
lalking by investigalive interviewers might be cogmtively overwhelming  [or
children as ihe laiier aeced 1o process boih inlormation-requesiing prompis as
well as explanalions or instruciions given by the interviewer, thus hindering their
efforts o provide informative accounts.

Another aspect of interviewer demeanor thalt might be related 1o children’s
willingness 1o volunieer informalion is the interviewer’s authorilarian or permis-
sive manner. Research on the effects of adulls” authoriiarian, authoritalive or
permissive behavior has [ocused primarily on parent-child relsiionships (eg.
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Baumrind, 1973; Maccoby & Mariin, 19833 Authoritarian parents iend io be
demanding and controiling, permissive pareats ofien ‘give-in’ Lo children, and
authoritalive parents exert contrel by means of reasoning but also display warmth
and affection. Nothing is known aboul the relation belween these kinds of
behaviors and children’s behaviors in an interview context. Importantly, specific
aspects of authoritarian behavior mighi be particularly effective when children are
informants. By behaving in an authoritarian or authoritalive manner, interviewers
convey ihelr expecialions thal children should rather than cowld respond io iherr
questions (eg. “Tell me whal he said.”). Conversely, 1f interviewers behave in a
permissive manner (e.g. ‘Can you ieil me whal he said?), children might assume
thal they can choose nol o respond or provide the informalion requesied by the
interviewer. The effects of inlerviewers’ authoriiarian behavior might also be
sironger when displayed by unfamiliar adulis, or specifically figures of authority.
As suggesied in studies on parentling (e.g. Greenfield & Cocking, 1994,
Lambourn, Dornbusch, & Sieinberg, 1996), aa auwihoritarian approach might
also be effective in cultures where authoritarian parenting is nol viewed as over-
coniroliing bul an indicalion ihai the pareni cares aboui the child and wishes the
child o do well. Because we do nol yel know ihe risks or benehiis of
authoritarian as opposed 1o permissive approaches when interviewing children,
we sought o explore ihe possible associalions beiween auihoritarian demeanor
and children’s accounts

A few researchers have found thai social support does nol affect all children
equally (e.g. Davis & Boltoms, 2002). Individual differences in children’s respon-
siveness 1o interviewer support have been linked io childrens social support
reserves (Carier el al., 1996, Davis & Boiloms, 2002), aliachment sivie (e.g.
Goodman, Quas, Batterman-Faunce, Riddlesberger, & Kuhn, 1997), and physio-
logical reactivity in stressful or arousal-inducing situalions (Quas, Bauer, & Boyee,
2004; Quas & Lench, 2007). Surprisingly, very litile 15 known aboul age differences
in children’s responses Lo interviewer support, or the amount and/or iype of
support interviewers show., Goodman et al. (1991) showed that, with socially
supporiive interviewing, three- (o four-vear-clds were as accurale when answering
the misleading queslions as were f{ive- Lo six-year-olds. However, previous rescarch
has nol explored whether interviewers express different levels of support depending
on children’s ages. Mosi of the exisiing research on interviewer demeanor has
focused on younger children, typically below 10 vears of age.

Thus in ihis stedy we examined ihe relations between child age {{ive~15 years)
and inferviewer verbosily, suppori, and auvihoriiarian manner, and how ihese
relations predicted children’s verbosity and informativeness in an Invesligalive
interview. We also disiinguished beiween inierviewer demcanor demonsiraied
before substanilve questioning {pre-subsiantive phase) and during substantive
questioning {subsiantive phase). In line with previous fndings, we expecied a
positive  associalion belween interviewer support and children’s verbosity and
informativeness, particelarly for vounger children who might be more fearful of
the interview setiing. Based on the assumpiion thal first impressions are crucial in
seiting the tone of the interview, we also expecied Interviewer demeanor in the
pre-subsiantive rather than subsiantive phase 1o have a sironger relation with the
children’s narralives,
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Method

Subjects

The sample included investigative interviews of 75 children (67 girls and eight boys),
ranging (rom five 1o 15 vears of age (M = 10.65, SD = 3.47). These interviews were
conducied by British- and locally-irained pelice officers at ihe Child Proieciion Unit
in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. Closed cases that vielded explicit allegations of fondling
or peneirating sexual abuse were included in the study. Cases were closed for various
reasons, bul mosi of ihe cases in the curreni sample were finalized following
conviclion of ihe offender. All the children spoke Malay as their first language, with
only a few occasionally using English words in thelr narratives. None of the clildren
in ihe current sample were known io have a2 mental or physical disabiliiy

Twenty-eight (37%) of the children reporied a single incident, 44 (59%:) reported
two or more incikdents, and ihree (4%} did not specify the {requency of incidents. All
ihe alleged perpetrators were male and were of Malay or Malay-Indian eilnicity. 1n
27 (36%} of the cases, ihe alleged perpetrators were family members, 36 (489} were
familiar but unrelaied individuals, 11 (15%) were unfamiliar to the alleged viclims,
and one (1%} was nol speciflied. Familial perpetrators included biological family
members, relafives, and siep-relaiives because polygamy and co-residence with siep
relatives are common practices in the Malay community in Malaysia, Nine (12%) of
the children alleged ihat they were touched over ther clothes, 17 (23%) reporied
icuching under iheir cloihes, and 49 (65%) described oral, anal, or vaginal
penelraiion.

The investigative interviews were conducied by Malaysian police officers of
similar rank, based all over ithe couniry and in various divisions within ihe Criminal
Invesiigations Depariment. There were 15 female and ihree male interviewers, aged
between 30 and 50 years. Eighiy-one per cent of the investigative interviews were
conducted by interviewers of Malay ethnmiaty, and 16% and 3% were conducted by
interviewers of Indian and Chinese ethnicities, respectively. The Malay and Indian
invesiigative inierviewers were boith male and female, whereas ihe Chinese
interviewers were female. All the interviewers were proficient in the Malay language
and ihus every interview was conducied in Malay. Because only a small number of
interviewers were of a different eihnicity and iheir Malay language proficiency was
no difTerent irom that of the native speakers, interviewer ethinic differences were nol
expected and, thus, nol considered in the analyses. The interviewing officer and the
alleged victims were noi always of ihe same gender and eihnicity.

The investipative interview procedure

The Malaysian Child Protection Unit investigative interviewers had previously
attended training that included introductory leciures on developmental factors that
mighi affect inferview ouicome, a simple inferviewing proiocol used by a
Constabulary in the UK, and role-play sessions in which the irainees took lurns
playing the roles of investigative interviewers and child witnesses. The interviewers
did not bring writlen guidelines intoe the interviewing room, but details of the police
reparis in quesiion. Access 1o the proiccol was denied. Therefore, ithe preiocol
described here is based botl on a report provided by one of the Child Protection
Unit investigative interviewers, and on patierns observed in the 75 interviews
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iranscribed. Quesiions were occasionally asked in a different sequence or even
omitted and the type and complexity of the interviewers’ questions varied. Police
officers at the Child Proiection init were obliged io wear civilian cloihes in order o
appear less intimidating 1o children. Investigative interviews at 1the Child Protection
Unit generally lasied for 20--25minuies. Breaks were never iaken although ihe
interviewees were allowed 1o request breaks.

In ihe introductory phase, the inierviewers asked ihe children io siate iheir
full names and nicknames, and one of the nicknames was used Lo address the
children ihereafier. The inierviewers ihen iniroduced ihemselves, explained ihe
role of the Child Protection Umt, introduced the children 1o the videowrecording
equipment, clarified the children’s tasks (the need 10 describe the events truthiully
and in deiail), and explained ithe ground rules and expeciations (i.e. ihat the
children can and should say 1 don’t remember’, ‘1 don’l know’, ‘1 donll
undersiand,” or correct the interviewers when appropriaie). The interviewers
also assessed the children’s undersianding of the distinction belween truth-telling
and lying by way of a shori fictitious siory, and iheir undersianding of the
religious morality of lying, before evaluating their ability to tell the time and date.
Children were also prompied 1o ialk about their personal lives (e.g. their families
and friends). In the transitional phase between the pre-substaniive and
subsiantive paris of the inferview, a series of prompis were used io ideniify the
largel eveni({s) under invesiigation non-suggesiively, by for example, making
reference 1o a recent hospital visit or police report, previous disclosure, or asking
ihe children if ihey knew ihe purpose of the invesiigaiive inferviews. Following
disclosure of the allegations, the iree-recall phase began with the main invitation
(‘Tell me everyihing ihai happened from ihe very beginning io the end, ihe lasi
incident.”y. Follow-up open-ended prompis or faciliiators were used (e.g. *Then
what happened?), as were cued invilations ("You mentioned a personfobject/
action, Tell me everyihing aboul that™. Interviewers prompied ihe children 1o
indicaie whether ihe incidenis occurred ‘one iime or more than one time” and
proceeded o obiain incdeni-specific information. During subsiantive guesiion-
ing, interviewers also used directive questions (focused questions addressing
details previously mentioned by the child, e.g. ‘“Wh-" quesiions), or oplion-posing
questions (mostly yes/no quesiions referencing new deiails that ihe child failed 1o
address previously, eg. ‘Did he iouch you over or under your cloihes?).
Suggestive ullerances that communicated to the child what response is expecied
‘At ihaf iime he was laying on iop of you, wasn’l he?”) were sirongly discouraged
in the interviews. Interviewers ended the interview by checking if the children had
any guesiions or by reveriing io a neulral iopic.

Coding

Transcripts for the 75 cases in this study were coded verbatim 1o evaluate the
interviewers’ demeanor and ihe number of details 1n the children’s accounis and thewr
informailvencss.
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Interviewer demeanor

Verbosity. Interviewers’ uiferances in ihe pre-subsiantive and subsiantive phases were
coded gquantitaiively by rating ihe lengil of iheir responses. Verbosily was measured
by ihe ioial number of words in an interview phase. Repeated ulierances or words
were also included.

Support. Interviewer support was measured by ihe proportion of supporiive
siatements (out of ithe iolal of supportive and unsupporiive staiements) in ihe pre-
substantive and substantive phases of the mterview.

Suppoariive comments included comments encouraging children io be informafive
by indicating that the children were performing well 1n the interview or that the
interviewers were aware of how ihe children mighi feel during ihe disclosure.
Supporiiveness was thus coded even when ithe children’s ullerances were non-
subsianiive. Supporiive commenis were cafegorized using four exhausiive and
mulually exclusive caiegories:

(1) Non-suggestive positive remforcement included posilive responses o ihe
children’s behavior during the interview unrelated 1o the content of their
reporis or o any other subsianiive issue (e.g. “You are ielling very well’).

(2) References to and conecerns about the child’s emotions included expressions of
empaily in response 1o the children’s expressions of positive or negative
emotion during the interview (e.g. ‘11 OK 1o feel embarrassed, butl T want 1o
iell you ihat I ialk io children about ihis all ihe iime) and quesiions regarding
the child’s emolions during the interview (e.g. ‘Are you feeling comfortable
herg?).

(3) Facilitators involved non-suggestive encouragement - saying "‘OK°, ‘mmm’, or
by echoing the children’s last few words - Lo continue talking. Thus
statements such as ‘OK” following acquiescence Lo instructions or explana-
tiens were and nol coded as faclitators, bul facilitators following non-
subsiantive responses were counied. Facilitaiors might also invelve echoing
{c.g. Interviewer asks, “Where were you going?, and the child responds,
‘Market”, ihe following uiterance “You were going 1o the market” would be
corded as a facilitaior).

{4y Reassurance - reassuring children with statements such as “iUs OK, or “iUs
alright’.

By conirasi, unsupporiive commenis were comments anywhere in ihe inferview that
exerted pressure on children by challenging information they provided or criticizing
iheir behavior. Unsupporiive comments were caiegorized using four exhausiive and
mulually exclusive categories:

(5) Coercion included conditional statements that positive or negative outcomes
would follow if the child did or did net cooperate (e.g. *11 you tell me, you'll
feel beiier’; *If you tell me, we can help you’. e.g. “We cannol help children
who do nof talk”)
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(6) Disregard or unempathetic vesponse to rhe childven’s emorions when ihe
children expressed negaiive emolions (e.g. “You should aot be embarrassed.
You must talk to me”)

(7Y Expressions of doubi regarding the information provided included references
io the implausihility or contradicting nature of ithe siatements (e.g. ... bul 1
heard from your mum that [details] happened’), or 1o physical marks on the
children’s body (I he did nol hit your face, why do you have brulses on your
face?). Inlerviewer utlerances quesiloning wheiher or noi incidenis or
actions actually happened (e.g. *Did it really happen?, ‘Are you sure...?)
were coded as expressions of doubt only when they were posed more than
onde.

(8)Y Negarive references to the child’s behavior included such criticisms as “Youre
looking away’; ‘Don’l touch the tape-recorder’; *Sit stillt; *You are talking
ioo sofily, 1 can’l hear you'.

When interviewers did nol make cither supportive or unsupportive statements, the
supporiiveness of the utierance was coded as ‘none’. When interviewers made both
supporiive and unsupportive siatemenis in a single turn, the turn was coded as
unsupportive, but ihis occurred in only three insiances.

Authoritarion manner. Authoritarian manner was measured by the proporiion of
aulboritarian  statements {oul of ihe icotal of aulhorifarian and permissive
slatements) in the pre-substaniive and subsiantive phases of ithe inlerview.
Auihoritarian utterances were defined as those in which interviewers instructed the
children io respond io quesiions or comply with insiructions or warnings {e.g. “Tell
me whai happened.” or ‘Show me where he touched you.”, *1 want you 1o tell me. .,
‘Sit down’). Permissive ullerances were coded as those in which interviewers asked
children io respond o quesiions or comply with insiructions or warnings {e.g. ‘Can
you iell me...?7 or ‘Please iell me’, *Can you sit down please?, ‘Donl you want Lo
tell me?).

Children’s narratives

Verbosity. Childrens accounts in the substantive phase were coded quantitatively by
rating ihe length of itheir responses. Verbal and noaverbal responses were included.
Length of response was measured by the total number of words in an interview
phase. A single nonverbal response such as a nod for ‘yes™ was rated as one word,
ihus a verbal ‘yes” response combined wiith a head nod was rated as iwo words.
Repeated responses were also included.

Informativeness. Informative responses provided new forensically relevant informa-
tion. Forensically relevant information included allegaiion-relaied deiails periaining
1o the individual{(s), action{s), placeis), objeci{s), lime, emolion{s), sensation{s)
and thought{s) associated with ihe alleged incideni{s). Responses that were
aol informative did nol include any forensically relevant information, confained
repeated information, or were quesiions Lo the inlerviewer. A response that included
both informative and uninformative responses was coded as informative, thus only
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one iype of response {informative or uninformative) was coded In a single
conversational turn.

Inter-rater refiakility
The principal investigator and a research assistant first trained on an independent set
of iranscripis uniil ihey agreed with one anoiher concerning ihe classification or
identification of at least 9% of the details. A quarter {25%) of the transcripls were
then independently coded by the two coders 1o ensure that they remained
equivalently reliable. The remaining cases were coded by the principal investigator,
Inter-raier agreement was assessed using Cohen’s kappa. Agreement regarding
the interviewers™ verbosity was 0.97 for the pre-substantive phase and 0.96 for the
substantive phase. Agreement regarding the idenfification and classification of
supporiiveness were 0.87 and 0.89, respeciively. Regarding the identification and
classification of authoritarian/permissive staiements, coefficients of agreement were
0.96 and 0.99, respectively. Agreement for children’s verbosity in the substantive
phase was 0.98. Agreement regarding ihe identification and classification of
informaiive responses were 0.85 and 0.89, respectively.

Results

Preliminary analyses of variances {ANOVAS) did not yield any significant effects of
inferviewer age and gender, child gender, and familiarity of the perpeirator on
interviewers demeanor, and children’s verbosity and informativeness in ihe
substantive phase. These variables were thus excluded from the main analyses.

The main analyses examined the (1) associations among the indices of
interviewers demeanor {verbosily, supporiive siafements, and auothoritarian siate-
ments), {ii) relations between child age and interviewer demeanor, and (iii) predictive
effects of Interviewer demeanor on child verbosity and informativeness in the
substantive phase. Proportions rather than raw aumbers were compuled for
interviewer support fout of ihe ioial of supporiive and non-supporiive siatements)

Fable 1. Assoclations among interviewer verbosity, support, and authoritadan statements in
the pre-substantive and substantive phases

Pre-substantive Substantive
Variables Verbosity  Support  Authoritadan  Verbosity  Support Aathortanan
Pre-substantive
Verbosity —{.03 0.18 0.51%*  —{.51%= 0,22
Support 0.00 .19 (.08 (.00 017
Authoritadan 0.1% .19 0.00 0.04 0.11
Subsrantive
Verbosity .51%% 0.08 .00 —(.44%% 0,18
Support —{L51% 0.00 (.04 — {(L44%* —{13
Authoritarian (.22 .17 .11 (.18 — {15

*Ep < 00E
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Table 2. Associations between child age and measures of interviewer demeanor

Variables Child age
Pre-substantive
Verbosity —0.37%
Support — .05
Authodtadan — .18
Substantive
Verbosity —42%3
Support 0.29%
Authornitaran — {17

o LOF; FEp < 0L0F

and avihoritarian statements {oul of the tolal of authoritarian and permissive
statements).

Interviewer demeanor — verbosity, support, and authoritarian approach

Pearson produci-moment correlations were used o examine wheiher ithe different
indices of interviewer demeanor were related 1o each oilier, and wheiher interviewer
demeanor in the pre-substantive and subsiantive phases were related 1o cach other.
Table 1 presents ihe correlations among pre-subsiantive and subsianiive verbosity,
support, and authoritarian statements. Interviewer verbosity in the pre-subsiantive
phase was positively correlated witly interviewer verbosily in the substantive phase.
Boih pre-subsiantive and subsiantive interviewer verbosily were negafively corre-
laied with interviewer support in the subsiantive phase. Hence, ihe more talkative the
interviewers were before and during the subsiantive phase, the less supportive they
were in ithe substantive phase. Aothoritarian manner did aol correlate with
interviewer support and verbosity.

Child age and interviewer demeanor

Relations between child age {in years) and interviewer verbosity, support, and
authoritarian statements were examined wusing Pearson product-moment correla-
iions {see Table 2). Child age was negatively correlated with pre-subsiantive and
subsiantive inferviewer verbosity, where interviewers were more likely io be ialkafive
1o the younger than older children. There was a posilive association between child
age and subsiantive interviewer suppori - ihat is, interviewers were more likely io be
supporiive during subsiantive guesiioning when interviewing older ithan younger
children. Child age was nol signiflicantly associated with auihoritarian manner in
ol phases of the interview,

Interviewer demeanor, child verbosity and informativeness

Pearson product-moment correlaiions were used 1o identily the variables ihat might
predict child verbosity and informativeness, and the correlations revealed that child
age, pre-substantive and substantive interviewer verbosity and substantive support
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Table 3. Predictive effecty of child age, pre-substantive and substantive interviewer verbosity
and substantive support on children’s informativeness

Variables B SE B B p Adjusted R*
Model 1 .32
Child age 0.02 (.01 (.40 0.00
Pre-substantive interviewer verbosity (.00 0000 .29 (.01
Model 2 .33
Child Age 0.02 0.01 0.37 0.00
Substantive interviewer verbosity (.00 0.00 0 - .33 0.00
Model 3 .33
Child Age 0.02 (.01 0.4} 0.00
Substantive interviewer suppoit (.81 .25 .32 0.00

were significantly related te child informativeness. None of the variables were
signilicanily correlaied with child verbosity. Because our sample size was oo small io
inclade child age and three measures of interviewer demeanor, separaie regression
analyses were carried oul for each ol ihe interviewer demeanor variables.
Augthoritarian manner did not correlate with any of the vanables of interest and
was thus excluded.

Standard mulliple regression analyses were conducied io examine ihe predictive
effects of child age, pre-subsiantive and subsiantive interviewer verbosily and
subsiantive sappori on children’s informafiveness. Table 3 shows the predictive
effects of the ihree models compuied and of ihe specilic indices of interviewer
demeanor. Because our sample size was relatively small, adjusted R? rather than R?
values are reported. Childrens informativeness in ithe substantive phase was
significantily predicied by ithe combined effecis of child age and pre-subsiantive
interviewer verbosity, F(2,74y = 17.88, p = 0.01, subsiantive interviewer verbosity,
F(2.74y = 1892, p < 0.01, and substantive interviewer support, F2,74} = 19.56,
p < 0.01. Specifically, the more the interviewers spoke in the pre-substantive and
subsiantive phase, the less informative younger children were during subsiantive
questioning. The more supportive interviewers were in the substantive phase (more
s0 with older children), the more informative older children were during substantive
quesiioning.

Discussion

In the present siudy, we siudied ihe relations beiween child age and inferviewer
verbosity, supporl, and authoritarian manner, and how these relations predict
children’s verbosily and informativeness in invesligative interviews with alleged
sexual abuse viciims in Malaysia. We found ihat the invesiigative interviewers in our
study were more lalkative but less supportive while interviewing the younger than
older children. Further, interviewer verbosity was [ound 1o be negatively related 1o
children’s informativeness while interviewer supporl appeared 1o faclitate more
informaiive accounts by the children. The interviewers” authoritarian manner did noi
vary with child age, nor did it correlate with the children’s verbosity and
informativeness. We discuss these findings in more detail below.
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In line with previous lindings {see Bolloms et al., 2007 [or a review}, we expected
interviewer suppori io reduce children’s leelings of apprehension or infimidation,
particularly if they were younger and more [earful of the interview setling. While we
[ound a posifive link beiween interviewer support and children’s informativeness,
alarmingly, ithe inferviewers in ihis study addressed proporiionally fewer supporiive
comments 1o the younger children during the subsiantive phase of the interview. We
would expect interviewers 1o be more concerned aboul the vounger children’s
moiivafion and level of comlort at ihe interview because ithe invesiigaiive interview
selling is likely 1o be more intimidating 1o the younger children. Perhaps the older
children in this study appeared more wary or reluciant at the beginning of the
interview than their younger counterparts, thus prompiing interviewers 1o repeatedly
make supporiive and encouraging siaiements. Based on ihe assumplion that [irst
impressions are crucial in selling the tone of the interview, we also expected
interviewer demeanor in the pre-substantive rather than subsiantive phase 1o have a
sironger relation with the childrens narratives. Conirary io our prediction, only
interviewer supporlt in the subsiantive phase appeared to influence children’s
informativeness during substantive questioning. This [inding underscores the impact
ol interviewers” behavior in the subsiantive phase on children’s willingness and abilify
1o ialk aboui the allegailons. However, because the inferviewers were more
supporiive lowards the older than younger children, the positive association belween
interviewer suppori and children’s informativeness was more evident among the
older children.

We also [ound interviewer verbosily in both the pre-subsianiive and subsiantive
phases 1o he negatively associated with child age - that 1s, interviewers were more
ialkative while interviewing the younger ithan older children. Gilsirap and Papierno
{2004) addressed the influence of child individual differences on interviewer hehavior,
praposing that children’s suggestibility 1o leading quesiions might be more heavily
influenced by individual differences in children’s than interviewers’ behavior.
Similarly, Hershkowiiz ei al. {2006} found ihai the invesiigative interviewers in iheir
study were less supportive of children who did not subsequently disclose abuse, and
ihe researchers presumed thai the interviewers behaved in thai manner because the
children had bheen uninlormative earlier. In ihe present siudy, some children might
have appeared unmoelivated at the beginning of the interview, prompting the
interviewers 1o talk too much, and this may in turn have led children 1o assume
ihat they could choose how they wished o respond. This underscores the need (o
remind children that they aced io repori everything thai they know and elaboraie as
much as they can because interviewers do nol know aboul the alleged incident.
Although interviewers should consistently and non-suggesiively encourage children
io respond, ithey also need 1o expliciily communicaie ihe iype of informafion and
level of elaboration expected. Another linding that provoked coacern was the
interviewers’ lendency 1o remain talkative 1o the yvounger children later on in the
interview.

Because we do nol vel know Lhe risks and benelits of authoritarian as opposed 10
permissive approaches when interviewing children, another aim of the present study
was 1o explore the possible relations between authoritarian demeanor and children’s
informaiiveness. By behaving in an authoriiarian manner, interviewers convey iheir
expectations that children should rather than could respond Lo their guestions (e.g.
“Tell me what he said.” *You said he dragged vou. Tell me more about that)).
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Conversely, if interviewers behave in a permissive manner (e.g. ‘Can vou tell me what
he was wearing?), children might assume ihat they can choose nol 1o respond or
provide the information requesied by interviewers. Unexpectedly, however, we did
nol find significant relations heiween inierviewers auihorifarian manner and
children’s verbosily and informafiveness. Post hoe analyses revealed ihai in several
interviews, interviewers allernated beiween authoritarian and permissive staiements.
Thus when interviewers alternated between sayving “Tell me - and ‘Can you tell me-’,
ihe children might have hecome confused as 1o whether they could choose noi io
respond as requested. This might also explain why some children benefit from
interviewer support, and some do aol. Consider the literature on parent-child
attachment. According 1o Main and Hesse {1990), inconsisient maternal behavior
vielating infanis™ expeciations can be frightening, leading these infanis o develop a
disorganized patiern of attachment 1o their mothers. In line with this suggestion, it is
also possible that individual differences in children’s attachment lead some children
i be more sensitive Lo confradiciory inferviewer demeanor. Aliachment siyle, or the
manner in which children have formed relationships with primary caregivers
{Bowlby, 196%), may determine children’s responsiveness o inlerviewer support,
and be relaied io children’s memory and suggesiibility. Davis and Bolioms {2002)
suggesied ihat insecurely aitached children, who are generally more apprehensive
and less trosting of others during social interactions, may be more sensitive 1o
interviewer suppariiveness than secarely atiached children who are generally ai ease
during social interaciions.

in the conlexl of invesiigative interviews, where the ‘adulis know and children ask
questions’ rule 15 reversed, terviewer support might lead some children o be more
susceptible io the social demands of the interview. Thus some children might appear
i benefit from highly sapporiive interviewer hehavior because they are more
responsive and elaborate in their accounts, bul the information they provide might
refleci iheir efforis io please the inferviewers rather than repori whai acioally
happened. Previous siudies have found a positive relafion beiween inferviewer
support and the accuracy of children’s recall accounts {e.g. Goodman et al., 1991),
hul ihis finding has nol been replicaied in field sindies sach as ours where the
accuracy of child wiinesses” reporis is difficull io deiermine. Until ihe mechanism
that links interviewer support o accuraie recall is identified and tesied, we can
assume that interviewer support in the field appears o help children respond
informaiively in the contexi of a forensic interview.

Of course, ihe children may have responded io combined or overlapping effecis of
supportive and authoritarian demeanor. In the parenting literature, parents who
display warm and supportive behavior while at the same time being in contrel are
labeled ‘authoritative’ (Baumrind, 1966, 1967). Because of unequal sample sizes,
supportive-authoritarian versus supportive-non-authoritarian effects could not be
compared. Thus some children in this study may have been responding 1o the effects
of aulhoritative (sapporiive and auihoritarian) versus non-authoritative (supporiive
and permissive) behavior. Children might be motivated 1o be informative only when
interviewers demand children 1o respond, yel at the same time, display warmth and
encouragement. The possible combined effects of supportive and authoritarian
interviewer behavior might also explain why supportive behavior does nol always
facilitate children’s reports and why some children appear more suggestible while
others are less so when Inlerviewers are supporiive,
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The findings reporied here suggesi that interviewer social support in the contexi
of a forensic interview helps children provide new information about an alleged
ahuse, although such facilitative effect of inferviewer support was more significant
for older children hecause the proporiion of the interviewers” supporlive statements
increased with child age. This underscores the need for inferviewers 1o remain
socially supportive even though they might have more diffically interviewing younger
children. Interviewers should also moniior how much they talk, as excessive talking
can hinder children’s moiivaiion 1o discuss the subsiantive topic. An imperative for
future research is the study of individual differences in children’s responsiveness
io social sapport manipuolations; identifying individoal difference variables and
controlling for them in social support stodies should allow for more specific
examinaiions of the effecis of social suppori. Nonetheless, findings from the present
study provide further insight into the effecis of interviewer demeanor in forensic
interviews with children.
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