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ABSTRACT
The present study used an inductive methodology to examine the communicative competence of
officers and young children during forensic interviews about allegedlsexual abuse. The primary
objectives were (a) to identify developmentally appropriate question types and (b) to explore
relationships within the three-turn sequence: Officer Probe-Child Answer-Officer Response.
The sample consisted of 12 videotaped RCMP interviews with children younger than 8 years of
age about alleged sexual abuse. Direct wh- probes (e.g., Where were you?) were identified as
being the most useful for eliciting child-generated functionally appropriate answers. Indirect
probes (e.g., Can you tell me where you were?) were identified as being less useful because they
tended to elicit simple yes/no responses. The type of child answer was found to influence the
officer’s response and the findings generally indicate that the officers responded appropriately to

the children.
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Introduction
Overview

In the years 1997 and 1998 there were 4,620 confirmed cases of child abuse and neglect
in British Columbia (Provincial Health Officer, 1998). Reducing the occurrence of child abuse is
one of the goals of the Ministry for Children and Families. In investigations of alleged abuse,
one of the first steps is an interview with the child about the alleged abuse. Obtaining an
accurate and reliable account from a suspected victim of child abuse is an important part of an
investigation of child abuse. Interviewing young children is particularly challenging. It is
recommended that all children be interviewed regardless of age. Although the investigative
interview with children is an important part of the identification of child abuse, remarkably little
research has focussed on children’s communicative abilities during actual forensic/investigative
interviews.

The present research used an inductive methodology to examine the abilities of young
children in actual forensic interviews and the manner in which interviewers respond to the
children. Use of an inductive methodology means that general research questions were generated
from existing relevant literature and from the content of the interviews being used to study the
children’s and officer’s communicative competence. Working from the interviews, trained
observers then developed observational coding categories which captured important dimensions
of the communicative exchanges between interviewer and child. Once the coding process was
complete, specific research questions which relate to the general research questions were
developed.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of the present research is to examine the communicative competence of



young children and police officers in the context of forensic interviews investigating sexual
abuse. The main goal of a forensic interview is to obtain a statement of fact from a witness to a
crime. Forensic interviews are, therefore, different in style from assessment or counselling
interviews(where tﬁe main goal is to find out about and/or help the interviewee.j In B.C., RCMP
officers investigating alleged sexual abuse follow the Step-Wise Interview Protocol which
specifies a series of interview steps within which the interviewer is expected to ask open-ended,
then specific questions. In the context of a forensic interview, communicative competence is
influenced by the abilities of both the interviewer and the child (Saywitz, Nathanson, & Snyder,
1993). The investigator must be able to obtain a reliable account from the child about the alleged
sexual abuse that meets the evidentiary requirements of the courts. It is very important for the
investigator to use (Qonleading interview techniques to obtain an account of an event of which the
investigator has no firsthand knowledge but may have preconceived ideas based on information
provided by other9 In order to obtain such an account the officer must ask developmentally
appropriate questions which will not contaminate the child’s testimony. The child is expected to
respond to the officer’s question. It is expected that there is an interaction between the officer’s
%nd the child’s communicative competence such that the child’s ability to provide reliable
information is related to the officer’s ability to elicit such information. The purpose of this
research is to describe children’s abilities to provide appropriate answers to different types of
“officer probes for information( By doing so, developmentally appropriate question types may be
identified. This research will also examine how officers respond to expected versus unexpected
information provided by children. This exploratory analysis will provide information about the
interaction between officer question type, expectancy of the child’s answer and officer’s

response. The overarching goal of this research is to obtain information which will help improve



the quality of forensic interviews with young children.

Literature Review

Investigations of sexual abuse rely on children’s testimony because children are often the
sole witnesses to their abuse. The task of interviewing young children is challenging as their
social, cognitive and language skills are not as developed as those of adults’ or older children’s.
To obtain information about sexual abuse from children, investigators must consider the child’s
developmental abilities. Within the context of a forensic iﬁtewiew, one of the most important

— developmental considerations is the child’s ability to answer different types of questions. It is
expected that an interview will be more productive if children are asked questions they are
—developmentally capable of answering. In order to identify developmentally appropriate
questions, information about children’s abilities to answer different question types during actual
-forensic interviews is required. Although previous forensic (Cassel, Roebers & Bjorkland, 1993;
Fivush & Schwarzmueller, 1995; Hutcheson, Baxter, Telfer, & Warden, 1995; Lamb, Sternberg
& Esplin, 1994; Perry et al., 1995; Peterson & Bell, 1996; Peterson & Biggs, 1997; Poole &
White, 1991; Poole & White, 1993) and language development (Cairns & Hsu, 1977; Dore,
1977; Ervin-Tripp, 1970; Ervin-Tripp & Miller, 1977; Hooper, 1971; Parnell & Amerman, 1983;
Parnell, Patterson & Harding, 1984; Tyack & Ingram, 1976) research using experimental
paradigms has investigated children’s ability to answer different question forms, methodological
factors may limit generalizability to actual forensic interviews. Forensic interviews about sexual
abuse have characteristics which ethically cannot be replicated by forensic researchers and which
- are not of primary interest to language development researchers. Study of children’s and
officers’ behaviours during forensic interviews is required for a full understanding of what makes

such interviews successful.



Using different criteria, forensic and language development researchers have identified
important distinctions between question types. Forensic research focuses on the accuracy of
children’s responses to different question types. Open-ended questions (e.g., “What happened?”)
have been identiﬁeci as obtaining more accurate responses from children than specific questions
(e.g., “Where was that?”, “Did you know him?”’) (Goodman & Reed, 1986). As such, forensic
interview protocols typically encourage the use of open-ended questions to obtain a child-
generated description of abuse events. However, both forensic and language development
research indicates that children’s responses to open-ended questions tend to be incomplete
(Nelson, 1986), and the younger the child the less information that is spontaneously included in
narrative description of past events (Baker-Ward et al., 1993). Young children are able to provide
the details typically contained in a narrative when prompted with specific questions (Menig-
Peterson & McCabe, 1978; Peterson & McCabe, 1994; Saywitz & Snyder, 1996). This,
however, poses a problem for investigators who must attempt to elicit an unbiased yet detailed
account from young children about alleged abuse. Often times a detailed account of the abuse
cannot be elicited from young children without using specific questions but specific questions
have been identified as eliciting less accurate information than open-ended questions.

Most previous research has defined both wh- and yes/no questions as being specific. The
different demands wh- and yes/no questions place on the child suggest wh- and yes/no questions
may differentially elicit accurate responses. A wh- question requests specific, child-generated
information whereas a yes/no question only requires the child to agree or disagree with
information provided in the question. In the one study which separated wh- and yes/no
questions, wh- questions were found to elicit more accurate responses from young children than

yes/no questions but this difference did not reach statistical significance (Peterson & Biggs,



1997).

For ethical reasons, forensic researchers typically examine children’s abilities to answer
questions in contexts which are less stressful than those of actual abuse, although approximations
to the stress associafed with abuse have been made. For example, children have been
interviewed about traumatic injuries requiring a trip to a hospital emergency room (Peterson &
Biggs, 1997). There are cautions against generalizing from children’s abilities in artificial
contexts about events which have no physical impact on the children to children’s abilities in
forensic interviews (Yuille & Wells, 1991). As well, the use of accuracy as the criterion by
which children’s answers are judged means that there must be an objective account of the event
about which the children are being questioned. This criterion cannot be used to assess children’s
answers during actual forensic interviews because no objective account of the alleged abuse
event exists.

In contrast, language development research uses the criterion of functional
appropriateness to judge children’s answers to different question types (e.g., Dore, 1977; Hooper,
1971; Parnell, Patterson, & Harding, 1984). A functionally éppropriate answer is one which
provides the form of information requested by the qu;stion (Parnell, Patterson, & Harding,
1984). This criterion has most often been used to judge the adequacy of responses to different
forms of wh- questions. For example, the functionally appropriate response to a ‘where’
question would contain a location, whereas the response to a ‘when’ question would contain a
date or time. In addition to the open-ended and closed-ended distinction made by forensic
researchers, language development researchers identify indirect and direct question types
(Walker, 1993). Walker’s linguistic case study examined if a five-year-old child, who had

witnessed a murder, could meet the requirements of legal competency for witnesses. The child
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had difficulty recognizing indirect and direct speech acts. For example, the child often responded
with yes/no answers to questions like, “Do you know where she lives?”.

Language development research typically examines children’s abilities in contexts
familiar to the children, such as in conversations with parents or in play with peers and, therefore,
the level of stress the child is experiencing is expected to be very low. It is expected that
children are exhibiting their optimal abilities in such contexts and that these abilities may not
transfer to the stressful context of a forensic interview investigating alleged sexual abuse.

There is a limited amount of research examining actual forensic interviews, but various
researchers have developed criteria by which to judge children’s answers in that context.
Counting the number of words per child response has been used as a measure of informativeness
(Lamb et al., 1996; Sternberg et al., 1996). This measure is problematic because it does not
reveal anything about the content of the child’s response. Other researchers have simply
categorized each child’s response according to its content, for example, agreement or
disagreement (Underwager & Wakefield, 1990). However, without detailed coding of the types
of questions asked by the investigators, assessments of the appropriateness of each child answer
in relation to specific question types/forms cannot be made. Only if both the type of investigator
question and the appropriateness of each child answer are coded will information about
developmentally appropriate questions be obtained.

Thus far, the focus has been on the types of questions officers may ask during
investigative interviews and children’s abilities to answer such questions in a variety of contexts.
However, an officer’s communicative competence is not solely defined by his or her ability to
ask developmentally appropriate questions. As the officer is in control of the interview, he or she

must also competently respond to the answers provided by the child. Previous research has



focused on interviewer behaviors which result in disclosure of abuse through positive rewards
after children make statements which support abuse (Underwager & Wakefield, 1990) or by
ignoring child statements which do not support the occurrence of abuse (Lloyd, 1992). However,
it is possible that officer responses to child statements at all points throughout the interview, not
only when the questioning is focused on abuse, will affect the overall quality of the interview
through their effect on rapport, the feeling of being understood.

There are many instances in which an officer response to a child statement is necessary.
The most notable would be an instance in which the information contained in a child’s answer to
a question is unexpected or inadequate, that is, when the child either provides information that
was not requested or fails to provide a sufficient amount of information in response to a question.
Language development research has shown that children often provide insufficient information in
their responses to open-ended questions; therefore investigators must follow-up with more
specific questions in order to get the information they originally desired (Ervin-Tripp, 1970;
Ervin-Tripp & Miller, 1977; Peterson & McCabe, 1994). To further complicate matters,
language development research shows that children often provide answers to question forms they
do not understand (Parnell, Patterson, & Harding, 1984) That is, children tend to answer more
complicated question forms as if they were question forms they already had mastered, resulting
in responses which contain information not requested by the form of the question, for example,
‘What happened?’, ‘We were at the zoo.” Linked to children’s ability to provide appropriate or
adequate answers to questions is their cognitive ability to understand the concepts presented in
different question types. For example, in order to answer a question about when an event
occurred children must be able to tell time; yet this ability does not develop until age seven

(Snyder, Nathanson, & Saywitz, 1993). Finally, children often are not willing participants in



forensic interviews and may respond in ways which indicate their desire to shorten or end the
interview. All of these situations may require that the officer actively respond to clarify and/or
otherwiéé follow-up the child’s answer to the question.

Research onh discourse processes indicates that misunderstandings, of which the provision
of unexpected or insufficient information can be considered a subset, can be studied by
examining the segment of speech immediately following the unexpected utterance (Markova &
Linell, 1996). When officer-child interactions are categorized in three-turn sequences beginning
with the officer’s question/probe, followed by the child’s answer, which is in turn followed by
the officer’s response to the child’s answer, the relevant segment is the officer’s response to the
child’s answer. That response is the investigator’s opportunity to indicate his or her
understaﬁding and interpretation of the child’s statement (Lloyd, 1992). For example, an
investigator may acknowledge a child’s expected statement or ask another question of the child if
the child’s statement contains information which is unexpected or inadequate.

The present study will describe the appropriateness of children’s responses to different
forms of questions asked by police officers during forensic interviews investigating alleged
sexual abuse. Based on prior work with these interviews (O’Keefe, Hewlett & Hardy, 1999), it
was expected that the children will provide more appropriate answers in response to direct
questions than to indirect questions. Based on existing literature, it was also expected that
children would be more likely to provide appropriate answers to specific questions than to open-
ended questions. An exploratory analysis of the types of responses that officers make to
children’s statements which are expected or unexpected will also be conducted. By identifying
question types which are developmentally appropriate, that is, questions which children are able

to answer appropriately, as well as question types which most often result in expected or



unexpected answers, possible ways to improve the quality of interviews with children will be
identified. The possible identification of officer response patterns which are negative or positive

will also be useful for improving future interviews with children.
Method

Sample

Twelve videotaped RCMP interviews with young children concerning alleged sexual
abuse were coded. The interviewed children ranged in age from 3 years, 1 month to 7 years, 6
months and had a mean age of 5 years, 10 months. The interviews were conducted by eight
RCMP members, therefore in this sample of interviews some officers interviewed more than one
child. Only the initial interviews of investigations that are now closed were used. During the
interviews seven children disclosed sexual abuse and five children did not disclose sexual abuse.

The interviews were conducted using the Step-Wise Interview protocol (Yuille, 1988;
Yuille, Hunter, Joffe, & Zapurniuk, 1993). This protocol was developed through an examination
of the forensic literature about obtaining accurate and reliable information from children about
alleged sexual abuse. The Step-Wise Interview protocol specifies a series of steps that
interviewers should follow. After an introduction, officers should attempt to build rapport with
the children and to assess their developmental level through questioning about a non-threatening
event such as a birthday party. During the rapport building step, officers are instructed to use
open-ended questions to obtain free narratives from the children and only after the children have
provided narratives should information be clarified using more specific questions. Then the
officer introduces the topic of abuse. The same procedure of moving from open-ended to specific
questions is also prescribed when questioning children about the alleged abuse event.

Plain clothes RCMP members interviewed the children in a room furnished with
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comfortable chairs at the RCMP detachment in Prince George, BC. In most interviews only the
RCMP member and the child were present; in the few cases that another adult was present, he or
she was the child’s parent or a social worker.

Procedure

Sample recruitment. Videotapes and transcripts of RCMP interviews were obtained
previously as part of a larger project investigating these interviews. Consent to view the
videotapes of RCMP interviews was obtained from both the officer conducting the interview and
the parent or legal guardian of the child being interviewed (see Appendix A for RCMP consent
forms and Appendix B for parent consent forms). When the researchers first contacted the
officers, it was not known which of their interviews might be used, so they were given the
opportunity to give full consent to having any of their interviews used or provisional consent
pending notification of the particular interviews to be used. Only one officer selected the latter
option and gave consent to use the first interview selected. Once an officer had given permission
to use his/her interviews, RCMP Victim Services personnel contacted parents of the children the
officer had interviewed (see Appendix C for telephone script). If a parent agreed to participate, a
transcript with identifying information removed and a videotape of the interview was sent to the
researchers.

Coding. Four primary variables were coded: Officer Probe Type, Child Answer Type,
Expectedness of Child Answer and Officer Response Type (see Measures section for detailed
description of variables). All coding relied on both the transcripts and videotapes of the
interviews to permit coders to use nonverbal responses, tone, and inflection to assist in coding
the variables. Officer Probe Type was the first variable coded. Second, Child Answer Type was

coded for each child answer to an officer probe for information. Third, the Expectedness of the
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Child Answer was coded in relation to the preceding probe. Finally, Officer Response Type was
coded. For each variable, approximately 20 % of the interviews were coded by a second observer
and Cohen’s kappa was calculated (see Results section).

In order to éonduct the desired analyses, the primary variables were recoded into
secondary variables as required. Once the primary coding was done, specific research questions
were posed of the data. This often involved or required recoding of the data into secondary
variables, which was accomplished using SPSS syntax files. The secondary variables are
described in detail in the results section along with the analyses for which they were relevant.
Measures

Officer probes for information. Officer probes for information were initially coded into
13 mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories using a modified version of a coding manual
previously used on these interviews (Hardy & Hewlett, 1997; See Appendix D). Officer turns
which were probes had previously been identified as part of a larger research project with these
interviews. There were seven main categories of officer probes: open-ended, wh-, multiple
choice, yes/no, if-then, requests for repetition and other (See Table 1). Only those officer probes
that were of interest to the present study are described here. Open-ended probes are very general
requests for information intended to elicit a narrative-type response. Open-ended probes can
pertain to either an event (e.g., a birthday party) or a non-event (e.g., a person). Wh- probes are
intended to elicit specific information , such as details about who, what, where, when, why, how
many, or how much, and do not have potential answers embedded in the probe. Yes/no probes
require the child to indicate agreement or disagreement with a proposition contained in the probe.
The structure (direct vs. indirect) of probes with the grammatical form open-ended, wh-, multiple

choice and yes/no was coded. Direct probes have unambiguous meanings. Indirect probes have



Table 1'

Examples of Officer Probe Types

12

Structure | Grammatical Form Example

Direct open-ended Tell me what happened.
wh- Why did you do that?
yes/no Did you know him?

Indirect open-ended Can you tell me what happened?
wh- Can you tell me why you did that?
yes/no Can you tell me if you knew him?

Note. Only officer probe types of interest are presented in table.
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a question embedded within the yes/no grammatical form. As a result, indirect probes and their
answers have ambiguous meanings. For example, a ‘no’ answer to the indirect question, ‘Can
you remember his name?’ may mean the child does not remember the person’s name or that the
child does not knov'v the person’s name. Indirect forms can technically be answered with a yes/no
answer even though the interviewer is usually seeking information.

Child Answer Type. Child Answer Type was coded using a modified version of

Underwager and Wakefield’s (1990) codes for children’s communicative behaviour during
investigative interviews. These codes recorded the nature of the children’s responses in relation
to the preceding officer probe for information and included: Agreement, Disagreement, Partial
Agreement, Relevant Information, Irrelevant Information, Refusal to Answer, Clarification,
Don’t Know, Relevant Question, Irrelevant Question, No Response or Other. Definitions are
given in Table 2; see Appendix E for coding manual. Although initial coding permitted the
categorization of children’s responses into more than one category, the most common
combinations of categories (e.g., agreement + relevant information, disagreement + relevant
information, or other combinations) were used to define a mutually exclusive and exhaustive
system of codes.

Secondarily, the functional appropriateness of the child’s answer was assessed by
comparing the information contained in the answer with the type of information requested by the
form of the question. For example, a functionally appropriate answer to a direct yes/no question
would contain agreement, disagreement or partial agreement. Functionally appropriate answer
types for different probe types appear in Table 3.

Expectedness of Child Answer. For the purposes of studying officer responses to

children’s answers, children’s statements in response to officer probes were further coded as



Table 2

Definitions of Child Answer Categories

14

Answer Category Definition

Agreement Explicit verbal or nonverbal affirmations of
propositions contained in officer probes

Disagreement Explicit verbal or nonverbal negations of

Partial agreement

Relevant information

Irrelevant information

Refusal to answer

Clarification

Don’t know

propositions contained in officer probes

Partial or qualified agreement with an officer probe
Verbal or nonverbal information related to, but not
contained in, the officer probe

Information which is not related to the officer probe
Indicates the child is unwilling to participate in the
interview and/or to answer the probe

Indicates the child wants the officer to repeat or
clarify a probe

Indicates verbally or nonverbally that the child does

not know the answer to an officer probe

table continues



Table 2 (continued)

Answer-Category

Definition

Relevant question

Irrelevant question

No response

Other

A question seeking information related to the
officer’s preceding probe

A question seeking information not related to the
officer’s preceding probe

No verbal or nonverbal response is given to an
officer probe

Any response which does not fit into the above
categories (e.g., the child gives a command to the
officer, indications the child is thinking of an
answer, times the child is not visible and does not

give a verbal answer)




Table 3

Definitions of Functionally Appropriate Answers

16

Probe Type

Form Structure Functionally Appropriate Answer
Direct Open-ended Relevant Information

Wh- Relevant Information

Yes/No Agreement, Disagreement
Indirect Open-ended Relevant Information

Wh- Relevant Information

Yes/No Agreement, Disagreement
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either expected, unexpected, question, or other. The coding of expectedness does not completely
- overlap with coding of the functional appropriateness of children’s answers. An expected child
answer contains the information sought by the preceding officer probe and the information is
sufficient to answef the probe. It is possible for a child to provide an answer which is
functionally appropriate but which does not meet the criterion for expectedness because it is
insufficient. For example, in response to ‘why?’ a child may simply reply ‘cause’ which is
functionally appropriate but does not meet the expectancy criterion of sufficiency, that is in order
for the ‘cause’ answer to be fully understood another question or comment must be posed by the
officer. An unexpected answer does not contain the information sought by the preceding
question and/or does not contain sufficient information to answer the probe. It is assumed that
the direct and indirect forms of a particular probe were intended to seek the same expected
response. For example, it is assumed that the direct question, ‘What is your name?’ and the
indirect question, ‘Can you tell me your name?’ are both seeking the same expected response of
the child’s name. See Table 4 for examples of Child Answer Expectedness coding. See
Appendix F for Expectedness of Child Answer coding manual.

Officer response. The officer turn immediately following a child’s answer was coded into
one of the following categories: Related Probe, Related Statement, New Probe, Unrelated
Statement, Clarification of Initial Probe, Acknowledgement, or Other. Related probes asked
about information provided in the child’s answer. Related statements were statements about
information provided in the child’s answer. New probes were unrelated to information provided
in the child’s answer. Unrelated statements were statements unrelated to information provided in
the child’s answer. Clarification of Initial Probe were instances in which the officer attempted to

clarify the meaning of his or her initial probe. Acknowledgments were simply acknowledgments
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Table 4

Examples of Child Answer Expectedness Coding

Probe Type Expected Answer Unexpected Answer  Question
open-ended We were in the living room, = We were in the living What do you mean?
on the couch and he touched room.
me.
wh- Because | was scared. ‘Cause. Huh?
yes/no Yes. [ don’t know. What?

Note. Probe types can be either direct or indirect.
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of the child’s answer. Examples of Officer Responses Types are in Table 5. See Appendix G

forOfficer Response Coding Manual.

Results

Interobserver Agreement

Cohen’s kappa was calculated for each of the four primary coding variables: Officer
Probe Type, Child Answer Type, Expectedness of Child Answer and Officer Response Type.
Cohen’s kappa is a statistic which reflects the extent of observer agreement while correcting for
chance agreement between observers (Bakeman & Gottman, 1997). Percent agreements for each
level of the primary coding variables was also calculated. See Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9 for
presentation of kappas and percent agreements. The kappas reflect good to excellent agreement.
Frequencies - Primary Coding Variables

Tables H1 through H4, show the frequencies for each of the primary coding variables
collapsed across interviews and in total. Frequencies are important for understanding sequential
results. Both within and between interviews, the base rates of each of the primary coding
variables was highly variable (e.g., some interviews have no direct open-ended questions). The
most common Officer Probe Types were “direct yes/no” (40%) and “direct wh-* (37%). The
most common Child Answer Types were “agreement” (20.5%) and “relevant information”
(37.8%). Child Answers were more often “expected” (66.3%) than “unexpected” (27.8%). The
most common Officer Response Types were “related probe” (30.4%) and “acknowledgment”
(30.6%).

Identification of Developmentally Appropriate Probes

Overview. The first research question seeks to identify Officer Probe Types which are

developmentally appropriate for use with young children. In the context of a forensic interview,



Table 5

Examples of Officer Responses

Officer Response Example

Related Probe Do you know what that is?

No.
You don’t?

Can you tell me your address?
Prince George (said quietly)
Can’t hear you.

Related Statement

What is your address?
Billy touched me.
What is your address?

New Probe for Information

Where in the house were you?
The living room.
Oh, I have to change the videotape.

Unrelated Statement

>O RPPO FPO RFPO

Does mommy use the fork?
Like what?
That special fork, does mommy use it?

Clarification of Initial Probe for Information

What is your dog’s name?
Spot.
. Oh.

Acknowledgment

APO PPO R

Note. Q represents officer probe for information, A represents child answer and R represents

officer response.



Table 6

Kappas and Percent Agreements for Officer Probe Type Coding

Kappa Percent Agreement
Probe Type 0.92
direct open-ended (event) 99%
direct open-ended (nonevent) 100%
direct wh- 98%
direct multiple choice 99.8%
direct yes-no 97.6%
indirect open-ended (event) 98.7%
indirect open-ended (nonevent) 100%
indirect wh- 97.6%
indirect multiple choice 99%
indirect yes-no 99.3%
if-then 99.8%
request for repetition 99.1%
other 99.1%

inaudible/incomplete 99.8%




Table 7

Kappas and Percent Agreements for Child Answer Coding

Kappa Percent Agreement
Child Answer Type 0.86
agreement 97.5%
disagreement 98.8%
partial agreement : 100%
relevant information 93.3%
irrelevant information 97.2%
refusal to answer 100%
request for clarification 99.4%
don’t know 99.4%
relevant question 99.7%
irrelevant question 98.8%
no response 97.2%
other 99.4%
agreement & relevant information 99.7%
disagreement & relevant information 99.1%
other combinations 100%

inaudible/incomplete 99.7%




Table 8

Kappas and Percent Agreements for Child Answer Expectedness Coding

23

Kappa Percent Agreement
Expectedness of Child Answer 0.95
Expected 97.5%
Unexpected 97.8%
Other 100%
100%

Question




Table 9

Kappas and Percent Agreements for Officer Response Type Coding

Kappa Percent Agreement
Officer Response 0.72
related probe 86.8%
related statement 94.0%
new probe 90.4%
unrelated statement 98.1%
clarification of initial probe 94.0%
acknowledgement 94.5%
other 99.8%

inaudible/incomplete 99.8%
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a developmentally appropriate probe is one that elicits a functionally appropriate answer and one
that elicits information generated by the child. This research question has the basic form: given
officer probe type X, what is the likelihood of child answer type Y? Conditional probabilities
capture the probabiiity of a target event given the occurrence of a prior event.

In the case of the present research question, the prior event is Officer Probe Type and the
target event is Child Answer Type. Because the probe and answer occur at different points in
time, conditional probabilities are called transitional probabilities in the context of sequential
analysis. Transitional probabilities should not be used as scores for testing individual or group
differences, however, because they are affected by the base rates of the target and given events
(Bakeman & Gottman, 1997). Comparisons were desired between the frequency with which
different probe types elicited answers that were functionally appropriate and contained child
generated information. Therefore, Bakeman and Gottman’s (1997) recommendation to use
strength of effect scores in testing for individual or group differences was followed. Yule’s Q is
an index of the strength of association between two categorical variables. Like the familiar
Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient (r), Yule’s Q varies between -1 and + 1 with a
value of zero indicating no effect, and -1/+1 indicating perfect association (Bakeman & Gottman,
1997). In sequential terms, a Yule’s Q = +1 means event B always follows event A, Q= 0
means event B randomly follows event A, and Q = -1 means event B never follows event A.

Calculation of Yule’s Q requires that data from each interview be reduced to a 2 X 2 table
in which rows represent the given event (in this case, probe type) and columns represent the
target event (in mis case, answer type). Specifically, the rows indicate the presence or absence of
the particular probe type of interest and the columns represent the presence or absence of the

particular answer type of interest. Once calculated, Yule’s Q scores serve as the dependent
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variables in t-tests or analyses of variance to test for individual and group differences. There are
numerous associations that can be examined by collapsing the larger matrix of 14 officer probe
types and 16 child answer types into 2 X 2 matrices. Two specific research questions were tested
using this approach; The primary research question was the identification of developmentally
appropriate probe types. Yule’s Qs were used to determine if there were differences in the
strength of association between the direct and indirect forms of open-ended, wh- and yes/no
probes and functionally appropriate responses. The secondary/complementary research question
focussed on the types of responses that are elicited by the direct and indirect forms of open-ended
and wh- probes. The use of open-ended and wh- probes is desirable because functionally
appropriate answers to them contain child generated information and are usually more accurate
than children’s answers to yes/no probes in which the child only has to agree or disagree with
information generated by the interviewer.

What types of probes elicit functionally appropriate answers? In order to study
differences in the likelihood of a functionally appropriate response given the direct or indirect
open-ended, wh- or yes/no probes, Officer Probe Type and Child Answer Type were recoded to
permit the creation of the 2 X 2 contingency tables required to calculate Yule’s Q. For each
interview, six Yule’s Q values were calculated: (a) one reflecting the strength of association
between direct open-ended probes and functionally appropriate answers, (b) one reflecting the
strength of association between direct wh- probes and functionally appropriate answers, (c) one
reflecting the association between direct yes/no probes and functionally appropriate answers, (d)
one reflecting the strength of association between indirect open-ended probes and functionally
appropriate answers, (e) one reflecting tﬁe strength of association between indirect wh- probes

and functionally appropriate answers, and (f) one reflecting the strength of association between
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indirect yes/no probes and functionally appropriate answers.

To calculate Yule’s Qs, Officer Probe Types were recoded into the following six
dichotomous variables: direct open-ended (yes vs. no), direct wh- (yes vs. no), direct yes/no (yes
vs. no), indirect opén-ended (ves vs. no) indirect wh- (yes vs. no) and indirect yes/no (yes vs. no).
Child Answer Types were recoded into two new dichotomous variables. A new variable called
Relevant Information (including the Child Answer categories of relevant information, agreement
+ relevant information, disagreement + relevant information) versus any other kind of child
Answer Type was formed, as was a second new variable called Pooled Agreement (including
agreement, disagreement, disagreement, partial agreement, agreement + relevant information and
disagreement plus relevant information). Functionally appropriate responses were defined by the
types of probes they follow. The present coding scheme identified answers that contain Relevant
Information as being functionally appropriate responses to the following probe types: direct
open-ended, direct wh-, indirect open-ended and indirect wh-. Any answer that contained Pooled
Agreemem was considered to be.a functionally appropriate answer to direct and indirect yes/no
probes.

Ideally, a within subjects ANOVA examining the function of both structure (direct vs.
indirect) and grammatical form (open-ended, wh-, yes/no) on the likelihood of eliciting
functionally appropriate responses would be conducted on the above data. Unfortunately, the
nonoccurrence of certain probe types and/or response types in individual interviews resulted in
missing Yule’s Q values for some interviews. Only three of the 12 interviews had all 6 Yules’ Q
scores and a within subjects ANOVA could not therefore be calculated. Instead, paired-sample t-
tests were conducted to determine whether there were differences in the strength of association

between (a) “direct open-ended” probes and functionally appropriate responsés versus “indirect



28
open-ended” probes and functionally appropriate responses; (b) “direct wh” probes and
functionally appropriate answers versus “indirect wh” probes and functionally appropriate
answers; and, (c) “direct yes/no” probes and functionally appropriate answers versus “indirect
yes/no” probes and functionally appropriate answers. No significant difference was found
between “direct open-ended” and “indirect open-ended” probes in elicitation of functionally
appropriate answers (M=.10, SD=.85; M= -.21, SD=.82, respectively), {(6) = .64, ns. Similarly,
no significant difference was found between “di<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>