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Abstract
Five- to 6- and 7- to 8-year olds (N = 118) participated, in groups, in 4 sessions of the
Laurier Activities over a 2-week period, The Laurier Activities centred around tasks such
as listening to a story, completing a puzzle, mild physical exercise, relaxation, getting
refreshed, and getting a surprise. Across sessions of the activities, instantiations of each
task (e.g., the content of the story) were presented at different frequencies. Instantiations
were fixed (the same every time), variable (changed every time), or “Hi/Lo” (the Hi
frequency instantiation presented at 3 sessions, the Lo frequency instantiation presented
at 1 session). Children were interviewed individually based on the NICHD protocol
(Orbach et al., 2000) after a week delay. This protocql consists of rapport-building,
ground rules, a practice phase in which the child is encouraged to report episodic details
in response to open-ended questions, and a substantive phase. The current study focused
on the Practice Phase of this interview and manipulated the type of practice in 3 between-
subjects conditions. In the experimental conditions, children practiced describing specific
instances of a repeated autobiographical event (incident-specific practice), or what
generally happens during the repeated event (general practice). Children in the control
condition described a single-experience, novel, event. Incident-specific practice benefited
children most when recalling the Laurier Activities by encouraging them to disclose
multiple incidents earlier, to recall more details, and to mention more differences across
occurrences. Age by condition interactions suggested, however, that incident-specific
practice led to a larger increase in performance over other conditions for younger
children, while older children tended not to differ significantly across conditions on many

variables of interest. Differences in accuracy across conditions were not significant for



either age group. Findings are discussed in terms of practical implications for field

interviewers.
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Many children who make allegations of sexual abuse have experienced the abuse
on repeated occasions. For example, in a representative sample of 98 children drawn
from a pool of over 1000 interviews with child sexual abuse victims in Israel, 42% of the
98 cases involved three or more instances of abuse (Lamb, Sternberg, Esplin,
Hershkowitz, Orbach & Hovav, 1997). Children’s reports of repeated events are
qualitatively different from their reports of novel, single-experience events (see Roberts
& Powell, 2001, for a review). While children who have experienced an event multiple
times are highly accurate about details that are constant across occasions, they are less
accurate about details that are variable, and are more likely to confuse these variable
details across occurrences (Powell, Roberts, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1999). Many
techniques are currently being researched to help prevent children making these between-
event confusions (e.g., source-monitoring training studies; Poole & Lindsay, 2001;
Thierry & Spence, 2002) because when children are asked to testify about a repeated
event, they are usually required to describe one or two instances with a reasonable
amount of precision, such as providing time, place, and the actions that occurred, and
thus must be able to discriminate among different occasions (S v. R, 1989, as cited in
Powell & Thomson, 2003; Roberts, 2002). Without this information available, it is
difficult for the accused to refute the allegations (e.g., without date and time information,
there is no opportunity to provide an alibi) (Guadagno & Powell, 2006).

Additionally, interviewing protocols designed to elicit the most accurate
information from children are becoming increasingly more grounded in theoretical
frameworks. The protocol developed by researchers at the National Institute of Child

Health and Human Development (NICHD; Orbach, Hershkowitz, Lamb, Sternberg,



Esplin, & Horowitz, 2000) enforces the use of invitations and open-ended, non-
suggestive questions, aimed at eliciting the most complete accounts from children while
preserving accuracy. While several studies have demonstrated that this interview
technique increases the quantity of information provided, both in samples of children
who have experienced abuse one time and those who have had multiple experiences, data
from these groups have not been directly compared (Orbach et al., 2000; Sternberg,
Lamb, Orbach, Esplin & Mitchell, 2001). It is currently not known if the structure of the
protocol is equally appropriate for children with single and multiple experiences of abuse.
Furthermore, the majority of research upon which these interview guidelines were
developed has been focused on children’s memories for, and subsequent reporting of,
single events.

Following a short rapport-building phase in which the child becomes comfortable
with the interviewer, and prior to the substantive (target) phase, the NICHD protocol
recommends a “presubstantive” practice phase in which the child and interviewer engage
in a discussion of a neutral past event. This phase allows the child to practice responding
to open-ended prompts, and to understand the type of communication that will be
expected in the substantive phase (Orbach et al., 2000). It is suggested that the neutral

“event be a holiday (e.g., Christmas); however, if a holiday has not occurred recently,
another neutral event will be queried. The type of event discussed at this phase could
potentially have a number of different characteristics with respect to its frequency. A
holiday is a repeated event that happens on a yearly basis. It would also be possible,
however, to ask a child to describe a more frequent repeated event, such as weekly

swimming lessons, or about a novel event, such as a recent first trip to a museum.



Although one goal of this phase is to encourage the child to provide incident-specific
“episodic” details (e.g., what happened /ast Halloween), if a repeated event serves as the
practice topic, the child’s narrative may continue to include scripted details. Conversely,
the child may provide details specific to a particular instance (e.g., the last time) if the
interviewer is sensitive to script-like language in the child’s dialogue (e.g., “we get
candy” versus “we got candy”), and thus makes explicit requests to the child to describe a
specific instance. The question then arises as to whether it might be effective to practice
describing certain types of events (i.e., repeated) and whether the quality of the child’s
substantive narrative can be enhanced by explicitly directed practice in describing a
specific instance of a repeated event. In addition, new directions in research on the
current protocol interview are focusing on other aspects of the interview than just the
nature and type of questions being asked in the substantive phase. For example, new
studies are focusing on the effects of interviewer paraphrasing of child utterances (Evans
& Roberts, 2007), which could have both social and cognitive benefits, as well as social
implications of the rapport building phase (McCauley, Langrock, & Redmond, 2007,
April).

Furthermore, while research exists on both the rapport building phase, and the
substantive portions of the NICHD protocol, it has never been examined whether the
episodically-oriented Practice Phase is actually effective in demonstrating to children
how they are to answer questions in the substantive phase.

Goals of Current Study
The aim of the current research was to compare the quality of children’s

narratives for a laboratory repeated event when the children had engaged in three types of



practice conditions. One third of the children in the study practiced recalling two specific
instances of a repeated event from their daily lives (incident-specific practice), while
another third of the children practiced describing what “usually happens” when they
engaged in a similar autobiographical repeated event (general practice). The final group
of children served as a control group, and practiced describing a recent novel (i.e.,
single-experience) event.

When children are asked to recall a repeated event, without any particular
instructions, their narratives typically consist of a mix of scripted information (e.g., what
usually happens), as well as some incident-specific details (Farrar & Boyer-Pennington,
1999). Such narratives can be problematic if a child is testifying about a serious event,
such as abuse. While a few jurisdictions allow children who have been exposed to
repeated abuse to testify in a general manner about what usually happens, the norm is that
children are required to give specific details about at least one or two events (Powell &
Thomson, 2003). Before moving to the specific hypotheses of the current study, our
understanding of children’s memories of repeated events will be reviewed by discussing
three major theoretical frameworks. First, script theories (e.g., Farrar & Goodman, 1992;
Nelson, 1986) will be reviewed, followed by Fuzzy-Trace Theory (Brainerd & Reyna,
1990), and lastly the source-monitoring framework will be discussed (Johnson,
Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993). Finally, contributions from these three frameworks to the
understanding of children’s memories for single experiences will be very briefly
reviewed, as the current study does not focus on memory for novel events. An
appropriate control condition, to compare with practice in describing repeated events,

was to have children describe novel events.



Memory for repeated events

Script Theories. The use of scripts to aid memory retrieval is a phenomenon
occurring across the lifespan (Nelson, 1986). Scripts can be conceptualized as cognitive
structures which help people organize and make sense of common experiences (Abelson,
1981) such as what happens at a restaurant or a birthday party. With increasing
experience, these structures become more flexible, such that one’s script for going to a
restaurant could allow inclusion of both ordering food at a counter or ordering from a
waiter at a table. “Ordering food” is represented in the generic script, with a “slot” into
which any number of script-consistent activities (e.g., ordering at a counter, from a
waiter) can fit, and are stored as a list (Nelson, 1986). Scripts are also organized
temporally (Mandler, 1979), such that certain elements (e.g., ordering food) will precede,
and be related to, other elements of the script (e.g., eating the food).

Children as young as 3-years old will describe highly familiar events, such as
what happens at a restaurant, in an organized, schema-dependent manner, although their
narratives include relatively few details (Hudson, Fivush, & Kuebli, 1992). In fact,
children’s scripts of these highly familiar events can be so well developed that they may
report having experienced central script details even when they have not occurred.
Erskine, Markham and Howie (2002) showed 5- to 6~ and 9- to 10-year old children
slideshows of a trip to McDonalds. One slide sequence omitted the three most central
details that children had mentioned during a pilot study as being part of a trip to
McDonalds (e.g., paying for the food). The 5- to 6-year old children were much more

likely than the older children to inaccurately report having seen the central details.



Other researchers have demonstrated similar findings for the prevalence of script-
based memories in young children when events are highly familiar. For example, when
asked about having dinner at home (Hudson, 1983; as cited in Fivush, Hudson, & Nelson,
1984), or about kindergarten (Fivush, 1982; as cited in Fivush et al., 1984), 3- to 5-year
olds found it much easier to describe what usually happens, than to describe what
happened the last time they engaged in the activity.

What can be expected from children’s memories of less familiar events? In a
study by Fivush and colleagues (1984), children were asked what usually happens when
they go to a museum. Two weeks later, the children went to a new museum, engaged in
some novel activities (such as digging for “artefacts”), and several interviews were
conducted at later time periods. Half of the children were questioned about what
“happens when you go to a museum” while the other half of the children were explicitly
questioned about what “happened” at the Jewish museum, which contained quite novel
experiences. While the narratives of these 5-year olds still tended to contain some script-
like language (e.g., present tense: “you do X”), children who were asked specifically
about the Jewish museum used past tense language and reported specific details about the
trip. A few of these children were interviewed one year after the event, and although they
remembered fewer details, their narratives continued to be event specific, and well
structured.

Related research on children’s script memory has examined how children of
different ages process events that differ slightly from an original event, but remain
consistent with the general event schema. For example, Farrar and Goodman (1992)

engaged 4- and 7-year old children in a standard event either once or three times, and



then presented them with an event in which some of the details varied (deviation event).
The younger children who participated three times were more likely to rely on the general
script that they had developed for the standard event, than were the older children, and
thus they incorporated details from the deviation event into their memories of the
standard event. The 7-year olds were better able to form distinct memories for the
standard and deviation visits. Interestingly, children of both age groups had strong
memories for the standard event regardless of whether they had experienced it one time
(with no deviation event), or three times (with one deviation event following the final
standard event). Children were most confused when they had experienced one standard
and one deviation event.

The schema-confirmation-deployment model (Farrar & Goodman, 1992) provides
some insight as to why the younger children who participated three times, in Farrar and
Goodman’s study, confused details across occurrences, whereas the older children were
less confused, even though children of both ages had built a script for the standard event.
The basic assumption of this model is that a schema for an event first must be built. Once
a schema exists, similar schema-consistent events can be compared and the schema
undergoes further confirmation. Younger children take longer at the confirmation phase
than do older children. During this phase, any schema-consistent details tend to be
absorbed into the script. Only once the deployment phase is reached do children begin to
recognize which details always belong to the script and which details only belong
sometimes (Farrar & Goodman, 1992).

According to the schema-confirmation-deployment model (Farrar & Goodman,

1992), young children take longer to build scripts, and therefore, when they are



confronted with a fairly novel event, much of their cognitive resources are devoted to
script building and they may either not notice deviations or may simply incorporate them
into their generic script. Only at the deployment phase, when scripts are well-developed,
do children begin to compare deviations with their script memory. Older children
progress through the schema-confirmation phase much more quickly and are thus able to
recognize deviations sooner. Additionally, the more similar instances of a repeated event
are to one another, the less likely it is that separate episodic memories will be retrieved,
by people of any age. That is, major event deviations result in the formation of a separate
memory, while deviations that are minor and script consistent are more likely to be
“absorbed” into the script (Farrar & Goodman, 1992). Such a finding suggests that when
considering similar instances of repeated events it may be very difficult to remember the
source of various details that are present during some occurrences and not others. It
should be noted, however, that the schema-confirmation-deployment model has been
used to suggest that, under some circumstances, if children eventually reach the
deployment stage they may be able to retrospectively identify deviations and modify their
scripts (Farrar & Goodman, 1992).

In general, script theory is useful for predicting what will be remembered about a
repeated event (i.e., major event details that occur every time and are central to the
script), however, it is less precise with respect to overcoming source confusions. Because
the theory suggests that minor deviations in the script may be completely overlooked
(i.e., not encoded as a deviation) or absorbed into the script (a failure to keep details
separate in storage), there is no means by which to elicit an accurate retrieval of the

surface details of any one instance of the event.



Fuzzy-trace theory. Fuzzy-trace theory (Brainerd & Reyna, 1990; Brainerd &
Reyna, 1993; Brainerd & Reyna, 1998; Brainerd & Reyna, 2004) is a dual-process model
of cognition in that general event representations (“‘gist traces”) are encoded and stored
independently and in parallel with surface details (“verbatim traces”). This theory would
suggest that any details that are consistent with the overall theme of the event (‘gist
consistent’) may be assigned to any instance of the repeated event, if the exact surface
representations of each instance (‘verbatim traces’) have decayed (Brainerd & Reyna,
2004).

Fuzzy-trace theory (Brainerd & Reyna, 1990; Brainerd & Reyna, 1993; Brainerd
& Reyna, 1998; Brainerd & Reyna, 2004) also provides a theoretical account of how
children make source confusions in their recall of repeated events. According to this
theory, source is simply another detail that is encoded, and thus can be remembered, or
conversely, forgotten. For any given experience, two traces are encoded separately and in
parallel. The verbatim trace stores all of the surface details of the experience, with source
considered to be one of these details. The gist trace contains the overall meaning and
structure of the experience. Gist traces for events can be likened to scripts, with each
activity of the event being a slot into which any number of gist-consistent verbatim
details could be placed. For example, if each session of a repeated experience begins with
the child sitting on something, each unique instantiation is a verbatim detail and can be
stored in the slot for item-sat-upon. Although there are similarities between script
theories and fuzzy-trace theory, there are important differences as well which are highly
relevant to the current study. While both theories suggest that general event

representations arise from experience (“gists” or “scripts”), fuzzy-trace theory is a dual
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process model of cognition, allowing for gist and verbatim traces to exist separately
(Brainerd & Reyna, 1990). Thus, fuzzy-trace theory permits prediction that a verbatim
trace can be later accessed (if it has not completely decayed) because it was encoded
separately from the gist. Much research exists supporting this idea of dual traces,
including basic cognition studies such as the word-superiority effect (Ankrum & Palmer,
1989; as cited in Brainerd & Reyna, 2004) and the missing letter effect (Moravceski &
Healy, 1995), as well as research concerning the development of false memories (Reyna,
Holliday & Marche, 2002).

The word superiority effect has been demonstrated through experiments in which
a word is presented for a very short duration (less than 100 ms), and then participants are
given a yes-no recognition trial, being either a whole word itself, or just one letter.
Participants show much better performance in recognizing whole words rather than single
letters (Ankrum & Palmer, 1989; as cited in Brainerd & Reyna, 2004). If meaning (gist)
were to be built from verbatim traces, rather than these traces being independently
processed, one could not recognize a word presented almost below awareness without
having identified its constituent letters. The missing letter effect is a similar phenomenon,
which has been demonstrated in experiments where participants are asked to circle all
instances of a letter in a paragraph (e.g., “t”), and they show a tendency to miss the letter
much more often in common words such as “the” than in less common words (Moravceski
& Healy, 1995). False memories also support this dual process model of cognition in that
details (verbatim information) that are gist-consistent may be falsely recognized as
having been present in a particular occurrence, even if they were absent from a to-be-

remembered scene (Reyna et al., 2002). For example, if a participant observed a
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perpetrator carrying a screwdriver, and was later exposed to misinformation that the tool
carried was a hammer, the misinformation object is gist consistent (i.e., also a tool), and
the participant may acquiesce to the suggested object. Thus, the gist trace for “tool” is
processed and stored independently from the verbatim trace “screwdriver”.

Younger children have a greater propensity to process verbatim details because
they take longer to build up gist traces, as suggested by both fuzzy-trace theory (Brainerd
& Reyna, 1990; Brainerd & Reyna, 1993; Brainerd & Reyna, 1998; Brainerd & Reyna,
2004) and Goodman’s schema-confirmation-deployment theory (Farrar & Goodman,
1992). Older children build up gist traces, or scripts, relatively more quickly, and
sometimes at the expense of the details (Brainerd & Gordon, 1994). For example, older
children are more likely than younger children to recognize that the activity always
begins with something to be sat upon, but may not have deeply processed each
instantiation. In people of all ages, however, verbatim traces decay much more quickly
than do gist traces (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004).

Source-Monitoring Framework. The source-monitoring framework (Johnson et
al., 1993) while not a script-based theory, is relevant to an understanding of children’s
confusion concerning the source of details when recalling an instance of a repeated event.

Both fuzzy-trace theory and the source-monitoring framework provide an
explanation as to why children may confuse details across multiple occurrences, when
interviewed after a short delay.

The source-monitoring framework explains children’s confusion of details across

multiple occurrences as incorrect source attributions (Johnson et al., 1993). Therefore,
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while fuzzy-trace theory posits that source is encoded, the source-monitoring framework
suggests that source is attributed at recall.

The source-monitoring framework (Johnson et al., 1993) also provides an
explanation for children’s difficulty in recalling specific details of repeated events.
Source-monitoring refers to the ability to consider the origins of a memory (Johnson et
al., 1993). This task is made more difficult when sources are highly similar, such as with
instances of a repeated event (e.g., Powell & Thompson, 1996), or when information is
delivered by two similar speakers (Lindsay, Johnson, & Kwon, 1991). The identification
of source, according to the source-monitoring framework, is a decision made at retrieval,
rather than having been encoded, based on the amount and quality of perceptual
information and cognitive operations information. The more perceptual detail a memory
has (e.g., remembering how something smelled), the more likely it is to be a memory of
an experienced event (Johnson & Raye, 1981). Memories that can be characterized as
containing more thoughts and reflections, and less vivid perceptions, are more likely to
be memories of imagined events (Johnson & Raye, 1981). Many source distinctions are
not quite so straightforward, however. For example, when trying to determine which of
two perceptually similar speakers mentioned a target detail, even adults do not perform at
ceiling, especially when the speakers have discussed semantically similar content as well
(Lindsay et al., 1991: experiment 1). Clearly a source decision is much more difficult
under these circumstances, because the two sources are extremely similar in many
respects.

Younger children have more difficulty than older children and adults in

spontaneously making these types of distinctions, and have been shown to confuse
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memories for imagining what someone has done versus having actually seen someone
doing something (Lindsay et al., 1991). To complicate matters further, children who
attempt to discriminate one in a series of repeated events may have equivalent amounts of
perceptual information in their memories for each event.

Several studies have demonstrated improvements in source-monitoring ability
somewhere between the ages of 3- to 8-years old (see Roberts, 2002, for a review of the
development and theories of source-monitoring). For example, Drummey and Newcombe
(2002) found dramatic increases in source memory for factual information given by two
different speakers between the ages of 4- and 6-years old. The 4-year olds appeared to
attribute much of the facts to extra-event sources, while the older children performed
overall better but made between-speaker source errors.

In summary, all three theories suggest that children (and adults) should have
difficulty recalling the exact details of one instance of a repeated event, and that younger
children will struggle more than will older children. Script theory posits that script-
consistent details will be absorbed into the script, such that when recalling the script,
confusions across occurrences will be common. Since older children build scripts more
quickly, they are better equipped than younger children to notice deviations. Fuzzy-trace

-theory suggests that when gist traces are activated, any gist-consistent detail could
plausibly be recalled, however, if a verbatim trace is activated, and is still intact, memory
for one instance of a repeated event should be good. Verbatim traces decay more quickly
in younger children than in older children. Finally, the source-monitoring framework
predicts confusions across occurrences because of the perceptual similarity between

events. An assumption of this framework is that source is attributed through a decision-
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making process at recall, and older children are more cognitively able to make these
decisions than are younger children.
Variable versus Fixed Details

Repeated experience can have both positive and negative effects on children’s
memories for the events. If items that vary across occurrences are consistent with the
overall script, they may become confused across occurrences, as predicted by fuzzy-trace
theory (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004), and demonstrated in several experimental studies (e.g.,
McNichol, Shute, & Tucker, 1999; Roberts & Powell, 2006a). According to Graesser,
Gordon and Sawyer’s (1979) schema pointer plus tag model, items that vary, but are
script-consistent, may not even be discriminated as being unique to the occurrence.

These studies have also, however, demonstrated the benefits of repeated
experience on children’s memory for details that never vary across occurrences (“fixed
details”) (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; McNichol et al., 1999; Roberts & Powell, 2006a).
Although children may be confused about items that are sometimes present and
sometimes absent, repeated experience does appear to provide children with strong
memory traces of details and events that are the same each time.
Memory for Single Experiences

Children typically have good, enduring memories for single-experience events
(e.g., Fivush et al., 1984). Even children as young as 3-years old evidenced some recall of
a laboratory-created novel event after 8-weeks (and no intervening interviews). Children
4 %, years of age in the same study recalled significantly more general event details (main
phases of the event), and objects (e.g., “a shirt”) than the younger children, and only

slightly more activity details (e.g., “hammering,” “sewing”) (Jones, Swift, & Johnson,
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1988). Other research has also demonstrated that older children have more accurate
memories for single-experience events than younger children (e.g., Powell et al., 1999).

Whether children are less suggestible about memories for unique experiences than
children with memories for repeated events remains a debate in the literature. Some
researchers have found that children who have engaged in repeated events were not more
suggestible than children who took part in a novel event (Powell & Roberts, 2002), while
other researchers have demonstrated that children who experienced multiple events were
more suggestible (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001), using different methodologies in the
interview. Notably, Powell and Roberts (2002) used cued recall questions rather than
yes/no questions which children can plausibly answer without cognitive effort.

The type of detail studied also affects whether children with multiple experiences
appear more or less suggestible. As children with repeated experiences have stronger
memory traces for the details that never vary, this makes them more resistant to
suggestions about those details than children who have experienced the event just one
time (Powell et al., 1999). For details that vary, however, children with repeated
experience sometimes make more source-errors than single-event children because the
former remember multiple variations of a detail across multiple occurrences, especially
when it is script-consistent (Roberts & Powell, 2006a). Additionally, the timing between
the event(s) and the interview, of when potentially contaminating information might be
presented, affects the picture of children’s suggestibility both when they have had single
or multiple experiences (see Roberts & Powell, 2007).

Source-confusions increase for children and adults when sources are highly

similar (Johnson et al., 1993), such as with instances of repeated events. Children with
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only one experience are likely to correctly attribute the detail to that occurrence if it has
not been forgotten.

The more unique the single-event experience is, the less likely children will have
developed a script about it. Scripts do help people organize memories (Abelson, 1981),
thus it is likely that children with unique experiences tend to remember the most salient
details. Scripts can be likened to gist traces, however, which, according to fuzzy-trace
theory, are associated with greater suggestibility, when suggestions are consistent with
the gist (e.g., Brainerd & Reyna, 2004). Verbatim traces, on the other hand, decay
quickly but preserve the surface structure of the event. As mentioned previously, younger
children also have a greater propensity to encode verbatim traces because it takes them
longer to build up gist traces (Brainerd & Gordon, 1994). This idea is consistent with
script theory in that younger children require more exemplars to build a script (Farrar &
Goodman, 1992). Thus children with only one experience may have a stronger verbatim
trace than gist trace.

Current Study

The bulk of the research described here has been concerned with adding to
theories of children’s cognitive development. These studies have engaged children in
pleasant activities such as creative movement workshops (Hudson, 1990), and listening to
stories and doing puzzles (Roberts & Powell, 2006a). These are well controlled studies in
which the investigators have created the events and can compare the details mentioned by
the child to those that actually occurred in the event to determine accuracy. Such research

is imperative to an understanding of children’s memories for repeated events. Results of
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this work can be shared with non-academics who are involved in interviewing children,
in order to further improve the quality of investigations with children.

While several theories make predictions about children’s abilities to describe
specific instances of a repeated event (e.g., schema theory models, schema-confirmation-
deployment model, as reviewed in Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999), none of these
theories has directly examined ways of reducing errors in reports of a single instance of a
repeated event. More specifically, none has compared the effects of practice in describing
a repeated event, either using a script (e.g., what usually happens at swimming lessons),
or by attempting to elicit the details associated with a specific instance. Such practice in
describing an event from daily life is a technique that could potentially be used in the
field if it can be demonstrated to improve children’s narratives for an instance of a target
repeated event.

Fuzzy trace theory (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004) suggests that incident-specific
information (“verbatim traces”) is processed separately from, and in parallel to,
schematic information (“gist traces”). Although the theory does not make a direct
prediction with respect to practice, it does posit that verbatim and gist retrieval are
dissociated processes, and therefore, engaging in verbatim recall for one memory set
(repeated event from child’s daily life) may encourage continued verbatim recall for
another memory set (target activities), although the theory does not explicitly make this
prediction. Additionally, if a child has just engaged in gist recall for an autobiographical
memory, (s)he is likely to continue in that mind-set for a target memory. From the
perspective of script theory, incident-specific practice may help children describe an

unrelated repeated event with more precision because this type of practice encourages
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children to focus on episodic details of specific instances, rather than to rely on their
scripts. Additionally, as in source-monitoring training studies where different sources are
highlighted to children in training, incident-specific practice should demonstrate to
children that there are different occurrences (sources) to consider when talking about a
repeated event.

The current research proposes to contrast the effects of practice in describing a
repeated event from a child’s daily life, using general terminology (e.g., what happens at
swimming lessons) with the effects of practice in describing a specific instance of a
repeated event (e.g., what happened at swimming lessons on a particular occasion). A
group of control children was given an equal amount of practice, but was asked to
describe a single-experience event. Following the practice phase, children in the current
study were questioned about target activities that had occurred previously in the lab (the
“Laurier Activities”).

It is known that practice in conversing with an interviewer about a recent event
does improve the quantity of information given by children in forensic interviews
(Orbach et al., 2000). Additionally, in an analogue study, Roberts, Lamb and Sternberg
(2004) found that children whose rapport phase consisted of open-ended prompts
generally provided more accurate accounts of a target event than children whose rapport
phase consisted of directed questions (e.g., “How old are you?”’). We do not currently
know, however, if the level of specificity used by the child and interviewer during the
practice phase will have an effect on the quantity, and quality, of information reported by

the child, relative to other types of practice.
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In the current study, 5-to 6- and 7- to 8-year old children practiced describing
either two specific instances of a repeated event from their daily lives (incident-specific
practice), or practiced what usually happens during an event they routinely experience
(general practice). The control group described a novel event (control practice).

Incident specific practice may encourage the child to engage in thinking about the
differences among multiple instances. Thus, in the incident-specific practice condition,
children were asked to describe two unique occurrences in order to implicitly heighten
awareness that some details of the two occurrences may differ. The interviewer also made
this point more explicit by starting the practice phase with the following sentence: “some
of the things we do when we do X are always the same, and some things are different.” In
order to even choose one instance to describe, the child must consider what was unique or
relevant about a particular time. On the other hand, general practice may encourage the
child to consider the similarities among multiple instances, and thus engage in a
discussion of what “usually happens,” or what is “typical.” Although the source-
monitoring framework does not make a direct prediction about the transfer of this type of
practice, source-monitoring training studies to date have been grounded upon the notion
that source training (e.g., practice in discrimination) using one set of event materials can
be transferred to another set of materials (e.g., Poole & Lindsay, 2001; Roberts &
Cameron, 2006; Thierry & Spence, 2002).

Following the practice phase, children were asked to describe “the time they
remember best,” when discussing the Laurier activities because research has shown that
children have difficulty using temporal terms such as “yesterday,” or “the first time” as

retrieval cues (Hudson & Nelson, 1986). Specific cues tend to be even more useful for
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retrieval, such as “What happens when you play with the cat?” (Farrar & Goodman,
1992). While we initially did not use such explicit prompts in the current study, it was
hoped that children would be able to identify an instantiation of a variable detail on their
own (e.g., “the time we wore jellybean badges”), in which case the interviewer requested
more information based on the specific label provided by the child (e.g., “Tell me more
about the time with the jellybean badges™).

In order to report one specific instance of a repeated event, which contains both
details that remain the same, and details that vary, children must first select one of these
instances from memory, perhaps the time they remember the best. In most cases, this
process began with the identification of a salient detail which could be used to label the
instance. The label is only effective, however, if it is unique to one occurrence. Research
has shown that children between the ages of 5- to 8-years old have some difficulty in
choosing unique labels (Roberts & Powell, 2003). Once a label has been chosen, and the
event script activated, the child must engage in a decision-making process about which
details were present at that occurrence. In some cases, the source may have been encoded
along with the detail, in the verbatim trace. If the verbatim trace is still intact, the detail
may be matched to the correct source. If the gist trace is stronger than the verbatim trace,
however, any gist-consistent instantiation of the detail may be retrieved (Brainerd &
Reyna, 2004). If the verbatim trace has faded, source can still be correctly attributed to
the detail through source-monitoring decisions. For example, the most recently
experienced details often have the strongest perceptual features associated with them
(Johnson et al., 1993), and therefore if a child has chosen to describe the last time

something happened, source-monitoring decisions might be made effectively. It is clear
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that describing one instance of a repeated event is not an easy task. The task is made even
more difficult in real world situations such as forensic investigations, when the
interviewer does not have access to all of the information and may not know at the outset
whether the case involves repeated abuse or not. Such difficulties encountered in the field
highlight the importance for academics to continue their challenging work in developing
theoretically guided techniques that can be easily incorporated by non-academic
professionals to assist children in delivering narratives of specific instances of repeated
events that contain as much forensically relevant information as they can provide,
without subsequent decreases in accuracy.
Hypotheses

Practice Phase. Manipulation checks are possible by analysing the quality of
reports in the practice phase. The first hypothesis was that children in the specific
practice condition were expected to use more episodic language in the practice phase,
whereas children in the general practice condition were expected to use more scripted
language. Script theory researchers (e.g., Fivush et al., 1984) have found that children do
in fact respond in kind to the type of language used by an interviewer (i.e., if an
interviewer asks what “happened,” even very young children are likely to respond with
equally specific, past-tense language). Children in the control condition were expected to
use episodic language in practice because they are describing a single-experience event
from the past. Additionally, older children in all conditions were expected to use more
episodic language than were younger children.

Substantive Phase: Disclosure of Multiple Instances. Having practiced describing

two specific instances of a repeated event in their daily lives, the second hypothesis was
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that children in the incident-specific practice condition were expected to spontaneously
disclose, earlier in the interview than the other two conditions, that the Laurier Activities
happened more than once. Although none of the theories make explicit predictions with
respect to this point, srource—monitoring training studies are based upon the assumption
that the skills acquired in practice will directly transfer to the interview (Poole &
Lindsay, 2001; Thierry & Spence, 2002). To extend this idea, children in the specific
practice condition should recognize that the Laurier Activities are another repeated event,
and that the interviewer will expect them to talk about different times that they engaged
in that event. Practice for the general condition children should encourage a script-like
dialogue, where there is no emphasis placed on recalling separate instances. Finally, the
control condition, having just described a unique event, may also fail to realize that the
interviewer might be interested in knowing that more than one instance of the Laurier
Activities occurred. It was also expected that older children would disclose earlier than
younger children, because their narratives tend to contain more temporal markers (e.g.,
the first day) than the narratives of younger children.

Substantive Phase: Language Use. Children in all conditions were expected to
use primarily episodic language, because research has shown that children with repeated
experience interviewed according to the NICHD protocol largely tended to use episodic
language to describe abuse, even when interviewer prompts were not always episodic
(Elischberger, Pipe, Orbach, & Lamb, 2005, May). The NICHD protocol encourages
episodic recall, and thus would be unlikely to contain a high number of generic
interviewer utterances. Nevertheless, Elischberger and colleagues (2005, May) found that

25 of 36 interviews contained some child-provided generic information. When



23

interviewer utterances from that sample were examined, it was found that the average
proportion of generic interviewer prompts was .39. Yet, in contrast, the average
proportion of children’s utterances that were generic was .08. Thus, while all children in
the current study were expected to use a majority of episodic language, the third
hypothesis was that children in the specific and control conditions would demonstrate the
highest ratio of episodic to scripted language, while children in the general practice
condition would have the lowest ratio. Children in the general practice condition were
expected to provide more script-like narratives of the Laurier Activities, even if
questioned about a specific instance of those activities, than children in the other two
conditions.

While fuzzy-trace theory posits that gist and verbatim traces are stored
independently, and therefore can potentially be retrieved independently given the proper
support, script theories suggest that details absorbed into the script are not likely to be
later accessible. If our data were to show that children in the incident-specific practice
condition used more specific language than children in the general practice group, but
still showed poor discrimination across occurrences, we would find support for script
theories. On the other hand, if children in the incident-specific group used more specific
language and showed better discrimination across occurrences, the data would be more in
support of fuzzy-trace theory, suggesting that an intact verbatim trace was activated. The
combination of more specific language and greater accuracy would also be a prediction
of the source-monitoring framework, because to choose one instance to describe requires

that a source decision was made.



24

The fourth hypothesis predicted that older children, and children in the specific
practice condition would make more temporal references (€.g., “on Monday”), and more
discriminatory references (e.g., “‘she brought a penguin only once”) in their narratives of
the Laurier Activities, than younger children, and children in the general and control
conditions. Children in the general condition were expected to use more generic
references (e.g., “she always brought her walrus”) than other conditions.

Substantive Phase: Recall. Hypothesis 5 predicted age differences in the amount
of detail recalled. Both field and analog research has shown that older children tend to
report more details than do younger children (e.g., Farrar & Goodman, 1992; Lamb,
Sternberg, Orbach, Esplin, Stewart & Mitchell, 2003). Condition differences were not
hypothesized, and the analyses are exploratory, because it is possible that incident-
specific practice would encourage children to recall as much as they possibly can about
instances of the Laurier Activities, or alternately that the practice would make them more
cautious about reporting details when they are unsure of the source, and thus they would
report less than other conditions.

A main effect of detail was expected, in that fixed details should be reported with
greater frequency than variable details, by all children, because they are present in every
occurrence (hypothesis 6). Their memorability should be high, and children should not be
confused about their source. When considered in the context of reporting details from one
specific occurrence, fixed details should be reported with the highest accuracy, because
they occur in every one of the four sessions.

Substantive Phase: Difference References. Hypothesis 7 predicted that children in

the specific condition would recognize and mention more differences across sessions of
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the Laurier Activities than children in other conditions, because that is another skill that
they could have acquired through practice in describing two different instances of a
repeated event. An interaction was also expected, in that 5- to 6-year old children in the
specific condition may refer to more differences than other 5- to 6-year olds, while
condition differences may not be observed among the older children, as older children
naturally tend to notice deviations in routine events with greater frequency than younger
children (Bauer, 2006).

Substantive Phase: Labels. In order to determine children’s level of source-
monitoring for each narrative (i.e., the proportion of details they correctly attribute to the
session being described), the child and interviewer collectively must assign a “label” for
the occurrence. Hypothesis 8 predicted that older children would spontaneously generate
more of their own labels, whereas younger children were expected to have more
interviewer-provided labels (chosen on the basis of something the child has already
mentioned). Regardless of who provided the label, children in the specific condition were
expected to have more unique labels than children in the other conditions, due to
heightened awareness of differences across sessions (hypothesis 9).

Substantive Phase: Source Accuracy. Age differences were not predicted for
internal source confusions (i.e., confusing details across different sessions of the Laurier
Activities). Because the older children will likely have more gist-consistent instantiations
in memory, they may have difficulty choosing the correct instantiation for the occurrence
they are describing (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004). Although their source-monitoring skills
should be better than those of the younger children, the four sessions will be highly

similar semantically and perceptually, thus making source decisions difficult. On the
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other hand, younger children may have fewer instantiations in memory, but will have
more difficulty with source decisions (Johnson et al., 1993). In general, however, script
theories, fuzzy-trace theory and the source-monitoring framework all suggest slightly
better performance for the older children versus the younger children. With respect to the
different types of details, the prediction of hypothesis 10 was that children of both age
groups would report Hi/Lo details with more accuracy than variable details. Hi/Lo details
are the same for three of the four occurrences (“Hi”’), and change in one of the
occurrences (“Lo”), making both the high and low frequency instantiations memorable.

If incident-specific practice indeed promotes more episodic language in children’s
reports of the Laurier Activities, it could be hypothesized according to fuzzy-trace theory
that children in the specific condition would activate the verbatim trace associated with
one instance of the Laurier Activities and thus have a higher source-accuracy score than
children in other conditions. On the other hand, script-theories would predict only age
differences, and not differences across conditions in source-monitoring, because script
theories do not incorporate dual-process models of memory; only the script trace would
persist, with any script-consistent instantiation plausible for a given occurrence.

In accordance with hypothesis 11, the younger children’s narratives were
expected to include more external intrusions (i.e., unrelated to the Laurier Activities) than
those of the older children because they will not have developed a script of the activities
as quickly as the older children (Farrar & Goodman, 1992) and their verbatim traces for
each session will have decayed more quickly than those of the older children (Brainerd &
Reyna, 2004). Thus, when attempting to describe an instance of the Laurier Activities,

the older children may have a pool of instantiations to choose from in memory, whereas
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the younger children may have fewer of these details to choose from and may simply
provide information that is more recent in memory, such as details and events they have
experienced the day before in school.

The main design of the study was a 2(age group: 5-6 years old, 7-8 years old) x
3(practice condition: specific, general, control). There were a number of dependent
variables, such as the proportion accuracy of details provided. The influence of age and
practice condition on these dependent variables was assessed through a series of analyses
of variance (ANOVAs), or multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) where
appropriate.

Method
Participants

Initially, 157 children were recruited to take part in the research. The final sample
consisted of 118 children. Of the 39 children who were excluded, 15 were lost due to
parental time constraints, 10 discontinued their participation as the weather improved
(sessions were run during recesses), 4 were ill for the interview session, 3 were excluded
due to interviewer error, another 3 were not invited back to sessions because of
behavioural problems, 2 children were too young, 1 child was selectively mute, and 1
child declined participation. Because children were assigned to their condition at various
time points during their participation (i.e., when the researchers were able to obtain an
event from the parent), differences among children who were lost were not compared.
Many had not yet been assigned to any condition.

Fifty-eight 5- to 6-year olds and 60 7- to 8-year olds recruited from Waterloo

Region and surrounding area took part in the current project. The sample consisted of 51
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males and 67 females. The composition of males and females in the control, general, and
specific conditions, respectively were; 19:19, 19:21 and 13:27. Effort was made to keep
gender as balanced as possible across condition, however, due to the discrepancy in the
specific condition, a variety of analyses were conducted to demonstrate that the males
and females did not differ on variables of interest.

The overall sample mean for age was 83.51 months (6.96 years), range 60.10 -
108.13 months. In the control condition, the 5-6-year olds had a mean age of 72.56
months (SD = 8.33), range 60.93 — 83.07 months, and the 7-8-year olds had a mean age
0f 95.52 months (SD = 7.95), range 86.13 — 107.93 months. In the general condition, the
5-6 year olds had a mean age of 69.32 months (SD = 7.95), range 60.10 — 82.73 months,
and the 7-8 year olds had a mean age of 94.90 months (SD = 6.81), range 84.43 — 106.53
months. In the specific condition the 5-6 year olds had a mean age of 72.57 months (SD =
5.56), range 64.10 — 80.47 months, and the 7-8 year olds had a mean age of 96.17 months
(8D =17.53), range 86.43 — 108.13 months. An ANOVA conducted on age in months,
with condition as the independent variable indicated no difference in age across
conditions, p = ns, npz =.007.

The ethnic and socioeconomic composition of the sample was expected to
represent the natural diversity of the region, but no effort was made to specifically recruit
children from any particular background. All children demonstrated enough proficiency
in English to comfortably have a conversation with the interviewer. Children were
recruited from a local daycare and public school in Waterloo, ON, as well as a public

school in Wilmot Township, ON, and through the Laurier Family Database, which
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contains the names and contact information of local families who have expressed interest
in the research.

Informed consent was sought from parents through a signed Informed Consent
form, and assent was acquired from all children who participated. Parents who were
recruited from the Laurier Family Database received $15 in compensation for their time,
and children received a small toy (approximate value: $1) at each session. Compensation
for all children recruited elsewhere included a donation of $50 per participating grade and
an additional $3 for each participating child. At the requests of the school/daycare
directors, participating children were not compensated with toys. All participants were
treated in accordance with the Tri-Council Policy Statement on Ethical Conduct for
Research Involving Humans.

Design and Procedure

All of the children participated in four 30 min sessions of the “Laurier Activities”
over a two week period, and then were interviewed in one of three conditions 5- to 7-days
following their final session, lasting 45 min. The six female interviewers were naive, in
that they did not know with which specific props the child interacted, and were blind as
to the hypotheses of the study. In the “Control” condition, children were asked to
describe a recently experienced novel event, provided by their guardian. Novel events
were unique one-time experiences, and the children were not to have had similar
experiences. For example, one child’s novel event was a trip to Canada’s Wonderland, a
theme park in Ontario, and this child had not been to similar theme parks in the past. In
the “General Practice” condition, children were asked to describe what usually happens

when they take part in a repeated event from their daily lives (e.g., weekly swimming
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lessons). These events were recorded with the children’s data, and attempts were made to
control as much as possible the frequency and recency of these events. For example,
parents were asked to provide a repeated event which conformed to the following rule as
much as possible: “a pleasant event that your child engages in roughly one time per week,
and has been doing so for at least a month, but no more than four months.” The four
month limit is intended to prevent parents from choosing an overly familiar event. In the
“Incident-specific practice” session, children were asked to describe what happened the
time they remembered best, as well as one additional time, when they engaged in a
repeated event from their daily lives. Once the narrative for the time remembered best
was exhausted, children were asked to describe one other time that they remembered
well. Because the aim of incident-specific practice was to highlight to children the
importance of recognizing that instances of repeated events can have different elements,
we had to give children the opportunity to describe more than one instance (see Appendix
A for Interview Practice Phase guidelines).

The amount of time that children spent describing a novel event, or either what
“usually happens” during a repeated event, or what “happened” the two times best
remembered, was held as constant as possible across all interview conditions.
Interviewers were given a target time frame of five to seven min for the practice phase in
all three conditions.

Following the practice session, all children were questioned in an open-ended,
neutral, non-suggestive manner about the Laurier Activities (see Appendix B for the
protocol interview). Interviewing instructions were taken from the NICHD Investigative

Interview Protocol (Orbach et al., 2000). The substantive phase of this interview begins
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by eliciting a disclosure from the child as non-suggestively as possible, using
increasingly more direct questions until a disclosure is obtained. Because the current
study is not concerned with methods of obtaining a disclosure, the substantive phase of
our interview simply began with an invitation to discuss the Laurier Activities. The entire
interview was broken down into four main phases: the Practice phase, and three
substantive phases: Narrative One, Restart Narrative One, and Narrative Two.

Narrative One began with the scripted prompt in which the interviewer indicated
that she was naive about the event, and asked the child to tell her everything (s)he could
remember about the Laurier Activities. It is important to note that the Laurier Activities
were always referred to in the plural; at each event session and at the interview, to
represent the series of activities that happened in each session. Thus, referring to the
activities in the plural at the interview should not have conveyed to the children that the
interviewer was aware of event frequency.

Narrative One continued until either the child made a statement that indicated the
Laurier Activities happened more than once (e.g., “and, on the last day, her cloak was
red.”), or until the child indicated that (s)he could not remember any more about the
Laurier Activities. If the child disclosed multiple incidents, the interviewer immediately
asked the child to tell her about the “time you remember best” of the Laurier Activities. If
the child provided a more vague disclosure (e.g., she usually did X,” “she always had X.”
or she sometimes did X’} the interviewer asked the child for further clarification, which

almost always immediately elicited a clearer disclosure.

If the child did not disclose multiple incidents, (s)he was asked if the Laurier

Activities happened more than once after recall appeared to have been exhausted, as per
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the NICHD protocol. The NICHD protocol recommends that if possible, children should
themselves disclose repeated events. The protocol guidelines recommend asking the child
about multiple occurrences only after recall appears to be exhausted. Children in the
current study who had to be asked about multiple occurrences did not have a Restart

Narrative One.

The “time you remember best” prompt began the phase “Restart Narrative One.”
For both Narrative One and Restart Narrative One, open-ended questions were used to
elicit the children’s memories such as Invitations (e.g., “Tell me more”) and other general
questions (e.g., “What else can you tell me about [detail already mentioned by child]?”).
Once the interviewer felt that the child had provided as much detail for Narrative One (or
Restart Narrative One, as the case may be), the first narrative was given a label. Labels
were chosen either by the child or the interviewer. A child’s label was chosen when the
child had used a clear label throughout his/her first narrative (e.g., “the first time,” “the
time I wore a leaf badge”). Many children, however, do not so directly label occurrences
of repeated events (Roberts & Powell, 2003a) and so, in these cases in the present study,
the interviewer was required to choose a label using one of three strategies. All children
were asked, prior to generation of the label, if there was anything different about the time
they had just talked about, from any of the other times. This question encouraged the
child to identify a unique feature of the occurrence (although not all children were
accurate in doing so), which could be used as the label. Some children in the current
study struggled with this question, even if they had previously identified a difference
across occurrences. For example, many children indicated that they wore a badge every

day, and that they were always different. If the child failed to identify any differences
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when directly asked, (s)he was reminded of his/her earlier statement and was asked, for
example, what badge was worn in the time the child had just described. If both of these
strategies failed for choosing a label, the interviewers were instructed to choose one of
the first instantiations mentioned by the child. Thus, because the interviewers were blind
as to which counterbalanced group the children were in, and because children were
sometimes inaccurate about what was unique, or failed to provide unique details, not all

labels uniquely identified one occurrence.

After a label was generated for the first narrative, the children were invited to talk
about another time when they participated in the Laurier Activities. This prompt began

Narrative Two, which was also labeled.

Materials

The composite of props and activities presented to the children across the four
sessions was as closely matched as possible to those used in some previous research on
children’s memory for repeated events (Pearse, Powell, & Thomson, 2003; Powell et al.,
1999; Powell & Thomson, 2003; Roberts & Powell, 2005, 2006a, 2006b) modelled on
Powell and Thomson’s (1996) original “Deakin activities.” The to-be-remembered events
were made up of 17 target details which took place within the context of several
activities: physical exercise, listening to a story, doing a puzzle, relaxing, getting
refreshed and getting a surprise (see Appendix C for instantiations and counterbalancing).
While some of these activities may be familiar to children (e.g., doing a puzzle), the
individual props created for these activities were designed to be novel to all of the

children who participated. As well, the sequence of activities that occurred was designed
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specifically for the Laurier Activities and children were not expected to have any pre-
existing scripts for these sessions.

Seven of the 17 details varied each time (“variable items,” for example, some
children heard a story about twins, a boat, winter activities, and a dog who moves to the
city, across the four sessions). Five of the 17 details were the same each time (“fixed
items,” for example, children in another version of the counterbalancing heard the story
about the dog four times). The remaining five details varied on a High-Lo frequency
schedule (“Hi/Lo items”). High frequency details were the same for three of the four
sessions, and the Lo-frequency detail was the instantiation of the item presented at the
remaining session (e.g., clown juggling puzzle at sessions 1, 2, and 4; clown bicycle
puzzle at session 3). The item that served as the Lo-frequency detail was cycled through
each of the four sessions, such that there was one Lo instantiation of a Hi/Lo detail in
each of the four sessions.

One target item was variable in both counterbalanced conditions: the badge that
the child wore at each session (jellybean, button, leaves, pink feathers). Because the
badge was worn during the entire session, it was expected that children might recognize it
both as a salient detail, and as one that varies each time, and thus may be able to use it as
a session-identifier during their interviews (e.g., “the time we had jellybean badges”), as
was done in the study by Roberts and Powell (2006b).

Coding

Children’s video- and audio-taped interviews were transcribed and sanitized (all

identifying information such as names and places was removed, or replaced with initials).

Coding began with a check of the interviewer’s utterances. Coders verified that each
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phase of the interview was carried out in the proper order and that the appropriate
invitations for each phase were given. The number of additional prompts (e.g., “Tell me
more about ) was tallied for each phase. The total number of English words
spoken by a child during the practice and substantive phases was also tallied.

Practice Phase. Because it was not possible to entirely verify each child’s
account of the repeated event from their daily lives, especially for children who
participated in local schools, the practice portion of the interview was not coded for
accuracy. Instead, this phase was coded primarily for amount of details provided and
scripted versus specific language, as well as a count of number of child words and
interviewer prompts.

Details are considered words relevant to the child’s narrative, and only unique
details are counted. For example, the phrase “my mom put the lifejacket on me” would be
coded as five unique details for “my” “mom” “put_on” “lifejacket” and “me.” Any other
references to mom putting a lifejacket on the child were not counted as unique details,
however, if the child said “I took off my lifejacket,” four unique details were counted.
This method of coding details is similar to that used in other research conducted by the
lab of the author (e.g., Evans & Roberts, 2007), as well as in other published research
(e.g., Orbach et al., 2000).

Language coding was carried out for both the practice and substantive phases of
the interview. Phrases containing present-tense language (e.g., “there are lots of other
kids there” and “we play with pool toys™) were coded as scripted language. Phrases
containing past-tense language (e.g., “we played with a beach ball”’) were coded as

episodic language. Additionally, terms like “usually,” and “always,” were coded in a
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category called “Generic references” which parallels scripted language, whereas terms
such as “that time,” and “only one time,” and any other utterances that indicate a
distinction between occurrences (e.g., “sometimes we have  , and other times we
have ) were coded as “discriminatory references,” which are generally indicative
of the child using episodic language. A category for temporal references was also created
(e.g., “on Monday,” “last week”). Finally, a category for “Future references” (e.g., “and
next week we’re going to use the diving board”) also was created, but was not included in
any analyses as it was infrequently used. A ratio of episodic to scripted language was
calculated because it was apparent that as the number of words increased, the figures in
these categories increased as well. Generic, discriminatory and temporal utterances,
although used by most children, were small in number, and thus proportions were not
calculated.

In order to determine the amount each child talked in practice, the total number of
English words produced by the child was counted. Interviewer prompts were also tallied.
A prompt included any request by the interviewer for more information (e.g., “tell me
more about X”), and did not include statements of interest or facilitators (e.g., “okay,”
“mm-hmm,” “that sounds like fun”).

Substantive Phase. The coding sections and rules described here were used to
code the interviews from a sample of Australian children who took part in similar
activities (Deakin Activities) (Roberts & Powell, 2006b). In the event that the authors
may wish to make some comparisons between the samples, the same coding procedures

were used.
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Firstly, the phase in which the child disclosed multiple incidents (or had to be
asked), was noted, along with the number of interviewer prompts in the substantive phase
prior to it being evident that the Laurier Activities happened more than one time.

The substantive portion of the child’s transcript was divided into “first narrative”
(N1) and “second narrative” (N2) and was coded for amount and quality of information.
Each of the 17 details, and each instantiation of those details that the child mentioned was
recorded, along with its frequency (fixed, Hi/Lo, variable) and for instantiations, the
session(s) in which it occurred (1, 2, 3, or 4) was also noted. Raw totals and proportions
(1.e., proportion of instantiations reported that were fixed, Hi/Lo, and variable) were
calculated for number of items and instantiations for each narrative.

External intrusions (i.e., indicating that there was a flower badge, when no such
badge was present in any session) were also counted, and were coded as fixed, Hi/Lo or
variable if they represented an Item-level detail present in the Laurier Activities. For
example, “badge” was present in the activities as a variable detail, and “flower badge”
was coded as a variable external intrusion. External intrusions that did not appear to
represent any of the items in the Laurier Activities were coded as other (e.g., “we played
Bingo™).

Occurrence coding consisted of scoring each child’s transcript based on the
number of times the children spontaneously mention differences (e.g., “sometimes there
was ___, other times there was ). These utterances were scored as accurate
or inaccurate, for fixed, Hi/Lo and variable details separately.

The labels for the first and second occurrence were coded as to whether or not

they uniquely identified a single occurrence of the Laurier Activities (however, for clarity
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and brevity, analyses concerning labels, and source-accuracy for details associated with
that label, will only be presented for the narrative one label in the current paper). For
example, for Group 1, the colour of the cape is a variable detail and thus would uniquely
identify one occurrence. The clown riding a bicycle puzzle is a Lo version of the Hi/Lo
puzzle detail for the same group, and would also uniquely identify a single occurrence.
Labels were either spontaneously identified by the child (e.g., “the time we had jellybean
badges”™) or were agreed upon by the child and the interviewer (e.g., if the child was
describing the time remembered best, and mentioned that there was a clown on a unicycle
puzzle, but the puzzles were different in the other times, the interviewer would suggest
labelling the recalled instance “the time with the unicycle puzzle”). After identifying and
coding the effectiveness of the label for the described occurrence, all of the subsequent
details mentioned by the child for that occurrence were recoded as to whether they were
actually from the same occurrence as the label detail, or whether they were intrusions
from other occurrences. Children received an “integrity score” for their narrative one,
which was calculated by dividing the total number of details mentioned by the number of
details that were actually present in the occurrence being described. This calculation was
performed only on Hi/Lo and variable details because fixed details were always accurate
by nature, and thus a child reporting only fixed details would appear to be 100% accurate.
While describing an instance of the Laurier Activities, some children mentioned
that there were other instantiations that were present in a different occurrence of the
Laurier Activities, and indicated the other occurrence (e.g., when describing the “first
time,” a child mentioned that the cloak was green and added “but the last time it was

red.”). These details were coded as “extras,” and the occurrence mentioned by the child



39

was recorded (e.g., red cloak = occurrence 4). These details were later checked for
accuracy and separate variables were created to represent raw totals and proportions of
accuracy for extra Hi/Lo and variable details.

Finally, children’s transcripts were coded for scripted versus specific language, as
described in the practice phase coding. It was expected that children who were given
practice in describing specific instances would use more specific language in their
narratives of the Laurier Activities than would children in the general practice condition.
Total number of child words was also tallied for the substantive phase.

Reliability. Coders were all senior undergraduate students, and were trained by
the author in coding procedures on approximately 10% of the transcripts. After training,
an additional 15% of transcripts (18) were double-coded for reliability purposes. Percent
agreement (number of agreements / number of agreements + disagreements) was used to
assess reliability, except in the case of Language Coding, where correlations were
performed due to the high number of coding categories. Percent agreement and
correlations were greater than .90 for all coding. Reliability was high, likely due to
straightforward coding schemes where variables of interest were “counted” and rarely
involved subjective decision-making. An additional 6 transcripts were double-coded
after coders had completed approximately two-thirds of the transcripts, to ensure that
coding remained consistent. Percent agreement was consistent with earlier reliability
assessments. Additionally, all data were double-entered by the principal investigator and
coders, to ensure accuracy. When differences were observed, the transcripts and coding
sheets were checked, and the correct value was entered into the data file.

Results
Practice Phase
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In three-between subjects conditions, children received either: incident-specific
practice, in which they were encouraged to report details associated with two instances of
a repeated autobiographical event; general practice, in which they were encouraged to
describe what generally happens when they engage in a repeated autobiographical event;
or control practice, in which children were asked to talk about a novel, single-experience
event.

Overall, children averaged 442.63 words (SD = 260.88) and 198.51 details (SD =
125.81) in their practice phases. Number of words, and number of details in practice
served as the dependent variables in a 2(age group) by 3(condition) MANOVA. A main
effect of age group emerged F(2, 111) =19.55, p <.001, np2 =.26. Condition was
marginally significant, /(4, 224) = 2.14, p = .077, npz = .04, and the interaction was not
significant, F(4, 224) < 1.00, p = ns, npz <.02. Follow-up univariate tests indicated that
for number of words, older children spoke more (M = 541.87, SD = 271.35) than did
younger children (M = 339.97, SD = 205.89), F(1, 112) = 21.56, p <.001, np2 =.16.
Additionally, there was a main effect of condition, F(2, 112) = 4.41, p < .05, np2 =.07.
Post hoc tests (LSD, p <.05) indicated that children in the specific (M = 504.10, SD =
295.57) and control (M = 471.74, SD = 256.68) conditions provided more words than did
children in the general condition (M = 353.50, SD = 203.62), and did not differ from each
other. The interaction component was not significant, F(2, 118) = .56, p = ns, np2 =.01.
For number of details, older children (M = 255.33, SD = 129.96) provided more details
than did younger children (M = 139.72, SD = 89.96), F(1, 112) =32.39, p < .001, an =
.22, and children in the specific (M = 224.73, SD = 142.23) and control conditions (M =

212.74, SD = 124.32) provided more details than did children in the general condition (M
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=158.78, SD = 100.36), F(2, 112) = 3.92, p < .05, npz = .07, as indicated by post hoc
analysis (LSD, p < .05). The interaction was not significant, F(2, 112) = .21, p = ns, np2 <
.01.

Number of interviewer prompts given in practice was examined in a 2(age group)
by 3(condition) ANOVA. Main effects of age and condition emerged. Younger children
(M =16.21, SD = 7.99) received significantly more prompts than did older children (M =
12.73, 8D = 6.60), F(1, 112) = 7.24, p < .05, np2 =.06. Children in the specific condition
(M =17.67, SD = 8.44) received more prompts than did children in the general (M =
12.45, SD = 5.44) and control conditions (M =13.13, SD =7.24), F(2, 112) =6.51,p <
01, npz =.10, and post hoc analysis (LSD, p < .05) revealed that only children in the
specific condition differed from other groups. Since only children in the specific
condition practiced talking about two instances of an event, we were interested in
knowing whether the increased amount of prompts for the specific condition was due to
the second practice phase. A similar ANOVA with only prompts in practice one (or just
“practice” for the general and control group) was conducted. Only the main effect of age
was significant, with younger children (M = 13.71, SD = 6.33) receiving more prompts
than older children (M = 10.98, SD =5.14), F(1, 112) =6.92, p < .05, an = ,06. The main

effect of condition, and the interaction were not significant, F's < 1.36, p = ns, npzs < .02.

Finally, manipulation checks were conducted to determine whether children (and
interviewers) in each practice condition were using the type of language that we had
predicted in hypothesis 1 (i.e., episodic versus scripted). A ratio of episodic to scripted
language was calculated, and used as the dependent variable in a 2(age group) by

3(condition) ANOVA. As expected, only the effect of condition was significant, F(2,
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112) = 84.54, p < .001, npz =.60. Post hoc tests (LSD, p < .05) revealed that all conditions
differed significantly from each other, with the control condition (M = .86, SD =.19)
having the greatest ratio of episodic to scripted language, followed by the specific
condition (M = .73, SD = .28), while the general condition (M = .20, §D = .24) had the
lowest ratio. The main effect of age, and the interaction, were not significant, F's <.53, p
=ns, npzs <.01. Thus, contrary to expectation, children of both ages used similar ratios
of episodic to scripted language. It is important to note that the inverse of this ratio
represents the amount of scripted language used, and thus it can be inferred that children
in the general condition had the highest ratio of scripted to episodic language.

A similar ratio for episodic to scripted language was calculated for the interviewer
utterances, and entered into a 2(age group) by 2(condition) ANOVA. Again, only the
effect of condition was significant, F(2, 112) =280.86, p < .01, np2 = .83. Post hoc
analysis (LSD, p < .05) indicated that, as expected, interviewers in the specific (M = .83,
SD = .22) and control conditions (M = .87, SD = .20) used a greater ratio of episodic to
scripted language than did interviewers in the general condition (M = .04, SD = .09). The

main effect of age, and the interaction component, were not significant, Fs < .87, ps = ns,
s < .02.

Substantive Phase

Preliminary Analyses. Because gender was not balanced in the specific condition,
the effects of this variable were assessed on all of the analyses that will follow in the
Substantive portion of the results. Of 17 tests in which performance across genders was
compared, only one produced a significant difference. Thus data were collapsed across

gender for all analyses. Additionally, because the practice phase of the specific condition
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appeared to be longer (in number of words, details, and interviewer prompts), number of
interviewer prompts was used as a covariate in the analyses. The results of one ANOVA
were affected by this variable, and the ANCOVA will be reported for that test only.
Interviewer prompts in practice was used as the covariate, rather than number of child
words or details, because it was the interviewers’ prompts that encouraged words and
details from the child.

Number of child words in the substantive phase was entered as a dependent
variable into a 2(age group) by 3(condition) ANOVA. The only significant effect was of
age, F(1, 112) =27.28, p <.001, npz = .20, with older children (M = 952.63, SD =
387.36) using more words than younger children (M = 588.71, SD = 362.34). The effect

of condition and the interaction were not significant, Fs < .74, ps = ns, np2 < .01

Also of note, several 2(age group) by 3(condition) ANOV As had significant
Levene’s tests, indicating problems with homogeneity. Often it was the case that younger
children evidenced greater variability than did older children. Standardizations and log
transformations were applied to the variables of interest, however, findings did not
change, and problems with homogeneity were not resolved. All reported dependent
variables were also explored for outliers. No outliers of great concern were observed, and
there was no systematic pattern, by age or condition. Additionally, no case (i.e. child)
stood out as an outlier across multiple dependent variables.

Disclosure of multiple incidents. Hypothesis 2 predicted that children who
practiced describing specific instances of repeated events would disclose earlier in the
Substantive portion of the interview that the Laurier Activities happened more than once.

A 3(condition) by 4(location of disclosure: immediate, breadth/depth, labelling, other) chi



44

square was conducted. More children in the specific condition than would be expected
disclosed immediately, while fewer children than expected in the general condition did
so. Additionally, more children than expected in the control condition disclosed in
labelling (i.e., these children had to be asked by the interviewer if the LA happened more
than once), and only one child in the specific condition had to be asked, v* (6, N=118) =
12.64, p <.05. When the file was split by age, and the same chi square analyses were run,
it became evident that these effects were only true for the younger children, xz (6, N=
58) =13.51, p < .05, and not for older children, v* (6, N = 60) = 3.86, p = ns (see Table
1).

Another way to examine when children disclosed multiple incidents was to look
at the number of prompts required by the interviewer in the substantive phase to elicit a
disclosure of multiple incidents. This variable served as the dependent variable in a 2(age
group) by 3(condition) ANCOVA, which included number of prompts in practice as a
covariate. The two children who terminated early, and the two children who said the
Laurier Activities only happened once, are excluded from this analysis. The variances
between groups were not homogenous, with the younger children having greater
variability, but transformation of the data did not resolve this issue. There was a main
effect of age, in that older children required fewer prompts to disclose multiple incidents
(M =3.75, 8D = 3.50) than did younger children (M = 8.80, SD = 6.61), F(1, 107) =
21.40, p <.001, n,> = .17. Condition was significant, F(2, 107) = 3.48, p < .05, 1,> = .06.
Planned t-tests indicated that children in the specific condition required marginally fewer
prompts (M = 4.90, SD = 4.90) than did children in the control condition (M = 7.03, SD =

6.56), 1(68.42) = 1.61, p = .056 (one-tailed). Children in the general condition required an



45

average of 6.54 prompts (SD = 5.69), and did not differ from either condition. No other
differences were found.

Although the interaction component was not significant, F(2, 112) = 1.42, p = ns,
np2 =03, it was noted that nearly all of the older children disclosed quite early and
showed little variability, but that for the younger children, the mean number of prompts
to disclosure appeared much lower for the specific condition relative to the other two.
Planned #-tests run only on the younger children demonstrated similar effects as were
obtained with the full sample. Younger children in the specific condition required an
average of 6.63 prompts (SD = 5.91) while those in the control condition required an
average of 10.78 prompts (SD = 6.94), #(35) = 1.96, p = .029 (one-tailed). Younger
children in the general condition required an average of prompts 9.12 (SD = 6.64), and
did not differ from either condition.

Language Use in Substantive Phase. Hypothesis 3, that children in the specific
practice condition would use a greater ratio of episodic to scripted language in their
substantive narratives than would children in the general practice condition, was
supported. A 2(age group) by 3(condition) ANOVA was conducted, and only the main
effect of condition was significant, F(2, 112) =14.73,p < ;001, np2 =.21. Post hoc tests
(LSD, p < .05) indicated that the specific (M = .88, SD = .14) and control (M = .88, §D =
.16) conditions both used a greater ratio of episodic language in their narratives than did
the general condition (M = .66, SD = .29). The greater variability observed in the general
condition resulted in another significant Levene’s test, which was not resolved through
transformations of the data. The main effect of age was marginally significant, F(1, 112)

=3.05, p=.084, npz = .03, with younger children having a lower ratio of episodic to
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scripted language (M = .77, §D = .25) than older children (M = .84, SD = .20). The
interaction was not significant, F(2, 112) = 2.30, p = .105, npz =.04. Upon examination of
the means, however, it was noted that the 5- to 6-year old children in the general
condition (M = .59, SD = .30) had a noticeably lower mean than was observed in the

other cells (See Table 2 for all means). Given the exploratory nature of the research,
condition differences were analyzed for each age group separately. Condition was
significant for both age groups, Fs > 4.98, ps <,01, and it remained the case that children
in the incident-specific and control practice groups had a higher ratio of episodic to
scripted language than the general practice condition, according to post hoc tests (LSD, p
<.05).

A series of 2(age group) by 3(condition) ANOVAs were run on the number of
temporal, generic and discriminatory references provided by the children in the
substantive phase. Hypothesis 4 predicted that older children, and children in the
incident-specific practice condition, would use more temporal and discriminatory
references than younger children, and all children in general and control conditions.
Additionally, children in the general condition were expected to use more generic
references. For all three variables, however, only the main effect of age was significant,

Fs = 7.93, ps <.01, npzs = .07. See Table 3 for all means.

Recall. To address hypothesis 5, that older children would recall overall more
details than younger children, total number of items (i.e., a higher-order category present
in every session, such as a doing a puzzle each time), and total number of instantiations
(i.e., variations of the items, such as the clown juggling puzzle, and the clown on a

tightrope puzzle) were entered into two separate ANOV As with age group and practice
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condition as the independent variables. Older children provided significantly more items
(M =8.32, SD = 3.47) than did younger children (M = 6.12, SD = 3.40), F(1, 112) =
12.99, p <.001, np2 = .10. There was no main effect of condition, F(2, 112) = .79, p = ns,
npz =01, however, the interaction component was significant, F(2, 112) = 4.46, p <.05,
an = .07. Specifically, for the younger children there was an effect of condition, F(2, 55)
=4.49,p < .05, an = .14, whereas for the older children there was not, F(2, 57) =1.01, p
= ns, npz =.03. Younger children in the specific condition (M = 7.85, SD = 3.91)
provided significantly more items than did children in the general condition (M = 5.05,
SD = 2.84), and control condition (M = 5.39, SD = 2.68), as indicated by post hoc
analysis (LSD, p < .05).

With respect to instantiations, a main effect of age emerged, as expected. Older
children (M = 18.97, SD = 7.99) provided significantly more instantiations than did
younger children (M = 10.40, SD = 6.70), F(1, 112) = 40.58, p < .001, np2 =.27. There
was again no main effect of condition, F(2, 112) =1.35, p = ns, np2 =.02. The interaction
was not significant, F(2, 112) = 1.96, p = .146, np2 = .03, but due to the results of the
previous analysis, each age group was separately subjected to an ANOVA to compare
differences across conditions. Once again, condition differences were significant for
younger children only, F(2, 55) =3.69, p < .05, np2 =.12. Post hoc tests (LSD, p <.05)
indicated that younger children in the specific condition (M = 13.15, SD = 7.33) provided
more instantiations than children in the general condition (M = 7.65, SD = 5.58), and
neither group differed from the control condition (M = 10.39, SD = 6.17).

' Hypothesis 6 predicted that fixed details (both items and instantiations) would be

reported with greater frequency than would variable details, by children of both age
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groups, regardless of condition, because they occur in every session. This hypothesis was
not supported. A mixed 2(age group) by 3(condition) by 3(type of item: fixed, Hi/Lo,
variable) ANOVA, the last factor within-subjects, was conducted. The test of sphericity
was significant, and a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied. An effect of item-type
was found, F(1.71, 191.85) =22.33, p <.001, npz =.17. Follow-up paired-samples t-tests
indicated that, unexpectedly, variable items (M = 3.26, SD = 2.14) were reported more
frequently than were fixed items (M =2.92, SD = 1.91), (117) = 4.33, p <.001, and more
than Hi/Lo items (M = 1.86, SD = 1.38), p <.001. No other within-subjects effects were

found; all Fs < 2.71, p =ns, npzs < .02. The between-subjects main effect of age was

significant, F(1, 112) = 12.99, p <.001, np2 =.10; older children (M =2.77, SD = 1.16)
averaged significantly higher recall for items than did younger children (M = 2.04, SD =
1.13). The age by condition interaction was also significant, F(2, 112) = 4.46, p < .05, np2
=.07. Separate ANOV As for each age group revealed that the effect of condition was
significant only for the younger children, F(2, 55) = 4.49, p < .05, np2 = .14, not the older
children, F(2, 57) =1.01, p =ns, np2 =.03. For the younger children, post hoc analyses
(LSD, p < .05) showed that children in the specific condition (M = 2.62, SD = 1.30)
recalled overall more items than did children in the general (M = 1.68, SD = .95) and
control conditions (M = 1.80, SD = .89), which did not differ from each other.

A mixed 2(age group) by 3(condition) by 2(type of instantiation: fixed, variable)
ANOVA, the last factor within-subjects, was conducted. Again it was expected that fixed
instantiations would be reported with greater frequency than would variable instantiations
and this hypothesis was also not supported. Hi/Lo instantiations were not included in the

analyses because this variable combines High and Lo frequency details together. A main
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effect of instantiation type was observed, F(1, 112) =47.39, p <.001, npz = .30, with
variable details (M = 6.63, SD = 4.62) being reported more frequently than fixed (M =
4.25, SD = 2.73). An interaction between age and instantiation type was also observed,
F(1,112)=4.96, p < .05, np2 =.04. Younger children reported an average of 1.62 (SD =
3.32) more variable details than fixed, while older children reported an average of 3.12
(SD = 4.09) more variable details than fixed. A follow-up independent-samples -test
revealed these differences to vary significantly across age groups, #(116) =-2.18, p <.05.
Finally, a main effect of age emerged, F(1, 112) = 33.51, p < .001, npz = 23. Older
children (M = 6.96, SD = 3.20) had a higher average recall of instantiations than did
younger children (M = 3.86, SD = 2.57). No other effects were significant, Fs <1.93, ps
= ns, npzss .03.

Difference References. To test hypothesis 7 that children in the specific condition
would be more likely than children in other conditions to make references to differences
across sessions of the Laurier Activities, the total number of differences mentioned, the
number of accurate difference references to variable instantiations, and the number of
accurate difference references to Hi/Lo instantiations were entered into a 2(age group) by
3(condition) MANOVA. The main effect of age was significant, F(3, 110) =4.61,p <
.01, n,,z = .11, as well as the interaction, F(6, 222) =3.02, p < .01, np2 = 08. Condition
was marginally significant, F(6, 222) =2.08, p = .057, np2 =.05.

Follow-up univariate analyses indicated that, for the total number of difference
references, older children (M = 2.40, §D = 1.44) referred to differences significantly more
than did younger children (M = 1.45, SD = 1.58), F(1, 112) = 13.62, p <.001, np2 =.11.

The effect of condition was significant, F(2, 112) = 5.00, p < .01, npz = .08. Post hoc
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analyses (LSD, p < .05) indicated that children in the specific condition (M = 2.50, SD =
1.70) provided more difference references than did children in the control condition (M =
1.66, SD = 1.32), and general condition (M = 1.63, S§D = 1.56), the latter two conditions
not differing from each other. The main effects were subsumed by a significant
interaction, F(2, 112) =4.31, p < .05, np2 =.07. Specifically, the effect of condition was
significant only for the younger children, (2, 55) =9.75, p <.001, np2 =.26. Post hoc
analysis (LSD, p < .05) again revealed that younger children in the specific condition (M
=2.55, SD = 1.80) provided significantly more difference references than younger
children in both the control (M = .94, §D = 1.10) and general conditions (M = .80, SD =
1.15). The effect of condition was not significant for the older children, F(2, 57)<1,p =
ns, m,° <.01.

For accurate difference references to variable instantiations, effects of age and
condition were found, Fs > 4.90, ps <.01, ”pz s > .08. Although the interaction component
was not significant, F(2, 112) = 1.67, p =ns, npz = .03, the younger children in the
specific condition had higher accuracy scores than did the younger children in the other
conditions. For accurate difference references to Hi/Lo instantiations, the effect of age
and the interaction were significant, Fs > 6.26, ps < .05, np2s > .05. The interaction
component was explored in separate ANOV As for each age group. Condition differences
were significant for younger children, F(2, 55) = 6.01, p <.001, but not for older
children, F(2, 57) = 1.81, p = ns. Post hoc analysis (LSD, p < .05) on the younger
children’s data revealed that 5- to 6-year olds in the specific condition provided more
accurate difference references for Hi/Lo instantiations than children in the other two

groups (see Table 4 for means). Reported scores are raw numbers, as inaccurate
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references to variable and Hi/Lo instantiations being different across occurrences were
extremely rare.

Labels. In order for the child and the interviewer to discuss the same occurrence
of the Laurier Activities, a label for the occurrence was generated. For simplicity and
succinctness, all following analyses in this paper will deal with the label generated for
Narrative One only. Only eight children provided narratives for which labels were not
generated, either due to early termination or saying that the Laurier Activities happened
only once, or because the child only provided items and not instantiations. Seven of these
children were 5- to 6-year olds (control = 3, general = 2, specific = 2) and one child was a
7- to 8-year old in the general condition. Thus, 110 labels were created, 54 (49.10 %) of
which were variable (e.g., leaf badge), and 29 (26.40 %) of which were temporal (e.g.,
first time). Of the 54 variable labels, 17 were badges (31.48 %). Of the 29 temporal
labels, 24 (82.76 %) referred to the first or last occurrence. There were no age or
condition differences on the occurrence referred to by the labels, assessed by a series of
chi squares.

Labels were spontaneously generated by the child, or chosen by the interviewer as
needed. A series of chi squares was conducted to determine whether there were age or
condition differences in who provided the label. Hypothesis 8 predicted that older
children would be more likely to generate their own labels while younger children would
be more likely to have interviewer-provided labels. A 2(label provider) by 3(condition)
chi square, with file split by age, revealed no differences between observed and expected
values for younger children XZ (2, N=51)=3.70, p = ns. For older children, however,

those in the control condition required more interviewer-generated labels than expected,
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whereas those in the specific condition generated marginally more of their own labels
than would be expected, x* (2, N=59) = 5.54, p = .063. An alternate 2(label provider) by
2(age group), with file split by condition, revealed no differences between age groups in
general and specific conditions, v? < .51, ps = ns. Older children in the control
condition, however, required more interviewer-generated labels than would be expected,
whereas the younger children in that condition generated more of their own labels than
would be expected, x> (1, N=35)=8.44, p < .01.

Not all labels were unique, because interviewers were blind as to which
instantiations were present in each counterbalanced group, and thus did not know which
instantiations were unique for each group, and because children themselves did not
always choose unique labels. An independent samples #-test revealed that children with
non-unique labels (n = 21) provided significantly fewer variable instantiations (M = 3.90,
SD = 3.43) in their narratives than did children with unique labels (M = 7.83, SD = 4.34),
#(108) =-3.87, p <.001.

Of the 110 labels, 89 (81 %) were unique. A 2(age group) by 2(unique, not
unique) chi square revealed that younger children had more non-unique labels, and older
children had more unique labels, % (1, N=110) = 6.56, p = .01. Splitting the file by age
and running a 3(condition) by 2(unique, not unique) chi square revealed a marginally
significant effect for the younger children, v* (2, N=51)=5.72, p =057, but not older
children x* (2, N =59) = 1.01, p = ns. Specifically, younger children in the general
condition had more non-unique labels, and younger children in the specific condition had

more unique labels, than would be expected. Partial support was found for hypothesis 9
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as the prediction was that all children in the specific condition would have more unique
labels than expected.

Source Accuracy. In order to determine whether children were accurate with
respect to the instantiations they reported in their narrative, they had to provide a label (
= 110), and it had to be unique (i.e., refer to one occurrence only: a temporal label, a
variable label, or a Lo instantiation of a Hi/Lo detail). In preliminary analysis of accuracy
data, it was noted that some cells had low ns. A dummy variable was created to represent
interviews in which a label was successfully generated and could be used to determine
accuracy. A 2(successful, unsuccessful) by 2(age group) chi square, with file split by
condition, was conducted. Age differences were non-significant in the control and
specific conditions, s < 1.76, p = ns. In the general condition, however, younger
children were much less successful, and older children more successful, than would be
expected in achieving a label that could be used to score accuracy, x* (1, N =40)=9.23,
p <.01. Less than half (n = 9) of the 5- to 6-year old children in the general condition met
the criterion of providing a label, and having it be unique.

Children who did provide unique labels could be assessed for their source-
accuracy (i.e., whether they retrieved details from the occurrence referred to in the label).
Predictions were not made with respect to accuracy, although it was suggested from the
theoretical frameworks reviewed that older children would be slightly more accurate than
younger children. The children’s integrity score for narrative one served as the dependent
variable, in a 3(practice condition) by 2(age) ANOVA. Integrity scores were created by
averaging children’s proportion accurate scores for Hi/Lo and variable instantiations

only, as source accuracy for fixed instantiations is 100%.
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For narrative 1 integrity score, only a marginal main effect of age emerged F{(1,
74) = 3.50, p = .065, npz =.05. Older children were slightly more accurate (M = .61, SD
=27) than were younger children (M = .51, SD = .30). Although no main effect of
condition emerged; the control (M = .59, SD = .29) and specific (M = .59, SD = .29) had
higher integrity scores than did the general condition (M = .53, SD =.27), F(2, 74) =
1.11, p = ns, np2 =.03. The interaction was also non-significant, F(2, 74) < 1.00, p = ns,
n,> = .01,

Hypothesis 10 predicted that all children would report Hi/Lo details with more
accuracy than variable details (i.e., attributing them to the correct occurrence). A 2(age
group) by 3(condition) by 2(proportion accuracy: variable instantiations, Hi/Lo
instantiations) mixed ANOVA was conducted. A main effect of proportion accuracy
emerged, F(1, 57) =22.03, p <.001, np2 =.28. Children more accurately attributed Hi/Lo
instantiations (M = .74, SD = .31) to occurrences than they did variable instantiations (M
=46, §D = .40). No other effects were observed, Fs <2.56, ps = ns, npzs <.04,

When considering the “extra” instantiations provided by the children, there were
not enough children in each condition who provided both unique labels, and extra Hi/Lo
or variable instantiations from either narrative, to make analyses worthwhile. In addition,
predictions were not made with respect to these variables.

Hypothesis 11 suggested that the younger ghildren’s narratives would contain
more external intrusions than would those of the older children, regardless of condition.
A 2(age group) by 3(condition) ANOVA was run on the number of external intrusions.

No significant effects emerged, all Fs < 1.84, ps = ns, npzs <.03. The number of external

intrusions provided by younger children (M = .69, SD = 1.17), however, was higher than
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that of older children (M = .45, SD = .81). Overall, external intrusions were very low. The

grand mean of external intrusions was .57 (SD = 1.01, range: 0 — 5). Twenty-three

children provided one external intrusion and 79 of the children did not provide any.
Discussion

The goal of the current study was to determine whether a simple change to
procedures already used by investigators in the field might be useful in eliciting more
precise narratives of repeated events from children. Specifically, we were interested in
determining whether practice in describing specific instances of a repeated event would
benefit children’s overall narratives.

If practice in describing specific instances of a repeated event from a child’s daily
life improves the quality and precision of that child’s narrative for a target repeated event,
such a technique could be easily employed by investigators in the field. It does not
require that investigators have knowledge of the target event, and rather than being an
additional procedure to what an investigator might already do, it simply provides a
complement to an interview practice already in place.

Discussion of Overall Results

Across analyses, it was apparent that incident-specific practice had a greater effect
on the reports of younger children than older children. The findings will be discussed first
in terms of differentiating the behaviours of the incident-specific condition from the other
two conditions. Secondly, findings related to each hypothesis will be reviewed.

Incident-Specific Practice. Most of the language used by the children in the
incident-specific practice condition, both in the Practice and Substantive Phases can be

characterized as episodic. Additionally, younger children in this condition disclosed
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multiple incidents earlier, reported more items and instantiations (i.e., more forensically
relevant details), mentioned more differences across occurrences, and more often
provided narratives that led to the generation of unique labels, than their same-aged peers
in the other conditions.

General Practice and Control. The main difference between these conditions is
the type of language used both in the Practice and Substantive Phases. While children in
the control condition both practiced describing an episodic event, and used episodic
language to describe the Laurier Activities, children in the general condition practiced
using scripts, and this type of language was more apparent in their descriptions of the
Laurier Activities than for the other conditions. Additionally, while the children in the
control condition required marginally more prompts to elicit a disclosure than incident-
specific children, the general condition children did not differ from either group. On the
other hand, younger children in the general condition provided narratives that were less
successful in leading to the generation of a unique label, in contrast to their same-aged
peers in the incident-specific condition. The two conditions were similar, however, in that
younger children in these conditions were characterized by lower levels of recall and a
lower frequency of references to differences across sessions.

Summary of Findings

Practice Phase. Children in all practice phases responded to the interviewer’s
language as was predicted by hypothesis 1; this finding is consistent with script-theory
literature (e.g., Fivush et al., 1984), and thus it can be inferred that there were qualitative

differences in the type of practice children received.
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Although time limits and guidelines were in place to attempt to equalize the
amount of practice children received across conditions, interviewers did use more
prompts when talking to children in the specific condition. When analyses controlled for
discussion of only one event, however, condition differences disappeared. Thus it was the
discussion of a second instance of a repeated event that resulted in more prompts for the
specific condition. The total number of prompts in practice was tested as a covariate in all
main analyses and affected the results of only one analysis, suggesting that observed
effects can likely be attributed to quality, and not amount, of practice. Additionally,
number of child words and details did not differ between specific and control conditions,
yet some analyses revealed differences between these conditions.

Substantive Phase: Preliminary Findings. In the substantive phases of their
interviews, older children spoke more than did younger children, though no condition
differences were observed. While it was expected that children in the specific condition
might be encouraged to provide more information relative to other conditions, it was also
possible that the specific condition might experience the greatest fatigue effects, thereby
actually having shorter substantive narratives. The finding that none of the conditions
differed, even though children in the specific and control conditions spoke more in
practice, is an important one for investigators because it suggests that incident-specific
practice is not too long or cognitively demanding that it shortens the rest of the interview.

Substantive Phase: Disclosure of Multiple Instances. Another finding of great
practical importance to professionals who regularly interview children who have repeated
experiences of abuse is that younger children in the incident-specific practice condition

mentioned multiple incidents earlier in the interview than younger children in other
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conditions, and children of both ages in the specific condition required marginally fewer
prompts to disclose, according to the predictions of hypothesis 2. The results also showed
that roughly two-thirds of the older children in all conditions disclosed immediately. It is
the younger age group, however, whose testimonies of abuse are the most fragile, and
who need more strategies to improve their narratives. These findings are consistent with
the assumptions held by researchers who attempt to transfer source-monitoring skills
acquired in training to reports of a target event (Poole & Lindsay, 2001; Thierry &
Spence, 2002). Children in the incident-specific practice condition were likely able to
recognize the commonalities between their autobiographical repeated event and the
Laurier Activities, thus realizing that they should talk about both events in the same way.
The NICHD protocol suggests not asking children about multiple incidents until
after the first narrative is completed (Orbach et al., 2000, p. 739). If a child is not asked
about multiple incidents, however, and begins the narrative with a script-like description
of the abuse, the child is rehearsing the script, or strengthening the gist trace (Brainerd &
Reyna, 2004). This process facilitates the integration of script-consistent details into one
single script, and speeds up the decay of verbatim information. Younger children in the
general condition disclosed later in the interview than would be expected, and more
younger children than expected in the control condition had to be asked about multiple
incidents. These findings suggest that practice in using scripts to describe repeated events
encourages continued use of scripts in the substantive phase, and that describing a single-
experience event lowers awareness that the interviewer needs to know that the

substantive event was a repeated one.
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Substantive Phase: Language Use. Children in the specific and control practice
conditions continued to use a greater ratio of episodic to scripted language in their
substantive narratives than did children in the general condition, as predicted in
hypothesis 3. These findings suggest that there are benefits to a subtle manipulation in
which children simply practice the desired task, as in source-monitoring training studies
(Poole & Lindsay, 2001; Roberts & Cameron, 2006; Thierry & Spence, 2002), rather
than being explicitly told what to do. In a field investigation, interviewers sensitive to
language would likely notice the script-like dialogue of children in the general practice
condition, thereby sensing earlier that the child might be describing a repeated event.
Because there were no differences in the language used by children in the specific and
control condition, however, the previously reported finding is especially concerning;
children in the control condition used as much episodic language as children in the
specific condition, which might lead an interviewer to think that they are talking about
one time, and many of the control children had to be asked if the Laurier Activities
happened more than once. While it is possible that children in the control condition were
only describing one occurrence, their source-accuracy score was not higher than other
conditions. The alternate explanation is that the children provided a specific, but
amalgamated account of the Laurier Activities, which would strengthen the memory trace
for that account, and details provided in that account could be used in later interviews
with the child.

As predicted by hypothesis 4, age differences were found in the number of
temporal, generic and discriminatory references children provided in the substantive

portion of the interview, which is consistent with Bauer’s (2006) review of
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developmental changes in children’s event memory. Older children in the current study
(7- to 8-years old) are beginning to learn story form, and what elements are important to
delivering a relevant narrative. Contrary to expectation, no condition differences or
interactions were observed. As can be seen from the means in Table 3, however, the 5- to
6-year olds in the specific condition provided more of all of these references than did the
5- to 6-year olds in the other two conditions. The overall amount of these references was
quite low across all children.

Substantive Phase: Recall. Consistent with hypothesis 5, that older children
would report overall more information than younger children, the 7- to 8-year olds
reported more items and more instantiations than did the 5- to 6-year olds. Similar
findings have been observed both in field and analogue studies (e.g., Farrar & Goodman,
1992; Lamb et al., 2003). Younger children in the specific condition, however, reported
both more items and more instantiations than younger children in the other conditions,
even though the total number of words in their narratives did not differ by condition.
Thus, incident-specific practice did in fact encourage the younger children in our sample
to report more “forensically relevant” information. Investigators require techniques that
are easy to use, and non-suggestive, that enhance the amount of information that young
children report. Children’s responses to open-ended questions tend to be quite accurate
but investigators have the perception that these questions do not encourage enough
forensically relevant details in comparison to specific questions (Guadagno, Powell &
Wright, 20006), leading them to use more suggestive methods which can be damaging to

children’s reports (Sternberg et al., 2001).
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Contrary to hypothesis 6, that children would report more fixed than variable
details (both items and instantiations), children in the current study recalled significantly
more variable items and instantiations. Several possibilities for explaining this finding
exist. Of the 17 items in the Laurier Activities, five were fixed and seven were variable.
Therefore, there is a greater chance of reporting a variable item. The seven variable items
naturally had four different instantiations, thereby creating 28 possible instantiations to
report that could be classified as variable. The hypothesis that children would provide
more fixed than variable details was based upon the assumption that children would only
report one instantiation of a variable detail per narrative (e.g., saying that there was a leaf
badge). Children often reported additional instantiations of the same item, however (e.g.,
saying, in list-like fashion, that there were leaf badges, jellybean badges, and feather
badges). Only when children very clearly attributed extra instantiations to occurrences
other than the one being described, were the instantiations not counted as part of their
narrative.

Substantive Phase: Difference References. It was expected that practice in
describing specific instances of repeated events would encourage children to consider
‘what is different’ across instances of repeated events, and that this skill would carry over
to their substantive narratives. Consistent with hypothesis 7, older children, and children
in the specific condition made more references to differences across sessions of the
Laurier Activities. More specifically, however, it was once again the younger children in
the specific condition that were outperforming the rest of the 5- to 6-year olds. Similar
results were found for children’s accuracy regarding these difference references. This

finding is important in light of Roberts and Powell’s work (2003) in which 5- to 6- and 7-
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to 8-year olds took part in a very similar repeated event as the one used in the current
study (“Deakin Activities”), although without the manipulation of practice phase. Close
to one-third (27%) of 5- to 6-year olds were unable to say what was different about the
‘target event’ to any of the other times.

Substantive Phase: Labels. Moving more specifically now to children’s reporting
of one instance of the Laurier Activities, hypothesis 8 predicted that older children would
provide more of their own labels spontaneously, while younger children would require
more interviewer-generated labels. Age differences were not found when the sample was
collapsed across condition. When examining the conditions separately, however, it was
observed that older children in the control condition required more interviewer labels
than would be expected, whereas the younger children in that condition generated more
of their own labels than would be expected. Although this result is somewhat unusual for
the younger children, it should be noted that child-provided labels were equivalent across
control and general conditions (» = 8), and slightly higher for the specific condition (n =
14). Overall, 73% of all labels were generated by the interviewer.

Older children did have more unique labels, and younger children more non-
unique labels than would be expected. Hypothesis 9 predicted that children in the
incident-specific condition would have more unique labels than other groups, because
they were expected to recall more differences across occurrences, which they did. Only
the 5- to 6-year old children in the specific condition had slightly more unique labels than
other 5- to 6-year olds, but no condition differences were found for the older children.
Once again, a small benefit of incident-specific practice for younger children was

observed.
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Overall success in both generating a label, and having that label be unique, was
not among the a priori hypotheses of the current study. When assessing source accuracy,
however, it was noted that there were fewer 5- to 6-year olds in the general condition
with source scores than children in other conditions. Analyses demonstrated that less than
half of the younger children in the general condition were successful at achieving a label
for their narrative that could be used to determine accuracy. This finding suggests that
general practice, which does appear to encourage a focus on similarities, could be
detrimental to young children in forensic interviews who are required to uniquely identify
one instance of a repeated event.

Substantive Phase: Source Accuracy. It was expected that older children would be
only slightly more accurate than younger children in attributing variable and Hi/Lo
details to the correct occurrence, because while younger children should have more
difficulty making source-monitoring decisions (Johnson et al., 1993), older children
should have stronger gist traces, and a larger pool of gist-consistent instantiations from
which to choose the correct one (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004). Analyses demonstrated that
older children were in fact only marginally more accurate than were younger children. No
effect of condition or interaction was observed. Thus, even though younger children in
the specific condition provided more items and more instantiations than did other
younger children, their accuracy scores did not differ. Other researchers who study
techniques to enhance the amount of information that young children can provide have
expressed the concern that acceptable levels of accuracy must be maintained in balance

with increased amounts of information (e.g., Elischberger & Roebers, 2001).
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Consistent with hypothesis 10, all children more accurately attributed the source
of Hi/Lo instantiations in comparison to variable instantiations. Variable instantiations
change at each session of the Laurier Activities and thus are very difficult to attribute to
the correct session. Hi/Lo instantiations remain the same for three occurrences, and are
different on one occurrence, making both instantiations very memorable.

Contrary to hypothesis 11, younger children did not make more external
intrusions. Overall, the rate of external intrusions was very low, demonstrating that even
the young children had likely built up a script of the Laurier Activities, and solidifying
the finding that children with repeated experiences, although they can be confused about
what happened on which occasion, rarely report things that never happened when
questioned non-suggestively (Roberts & Powell, 2001).

Although differences among the practice conditions, and between the age groups
were modest in the current study, taken together they point to the benefits of incident-
specific practice after a delay, especially for the young children. The finding that a
technique enhances recall and overall performance for younger, but not older, children is
a common theme in developmental literature when older children have already acquired,
and are able to use, the strategy or skill being trained (Bjorklund, Miller, Coyle, &
Slawinski, 1997). Research on the NICHD protocol interview itself, on which the current
study’s interviewing was modelled, has shown greater benefits of the technique for
younger children (4- to 8-year olds) than for older children (9- to 12-year olds) (Sternberg
et al., 2001).

One reason that large differences between the two practice conditions may not be

statistically significant is that verbatim traces may have decayed to the point where they
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cannot be accessed at the time of the interview. Fuzzy trace theory suggests that verbatim
traces can decay quite quickly, even over a matter of a few days, and that they decay
faster in younger children (Brainerd & Reyna, 2004), which suggests that the benefits
observed for the 5- to 6-year olds in the incident-specific condition may be more
substantial than can be determined statistically. It is also possible, according to the
schema-confirmation-deployment model (Farrar & Goodman, 1992) that the younger
children took longer to build up their script of the Laurier Activities, such that they
required all four sessions to simply confirm their script, thus assimilating many
deviations, and may not have fully reached the deployment stage at the time of the
interview. Finally, it is also possible that children of both ages had intact verbatim traces,
and they had developed functioning scripts, but that their source-monitoring skills were
poor and therefore could not decide which detail occurred during which session, as would
be suggested by the source-monitoring framework (Johnson et al., 1993). Research has
shown that children and adults have difficulty with source-monitoring when events are
highly similar (e.g., Lindsay et al., 1991), such as with instances of repeated events.

All findings taken together, benefits were observed for children in the incident-
specific practice condition. Additionally, even though their narratives were neither more
nor less accurate, they disclosed multiple incidents earlier, used more specific language,
and recalled more differences across sessions, making their narratives appear more
concise and confident. It is likely that these narratives would appear more credible to
blind observers than the narratives of children in the other conditions, because research
has shown that children who testify in a conﬁdent manner receive higher credibility

judgments from mock jurors (Schmidt & Brigham, 1996). Future research is planned to
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examine whether undergraduate students will rate the narratives of children in the
incident-specific practice condition as being more credible.
Limitations

Several limitations of the current study should be addressed. Although there did
not appear to be effects of gender or number of interviewer prompts in practice on any of
the main analyses, there were differences among conditions on these variables. Although
practice in describing two instances of a repeated event was integral to the incident-
specific practice condition, the number of prompts would have been equal across
conditions without the second-incident practice. Future research is needed to further
clarify our suggestion that since covarying the number of prompts in practice did not
change major findings, it is likely to be the type, and not the amount, of practice that had
effects.

The problems with unequal variances observed in many of the analyses reported
here is likely to be a common, although often unreported, problem in studies that examine
developmental differences among children. Younger children typically evidence greater
variability than do older children in cognitive and linguistic tasks (e.g., Kopp, 1978), and
this problem is unlikely to be solved by increasing sample size. The number of older
children would have to increase by the same amount, and thus the variability of both
groups would decrease, but not become more homogenous. As with all statistical
analyses in which there are problems with the data, results should be interpreted with
caution.

Finally, in an ideal world, unique labels would have been generated for all

children in the current study, making sample sizes equal across conditions and ages for
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analyses of accuracy. Doing so, however, would have introduced a level of artificiality
into the interview process, because labels would be created by the interviewer based on
information that had not been provided by the child. Differences between ages and
among conditions would be less informative, because the children who would have been
the least successful at achieving a unique label on their own, would essentially be
engaging in cued recall for the session probed by the label. As discussed by Roberts and
Powell (2003a), much more research is needed concerning how to help children generate
unique labels, such that investigators can feel confident that both they and the child are
discussing the same occurrence of a repeated event.

Implications and Future Directions

Certainly more research on types of practice would be necessary before
implementation of the technique. Firstly, since interviewers do not always know at the
outset of an investigation whether a child has been abused on multiple occasions, it
would be important to determine how practice in describing an autobiographical repeated
event might affect the narratives of children who have experienced only a single instance
of abuse.

Additionally, because benefits of incident-specific practice were primarily
observed for the younger children in the sample, it would be highly relevant to test the
technique with preschool aged children whose scripts would be more “skeletal” (Hudson
et al., 1992), less likely to be fully confirmed (Farrar & Goodman, 1992), and who would
have weaker verbatim traces (Brainerd & Reyna, 1998), and less ability to make source-
decisions (Drummey & Newcombe, 2002) than even the 5- to 6-year olds in the current

study.
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A careful comparison of children’s descriptions of different types of repeated
events would also be relevant. Perhaps practicing discussing events such as holidays,
which occur with regular frequency but are spaced relatively far in time, and have a very
strong collective knowledge base (e.g., most people could describe “Christmas™ even if
they do not celebrate it), is practically different from describing a more personal, more
frequently occurring event (e.g., swimming lessons).

Another issue relevant to future research is to attempt to systematically test the
theories and frameworks reviewed. The current study was not designed to determine
whether any one theory was more adequate than another in understanding how incident-
specific practice might affect the behaviour of children with repeated-event experience.
Rather, the current research was born from a desire to study an under-examined area of
the NICHD interview protocol, and hypotheses were informed by script theories, fuzzy-
trace theory and the source-monitoring framework. It was earlier mentioned that results
showing only increases in episodic language use but not accuracy, as in the current study,
would lend more support to script theories, while increases in episodic language use and
subsequent increases in accuracy would likely be predicted by fuzzy-trace theory and the
source-monitoring framework. Because the study was not designed to explicitly test
these theories against each other, however, it cannot be known for example, whether
intact verbatim traces persisted at the time of test, or whether children were able to make
effective source-decisions. Future research could attempt to 1) ensure that all children
have fully encoded each event (maximizing the likelihood that all children could
potentially recall an intact verbatim trace) and 2) use source-monitoring training

techniques, to enhance the probability that all children can make source-decisions, to
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some degree. If the effects of encoding, and decisions made at retrieval, could be
equalized across all children, it could be determined whether incident-specific practice
alone has any further benefits. In addition, more confident conclusions could be made as
to the utility of the theories reviewed in this research.

One interesting methodological implication arose in the current study. Due to
issues with availability, six interviewers were required on the research team to interview
all children within the required delay. All interviewers did run children in all practice
conditions, and children in each age group were balanced across interviewers as much as
it was possible. All interviewers received the same type of training, and all were given as
much training as was needed until the author was satisfied with performance. All
interviewers received additional re-training throughout the course of the study, both
orally, and with written assessments of their transcribed interviews. Yet, subtle
interviewer differences in style were apparent. While these differences could be
considered a limitation of the current study, they also enhance the generalizability of the
findings. New research in the field of child interviewing has been focused on the bi-
directional influences of the child-interviewer interaction (e.g., Gilstrap & Papierno,
2004). Every child-interviewer dyad can have a unique social dynamic. For example,
Gilstrap and Papiemo (2004) found that the relationships observed between children’s
social competence and their levels of verbosity, cooperation and acquiescence were
mediated by interviewer behaviour (most specifically, use of leading questions). What is
especially interesting is that these effects were observed in a sample of 38 children,
interviewed by 38 trained police investigators.

Conclusion
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In conclusion, incident-specific practice appears to benefit younger children more
so than older children, although both age groups experienced some benefits over other
conditions. This type of practice encourages behaviours and recall that would be very
relevant to field investigators working with young children who have multiple event
experiences, such as earlier disclosure of multiple incidents, greater recall and more
episodic narratives that are not less accurate, and greater recognition of differences across
highly similar repeated events. Future studies should examine the effects of incident-
specific practice for children with single experiences, as well as for children with
repeated experiences over longer delays (between incidents, and between the final
incident and the interview). Implementation of this procedure (versus standard practice
currently in use) could be used in the field and comparisons could be made on most
variables (except accuracy) between actual forensic interviews and this analogue study.
Additionally, future research should examine whether children in the incident-specific
condition provided narratives that appear more credible to participants than children in

the other conditions.
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Table 1

Observed and Expected Results for Location of Disclosure, by Age and Condition

Location of Multiple Incidents Disclosure

Labelling Immediate Breadth/ Other Total

Depth
Age 5-6
Condition Control Observed 7 2 9 0 18
Expected 3.1 3.1 10.6 1.2 18
General Observed 3 3 11 3 20
Expected 34 3.4 11.7 14 20
Specific Observed 0 5 14 1 20
Expected 34 34 11.7 1.4 20
Total 10 10 34 4 58
Age 7-8
Condition Control Observed 2 15 3 0 20
Expected 1.7 14 4.3 0 20
General Observed 2 11 7 0 20
Expected 1.7 14 4.3 0 20
Specific Observed 1 16 3 0 20
Expected 1.7 14 4.3 0 20

Total 5 42 13 0 60




Table 2

Ratio of Episodic to Scripted language in Substantive Phase

Condition
Specific General Control
Age
5-6 .83 (.17) .59 (.30) 90 (.13)
7-8 .92 (.08) .74 (.26) .86 (.18)

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.

72



73

Table 3
Mean raw totals and standard deviations by Age and Condition for number of Temporal,

Generic, and Discriminatory references provided in Substantive Phase

Condition
Specific General Control

Age
Temporal 5-6 1.80 (2.46) .70 (1.17) 1.06 (1.39)
References 7-8 3.90 (3.08) 2.40 (2.78) 3.10 (4.84)
Generic References 5-6 3.30 (3.08) 2.85(3.47) 1.28 (1.87)
7-8 4.25 (4.18) 4.25 (3.23) 4.70 (4.70)
Discriminatory 5-6 3.20 (2.95) 1.90 (2.40) 1.28 (1.87)
References 7-8 3.55(2.78) 3.95 (3.25) 3.10 (2.73)

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.



Table 4
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Mean raw totals and standard deviations by Age and Condition for Accurate Difference

References to Variable and Hi/Lo instantiations

Condition
Specific General Control
Age
Variable 5-6 1.80 (1.36) .65 (1.04) 67 (77)
7-8 1.90 (1.29) 1.60 (1.43) 1.60 (1.05)
Hi/Lo 5-6 75 (.79) 15 (37) 22 (.55)
7-8 A5 (.85) .85 (.67) .70 ((73)

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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Appendix A

Interview Opening:

“It’s my job to talk to children to see what they remember about things. I heard that
someone visited your class and did the Laurier Activities with you, so I’ll be asking you
some questions about that. I usually write things down to help me remember what I need
to ask you about.”

“But before we talk about the Laurier Activities, I want to get to know you a little better.

Your (parent/guardian) was telling me that you (parent-provided event).”

Incident-specific practice

“Some things we do when we are always the same, and some

things are different. I’d like you to tell me about the time you remember best when you

. Tell me everything you can remember about the time you remember best

when you from the very beginning to the very end. I don’t want you to
leave anything out. And remember I only want you to tell me about the time you
remember best when you ?

Prompt for a second occurrence:

“Now I would like you to tell me all about another time when you
every little detail from the very beginning to the very end.”

General practice

“I’d like you to tell me all about when you . Tell me everything

you can remember from the very beginning to the very end. I don’t want

you to leave anything out. And remember I want you to tell me all about when you

I
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Prompt for more information

“Tell me more about what happens when you J

Control practice
“But before we talk about the Laurier Activities, I want to get to know you a little

better. Your (parent/guardian) was telling me that you (parent-provided

event) for the first time.

I’d like you to tell me about when you for the first time. Tell me

everything you can remember from the very beginning to the very end. I

don’t want you to leave anything out. And remember I want you to tell me everything
that happened when you ”

Prompt for more information

“Tell me more about what happened when you ?

All children get at least one “What else can you tell me about ” prompt, and
an unlimited array of non-verbal/minimal encouragers.

Tell me more about [something that child has mentioned].

Tell me everything about [something that child has mentioned].

OK. It sounds like you had a really great time
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Appendix B

The following sample protocol is not an exhaustive list of instructions and prompts for
interviewers, but is intended to give the reader a general sense of what types of questions
will be asked and how they were worded.

The interview is divided into 5 sections;

PT1: Practice (5-10 minutes approx) where the child recalls parent-provided event
(Appendix A)

PT2: Narrative about one of the occurrences (15 minutes maximum)

PT3: Narrative about the second occurrence (15 minutes maximum)

PT4: Difference questions (10 minutes approx)

PTS5: Closure.

These times are recommended only, except that the times for the narratives cannot exceed
the maximum time-frames.

PT 2 (1% narrative):

Note that narrative sections are unstandardized. They are to be non-leading and non-
suggestive. The interviewer is allowed to draw on the pool of techniques suggested by the
NICHD protocol (e.g., only asking for further information about things the child has
already mentioned).

“Now it’s time to talk about the Laurier Activities. Remember, I wasn’t there when you
did the Laurier Activities and it’s really important that I know what happened. I need to
know every little detail, so tell me everything you remember about the Laurier Activities

from the very beginning to the very end.”

Sample Probes:
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= Tell me more about (something mentioned by child)

What else can you tell me about ?

o Probing breadth

*  “What happened then”, “What else can you tell me about the Laurier Activities?”,
“What else can you tell me that happened when the lady did the Laurier Activities
with you?”

o Probing depth

= “Tell me more about the part when [something that child has
mentioned].”

»  “Tell me everything about the part when >

» “Tell me every detail about the part when from the very beginning to the
very end.”
= “What else can you tell me about ?”

Probing Multiple Events

If child makes clear by the use of language that there were multiple events (i.e., One day
we got X, one day we got Y) say “It sounds like you did the Laurier Activities more
than one time. Tell me about the time you remember best.”

If child suggests by the use of language that there were multiple events but that it is not
clear (i.e., the child talks in the present tense, or says sometimes get X, sometimes Y), say
“I’m a little confused. Did you do the Laurier Activities one time or more than one
time?”.

Providing Encouragement
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Note that this narrative section can be tiring for the child so give the child some
reinforcement for the process where needed: “You've told me a lot about the Laurier
Activities and I understand it much better now”, “You're being very helpful”, “I can see
that you 've been thinking hard”.

PT 3 (2™ narrative):

“Tell me about another time that you did the Laurier Activities.”

[If child provides minimal information, says “I don’t know”, or says it was “the same”,
ask “It’s really important that I know all about the times that you did the Laurier
Activities. Think carefully and tell me about another time that you did the Laurier
Activities. It’s really important that you tell me every single detail about another
time you did the Laurier Activities”.

PT 4 (difference questions)*:

This questioning is asked for all those children who have reported about two occurrences
of the event.

“So now you’ve told me about the  time and the ___time. I just need to look at my
notes to make sure that I haven’t forgotten to ask you any questions.”

“You mentioned there was a __ [general item, as non-suggestively as possible; try and
stick to child’s description] inthe  time as well asthe __ time. Was there anything
different about the  each time? Tell me what was different about the

?’(Interviewer tries to elicit which instantiation is associated with each label).

* Note: Analyses not included in current paper

PT 5 (closure):

“You’ve really told me an awful lot about what happened when you did the Laurier

Activities. Thank you for talking to me. You were very helpful.”
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Counterbalancing Procedure

Item Sets and Order of Administration:

In all Age x Practice conditions, half of the children are in Group 1 and the remainder
in Group 2

Group 1 children receive the Occurrences CDBA in that order. Group 2 children
receive the Occurrences ABDC in that order.

Status of Target Items:

There are 17 target items as shown above.

5 of these 17 are fixed across the occurrences.

7 of these 17 are variable across the occurrences.

5 of these 17 are Hi/Lo across the occurrences, meaning that for three of the
occurrences the item is fixed, and for one it varies. The occurrence which contains the
Lo frequency item is counterbalanced by rotating occurrences 1 through 4 for Group
1, and rotating occurrences 4 through 1 for Group 2.

The actual items that are assigned to fixed, variable, and Hi/Lo status differ for each
group and are shown below. The occurrence which constitutes the low frequency

instantiation for the Hi/Lo items is shown in parentheses:

Group 1 Group 2
Fixed 1,4,6,12,16 7,9,10,11, 14
Variable 2,5,7,9,14,15,17 3,4,6,8,13,16,17
Hi/Lo 3(1),8(2),10(3),11(4),13(1) 1(4),23),52),12(1),15(4)

Item 17 (badge) is counterbalanced for item sets and order of administration, but is
not counterbalanced for status of item. It is administered as a variable item for both
groups. This is because it is the only item that is available to the children throughout
the entire event and as such it should serve as a good tag for the events. We therefore

left it variable to see whether the children would use this tag.
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