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Introduction 

  

  In recent years, the status of children’s testimony has changed considerably (Bull, 2010; 
Henderson, 2012; Spencer, 2012). Even children under five (e.g.  Marchant, 2013; R v. Barker) are 

now interviewed by the Police (or other suitably qualified interviewers) to provide evidence that 

may be tested in court across countries that use Common Law (e.g. the United Kingdom, the 

United States, Australia and South Africa). In the United Kingdom, The Youth Justice and Criminal 

Evidence Act (1999), made provision for various ‘Special Measures’ for vulnerable victims and

Interviews, intermediaries and interventions: Mock Jurors’, police officers’ and 
barristers’ perceptions of a child witness interview 

 

Anne M. Ridley*, Vedrana van Rheede, and Rachel Wilcock 

 
London South Bank University  

 

Abstract 
This paper evaluated the effect of the presence or absence of a registered intermediary on 

perceptions of a transcript of a fictitious child witness interview. Intermediaries have been 

introduced in England and Wales to advise professionals involved in investigations on how to 

conduct interviews to enable child victims and witnesses give their best evidence. To date, no 

studies have explored the impact of intermediaries among key groups in the criminal justice 

system. Twenty each of mock jurors, police officers and barristers took part. Half the 

participants viewed a transcript with no intermediary present and half viewed a version adapted 

to include the presence of an intermediary who intervened five times. Participants completed 

questionnaires about the quality of the interview and the credibility of the child. The presence 

of an intermediary improved perceptions of the interview, with no effect on perceptions of the 

child. There were differences between participant groups and significant interactions on various 

measures. These findings have important implications for the intermediary scheme and justice 

for child victims. 
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witnesses, including the introduction of Registered Intermediaries across England and Wales in 

2007-2008 following successful pilots conducted between 2004 and 2006 (Plotnikoff and 

Woolfson, 2007). 

 

 “An intermediary may be able to help improve the quality of evidence of any vulnerable 
 adult or child witness…who is unable to detect and cope with misunderstanding, or to 
 clearly express their answers to questions, especially in the context of an interview or while 

 giving evidence in court” (Achieving Best Evidence in Criminal Proceedings: ABE, 2011, 

 p59). 

 

 Intermediaries achieve these aims in a number of ways. First, they assess the ability of 

vulnerable witnesses to communicate and understand questions put to them and make 

recommendations to the police and/or barristers and judges about the best way to question them. 

Second, the intermediary should be present with the witness during both police interviews and 

court appearances, (although in approximately a third of cases intermediaries are only brought in 

after the police interview: Cooper, 2014). Finally, when an intermediary feels a question is likely to 

confuse or be misunderstood by the witness they may interrupt the interview to request 

clarification.  

To evaluate children’s experience of the criminal justice process, Plotnikoff and Woolfson 
(2009) interviewed 182 child witnesses. Only one had received an assessment from a registered 

intermediary although the authors estimated that 74 of the children would have benefited from 

such an evaluation. In their follow-up report, Plotnikoff and Woolfson (2011) indicated that 

although take-up of the service had improved since 2009, the system is still under-used.  However, 

a number of the legal professionals they consulted described positive experiences when registered 

intermediaries were involved in their cases. For papers on intermediaries and vulnerable adult 

witnesses and suspects, and early identification of vulnerable witnesses, see O’Mahony (2010) and 
O’Mahony, Smith, and Milne (2011) respectively. To date, no empirical research has been 

conducted to establish how the presence of an intermediary in an interview is perceived, which is 

the aim of the present study. 

It is important to understand how professionals in the criminal justice system perceive 

both the quality of forensic interviews and the testimony of child witnesses. Recent research has 

been conducted in Australia evaluating police and legal professionals’ views on interviews with 
victims of child abuse.  Powell, Wright, and Hughes-Scoles (2010) asked prosecutors, testimony 

experts and police officers (who worked in a specialist child abuse unit) to analyse the quality of 

the police officers’ own interviews. The prosecutors and testimony experts felt the interviewers 

were using too many specific prompts while the Police officers were more focussed on obtaining 

sufficient information for prosecution and avoiding leading questions. A similar theme emerged in 

a study where police officers and legal professionals were asked about what constitutes good 

interview practice (Guadagno, Powell, & Wright, 2006). Krähenbühl (2011) explored the views of 

lawyers and intermediaries on the types of questions used in both a police interview and in a 

cross-examination.  Of particular relevance to this paper was the agreement between both groups 

that some questions were too complex (although they did not always agree on which questions 

these were) and the finding that lawyers and intermediaries differed on what constituted leading 

questions, with lawyers considering far fewer to be leading.  See Oxburgh and Grant (2010) for a 

review of discrepancies in question type definitions. 

Little research into the perceptions of police officers and barristers of child witnesses 

themselves has been conducted.  In a survey Nathanson and Platt (2005) found that US attorneys 
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considered children less likely to give accurate recall and more likely to be suggestible than adults. 

In contrast, there have been a number of studies that have considered mock jurors’ perceptions of 
child witnesses. Many of these have investigated the credibility of children of different ages or 

compared them with adults or children with intellectual disabilities. Studies have used a variety of 

different scenarios and/or manipulations and as a result findings have been variable (e.g. Henry, 

Ridley, Perry, & Crane, 2011; Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Myers, Redlich, Goodman, Prizmich, & 

Imwinkelried, 1999). A number of studies have found that using a video recording or CCTV to 

present children’s evidence results in less favourable perceptions of child witnesses than live 
testimony (e.g. Goodman et al., 1998, 2006; Landstrom, Granhag, & Hartwig, 2005, 2007, cf. 

Ellison & Munro, 2014 with adult rape victims). Thus such Special Measures may be good for the 

child’s wellbeing, but may not increase the plausibility of the child in the eyes of the jury.  
To date, no studies have established whether the presence of an intermediary might have 

a similar impact on how a child witness is perceived. We were interested in exploring this issue 

with mock jurors, police officers, and barristers by comparing perceptions of a police interview 

transcript. Two versions were created: one with an intermediary present and one without.  

Considering that an intermediary aims to facilitate communication, and the positive experiences 

expressed by legal professionals who have used intermediaries (Plotnikoff & Woolfson, 2011), it 

was hypothesised that intermediary presence would improve the perceived quality of the 

interview among police officers and barristers in particular.  However, as there is mixed evidence 

in the literature about juror perceptions of child witnesses and the impact of ‘live link’ in court, we 
hypothesise an effect of intermediary presence on perceptions of the child witness but cannot 

predict the direction with any certainty. Hypotheses regarding differences between the three 

participant groups are also exploratory. It is predicted the two professional groups will be more 

critical of the interview than mock jurors, particularly in the intermediary absent condition, and 

that police officers (because of their specialist knowledge about child victims) will be more 

sympathetic to the child than either other group irrespective of intermediary condition.   

 

Method 

 
Design 

 

The study was a 3 x 2 between subjects factorial design. The first factor was participant 

group: mock juror, police officer or barrister. The second factor was intermediary condition: 

intermediary present or intermediary absent.The dependent variables were the participants’ 
credibility ratings for items in the two questionnaires. 

  

Participants 

 

A total of 60 participants took part in the study; 20 mock jurors, 20 barristers and 20 police 

officers, ranging from 18 to 60 years old. There were 10 male and 10 female mock juror 

participants (mean age 26.30 years, SD = 5.32) . Mock jurors comprised an opportunity sample of 

adults (a mixture of students and non-students) eligible for jury service within the U.K. Barristers 

(6 male and 14 female; mean age 42.70 years, SD =8.38) were recruited through the Criminal Bar 

Association newsletter. Finally, 9 male and 11 female Police Officers who had specialist knowledge 

and/or first-hand experience of dealing with child witnesses (mean age 37.95 years, SD = 7.63) 

were recruited by word-of-mouth from a number of police forces in England. 
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Materials 

 

Fictitious interview transcript. Two versions of a fictitious interview transcript were used.  

These were based on a Police interview vignette used by Krähenbühl (2011), who pointed out the 

importance of using fictitious material due to ethical, moral and legal constraints.  Nevertheless, 

the transcript drew on the types of questions and responses from actual cases. 

The first version (Intermediary Absent) of the interview involved a six year old child who 

had supposedly been admitted to a hospital in a metropolitan area in England. The interviewing 

police officer was investigating the cause of burns on the child. The child was interviewed by a 

police officer in the presence of a social worker and registered nurse.  No intermediary was 

present in this version. The authors consulted a Registered Intermediary (a qualified speech and 

language therapist who is a specialist in child language development and communication), prior to 

amending the transcript themselves in order to create a second version in which an intermediary 

was supposedly present (Intermediary Present). The resulting amendments included a brief 

explanation of the role of an intermediary for participants; reducing the questions in the pre-

substantive part of the interview (as our adviser expressed a concern that a complex rapport 

building introduction can exhaust the child before the start) and five interjections by the 

intermediary.  These interjections (presented below) comprised requests that the police officer 

should simplify or break down questions that were complex and a new simplified question. In the 

unaltered version anything in italics was not included.   

 

Interjection 1. 

Interviewer: And if I get anything wrong you just say so, say “That’s not what I meant” or 
 something like that. Will you do that? 

Intermediary: Could you say that in a simpler way? 

Interviewer: If I get anything wrong, you can let me know Julie. OK? 

Child: [ No response ] 

 

Interjection 2. 

Interviewer: So if I said to you that Sheila was holding a balloon right now what would that 

 be?  

 Intermediary: The question is too difficult. 

Interviewer: If I said to you that Sheila was holding a balloon right now, would that be a lie 

 or the truth? 

Child: That would be naughty coz she hasn’t and my Mummy says I’m naughty coz of the 
 fire. 

 

Interjection 3. 

Interviewer: Some Calpol to try and make it better, I see. So you know when you were 

 standing there, did, did you, did you say anything about it hurting, did you say anything to 

 Mummy or to Charlie? Was Gary there then? 

Intermediary: Could you ask one question at a time please? 

Interviewer: Did you say anything to Mummy? 

Child:  No. 

Interjection 4. 

Interviewer: Yes, you have! Julie, you know when you were standing by the fire and you 

 said it was sore, yeah. Why did you not move away from the fire? 
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Intermediary: Could you say that in a simpler way please? 

Interviewer: Did you move away from the fire? 

Child: No. 

 

Interjection 5. 

Interviewer: Can you remember, did Mummy pull your, or ask you to pull your shorts down 

 or did you do it? 

Intermediary: Could you break the question up into more than one question? 

Interviewer: Did Mummy pull your shorts down? Did you pull your shorts down Julie? 

Child: Forgot. 

 

In total there were some 50 utterances by the police officer in the substantive phase of the 

interview (thus intermediary interventions consituted approximately 10% of the substantive part 

of the interview). None of the responses by the witness were altered except that one response of 

‘no’ was deleted to make sense of an intermediary intervention. Any differences in perceptions of 
the child should therefore be due entirely to the presence (or absence) of the intermediary 

combined with easier understanding of the questions the child was being asked.  

 

Interview quality questionnaire. This brief questionnaire was based on the recommendations 

of the Achieving Best Evidence (ABE, 2011) about the importance of explaining the purpose of the 

interview, communicating empathy and avoiding both complex language and the use of leading 

questions. It comprised the following four questions with a likert scale measured from one to 

seven (1 = ‘not at all’ and 7 = ‘extremely’.)  
1. How clear did you feel the police officer was in their introduction? 

2. Were the questions simple to understand? 

3. How empathetic do you feel the police officer was towards the witness? 

4. Were any of the questions asked leading the witness to respond in a particular way? 

 

Witness credibility questionnaire. Eight measures were used to rate the credibility of the 

witness as used by Henry et al. (2011). The questionnaire consisted of the  following statements 

rated on a 7-point Likert Scale which measured responses from 1 = Not at all to 7 = Extremely.  

1. How believable do you think the witness was? 

2. How confident do you think the witness was in their response? 

3. Do you think the witness was honest? 

4. How convincing do you think the witness was in their statements? 

5. Would you say the witness was capable of testifying in court? 

6. How credible do you think the witness was? 

7. Do you think the accounts the witness gave were complete? 

8. Do you believe the witness was impaired in cognitive function? 

Procedure 

 

All police officers and barristers and the majority of the mock jurors conducted the study 

remotely using email for consent, briefing and provision of the transcript. They completed the 

questionnaires using Survey Monkey (an online survey tool). For the remaining mock jurors the 

researcher set up the computer and participants then completed the study in the same way as the 
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others. Participants were asked to spend 20 minutes reading the interview transcript and to allow 

10 minutes for answering the questions.  

 

Results 

 
Preliminary analyses 

 

In view of the apparent age differences between the participant groups, a one-way analysis 

of variance was conducted with participant group as the independent variable and age as the 

dependent variable. This was statistically significant F(2, 57) = 27.27, p < .001. Post-hoc Bonferroni 

tests showed that the mock juror group was significantly younger than either other group (p<.001). 

Police officers and barristers did not differ significantly from each other (p = .103). In view of this 

difference, age was entered into exploratory multivariate analyses of covariance as a covariate. In 

the case of both perceptions of the interview and perceptions of the child witness, multivariate 

tests indicated that age did not significantly adjust the means F(4, 50) = 0.22, p > .05, partial ŋ2 
= .02 and F(4,50) = 1.15, p > .05 respectively, partial ŋ2 = .08). Age was therefore not included in 

the main analyses. 

 

Perceptions of the interview 

 

Four interview characteristics of clarity, simplicity, empathy, and the use of leading 

questions asked were analysed in a multivariate analysis of variance as a function of participant 

group and intermediary condition. There were significant multivariate effects of participant group 

F(8, 104) = 7.76, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .37; intermediary condition F(4, 51) = 6.15, p < .01, partial ŋ2 
= .33 and a significant interaction F(8, 104) = 7.21, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .36.   

Means and standard deviations for the individual characteristics were calculated and 

appear in Table 1.  As four univariate effects will now be reported and in view of the exploratory 

nature of many of the hypotheses, the alpha level for significance for all effects and comparisons 

has been adjusted to 0.0125 to minimise the possibility of type 1 errors.  
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Table 1. Table showing means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of interviewer characteristics in the 

Intermediary Present and Intermediary Absent conditions. 

 

 Participant Group 

Variable Mock Juror Barrister Police Officer 

Clarity of the interviewer during the 

introduction 

 

   

Intermediary Present 5.80 (1.48) 

 

3.80 (1.03) 5.00 (1.41) 

Intermediary Absent 5.50 (1.18) 

 

4.60 (1.27) 1.90 (1.29) 

Simplicity of questions 

 

   

Intermediary Present 3.60 (1.84) 

 

4.50 (1.78) 3.50 (1.65) 

Intermediary Absent 6.00 (.82) 

 

4.50 (1.35) 2.60 (1.35) 

Empathy of the interviewer 

 

   

Intermediary Present 

 

4.00 (1.56) 3.30 (1.06) 4.10 (1.45) 

Intermediary Absent 

 

5.80 (.20) 4.10 (.99) 3.60 (1.27) 

Presence of leading questions 

 

   

Intermediary Present 

 

2.50 (1.43) 2.60 (1.17) 1.70 (.68) 

Intermediary Absent 

 

2.00 (1.41) 2.20 (1.23)  5.80 (1.03) 

 

 Clarity of the interviewer during the introduction to the interview. Significant main 

effects were observed for both participant group F(2, 54) = 15.18, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .36 and 

intermediary condition F(1, 54) = 6.84, p = .012, partial ŋ2 = .11 as well as a significant interaction 

F(2, 54) = 12.27, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .31. Post hoc Bonferroni tests for participant group indicated 

that mock jurors (M = 5.65, SD = 1.3) felt clarity was significantly greater than both barristers (M = 

4.2, SD = 1.2; p < .01) and police officers (M = 3.45, SD = 2.06; p < .001). Barristers and police 

officers did not differ significantly from each other. Inspection of the means for intermediary 

condition showed that overall, ratings of clarity were higher in the intermediary present (M = 4.87, 

SD = 1.53) than intermediary absent condition (M = 4.0, SD = 1.97). However, post hoc analysis of 

the simple effects in the interaction (see Figure 1) showed that when comparing barristers, mock 

jurors and police officers in the intermediary present condition barristers rated the interviewer as 

less clear than mock jurors (p < . 01).  In contrast, in the intermediary absent condition, both 

barristers and mock jurors rated the interviewer as having greater clarity than did police officers (p 

< .001). When comparing intermediary absent and intermediary present conditions within each 

participant group only police officers’ ratings differed (p <.001). They rated clarity more highly in 
the intermediary present than intermediary absent condition. These findings partially support our 

hypothesis with perceptions of clarity overall being better in the intermediary present condition, 

and police officers strongly favouring the intermediary present condition (thus driving the effect). 

Counter to prediction, barristers did not favour the intermediary present condition.  
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Figure 1. Histogram showing the impact of participant group and intermediary condition on mean scores for clarity of 

the interviewer in their introduction. 

 

 Simplicity of questions. There was a significant main effect of participant group F(2, 54) = 

7.73, p <.01, partial ŋ2 = .22, but no main effect of intermediary condition F(1, 54) = 1.66, p > .05, 

partial ŋ2 = .03. There was, however, a significant interaction F(2, 54) = 6.42, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = 
.19.  Post hoc tests for the main effect of participant group showed that both mock jurors (M = 

4.8, SD = 1.85) and barristers (M = 4.5, SD = 1.54) rated the questions as simpler than police 

officers (M = 3.05, SD = 1.54; p < .01 and p < .05 respectively) while mock jurors and barristers did 

not differ significantly from each other. Pairwise comparisons for the simple effects in the 

interaction (see Figure 2) showed that within the intermediary absent condition, all participant 

groups differed significantly from each other (police officer/mock jurors p <.001; police officers/ 

barristers p < .01; mock jurors/barristers p < .05), with the police giving the lowest rating and 

mock jurors the highest. None of the simple comparisons between the three participant groups 

within the intermediary present condition were significant. Simple effects comparing intermediary 

present with intermediary absent within each participant group indicated that mock jurors felt 

that questions were simpler to understand when the intermediary was absent than when they 

were present (p < .001). There were no differences for police officers or barristers.   
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Figure 2. Histogram showing the impact of participant group and intermediary condition on mean scores for the 

simplicity of questions. 

 

To summarise, our main hypothesis was not supported for this variable as there was no 

effect of intermediary presence except that mock jurors found questions simpler to understand in 

the intermediary absent condition which runs counter to prediction. Overall, police officers 

perceived the questions as less simple than both other groups. This was more nuanced in the 

intermediary absent condition where police officers and barristers both rated the questions less 

simple to understand than mock jurors and the police also rated them less simple than did the 

barristers. These findings tend to support the hypothesis that legal professionals would differ from 

mock jurors.   

 

Empathy of the interviewer. The main effect of participant group was significant F(2, 54) = 

5.64, p <.01, partial ŋ2 = .17. Both the main effect of intermediary condition and the interaction 

just failed to reach significance with the corrected alpha level (Intermediary condition: F(1, 54) = 

4.85, p = .032, partial ŋ2 = .08; interaction: F(2, 54) = 4.39, p = .017, partial ŋ2 = .14). Post hoc tests 
on the main effect of participant group revealed that both police officers (M = 3.85, SD = 1.35) and 

barristers (M = 3.7, SD = 1.08) felt the interviewer showed less empathy than did mock jurors (M = 

4.9, SD = 1.55; p < .05 and p < .01 respectively). There was no difference between barristers and 

police officers. The hypotheses related to intermediary presence were not supported, but the 

hypothesis regarding the two professional groups having more negative perceptions of the 

interview than the mock jurors was supported.   

 

Presence of questions leading the witness to respond in a particular way. Significant main 

effects of participant group and intermediary condition and a significant interaction were 

observed F(2, 54) = 9.67, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .26; F(1, 54) = 12.09, p <.01, partial ŋ2 = .18, and F(2, 

54) = 24.46, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .48, respectively. Post hoc Bonferroni tests of the main effect of 

participant group indicated that police officers (M = 3.75, SD = 2.27) rated the presence of leading 

questions more highly than either other group (mock jurors M = 2.25, SD = 1.41; barristers M = 2.4, 

SD = 1.19; p < .01 in both cases), while there was no difference between mock jurors and 

barristers. Inspection of the means for the main effect of intermediary condition  showed that the 
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presence of leading questions was perceived as being less in the intermediary present (M = 2.27, 

SD = 1.09) compared to the intermediary absent condition (M = 3.33, SD = 1.23). Analysis of the 

simple effects in the interaction showed that of the three participant groups, only police officers 

rated the presence of leading questions as higher in the intermediary absent (IA) compared to the 

intermediary present (IP) condition (IA: M = 5.8, SD = 1.03; IP: M = 1.7, SD = 0.68).  Within the 

intermediary absent condition only, police officers  rated the presence of leading questions as 

greater than either barristers (M = 2.2, SD = 1.23) or mock jurors (M = 2.0, SD = 1.41) p < .001 for 

both comparisons. No other simple comparisons were significant. 

 These findings partially support the hypothesis with intermediary presence found to be 

beneficial overall. The interaction indicated that this was driven by the perceptions of the police 

who, in the intermediary absent condition gave substantially more negative ratings of the leading 

nature of the questions than any other group while in the intermediary present condition they had 

the (marginally) most favourable score.  

 

Perceptions of the child witness 

 

Preliminary analysis of the eight witness characteristics indicated that according to 

Levene’s test four of the variables (believability, convincingness, capability and cognitive ability) 
violated the assumption of homogoneity of variance.  These variables were therefore excluded 

from subsequent analyses. The means for the remaining four characteristics of confidence, 

honesty, credibility and completeness are presented in Table 2.  Multivariate analysis of variance 

indicated there was a significant multivariate main effect of participant group, F(8, 104) = 4.48, p 

< .001, partial ŋ2 = .26. There was no main effect of intermediary condition, nor a significant 
interaction, F(4, 51) = .83, p > .05, partial ŋ2 = .06: F(8, 104) = 1.09, p > .05, partial ŋ2 = .08, 
respectively. Therefore, the hypothesis that the interventions of an intermediary would have an 

effect on the overall credibility of the child was not supported. In view of the absence of a 

multivariate effect of intermediary condition and no interaction, only the main effects of 

participant group from the univariate tests will be explored further.  

 

Confidence of the witness. A significant main effect of participant group was observed F(2, 

54) = 5.32, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .17. Post hoc tests on the main effect of participant group, showed 

that the only significant difference was between barristers (M = 3.0, SD = 1.45) and mock jurors (M 

= 4.5, SD = 1.28), with barristers finding the child less confident than did mock jurors (p < .01). 

(Police: M = 3.9, SD = 1.62). 
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Table 2. Table showing the Means and standard deviations (shown in parentheses) of witness credibility 

characteristics in the Intermediary Present and Intermediary Absent conditions. 

 

 Participant Group 

Variable Mock Juror Barrister Police Officer 

 

Confidence of the witness 

 

   

Intermediary Present 

 

4.50 (1.51) 3.00 (1.49) 4.40 (1.65) 

Intermediary Absent 

 

4.50 (1.08) 3.00 (1.49) 3.40 (1.51) 

Honesty of the witnesses 

 

   

Intermediary Present 

 

5.40 (1.35) 4.60 (1.27) 6.00 (.82) 

Intermediary Absent 

 

5.50 (.71) 4.10 (1.29) 5.60 (.97) 

Credibility of the witness 

 

   

Intermediary Present 

 

4.30 (1.34) 3.80 (1.03) 5.60 (.70) 

Intermediary Absent 

 

4.10 (.88) 3.80 (1.23) 4.80 (1.62) 

Completeness of account 

 

   

Intermediary Present 

 

3.80 (1.48) 4.00 (1.41) 4.30 (1.49) 

Intermediary Absent 

 

4.30 (.82) 2.50 (1.51) 2.50 (1.51) 

 

Honesty of the witness. There was a significant main effect of participant group F(2, 54) = 

9.57, p < .001, partial ŋ2 = .26. Post hoc tests on the main effect of participant group showed that 
barristers (M = 4.35, SD = 1.29) rated the child as less honest than both police officers (M = 5.8, SD 

= 0.89) and mock jurors (M = 5.45, SD = 1.05; p < .01). 

Credibility of the witness. There was a significant main effect of participant group F(2, 54) 

= 7.57, p < .01, partial ŋ2 = .22. Post hoc tests on the main effect of participant group showed that 
the only significant difference was that both barristers (M = 3.8, SD =1.1) and mock jurors (M = 4.2, 

SD = 1.1) found the child less credible than did police officers (M = 5.2, SD = 1.28; p <.01 and p 

< .05 respectively). 

Completeness of account. There was no significant main effects of participant group for 

this variable. With respect to the exploratory hypothesis of participant group differences in perceptions of 

the child, overall there was a trend for the police to have the most positive perceptions of the child as 

predicted. Barristers rated the children significantly more negatively than at least one of the other two 

groups in all three significant main effects while mock jurors differed depending on the variable. 

  

Discussion 

 

In summary, this study explored the effects of presence/absence of an intermediary in a 

police interview on the perceptions of both the interview and the child witness by mock jurors, 

barristers and police officers. With regard to the interview, in general our findings showed that the 

presence of an intermediary was positively perceived by the three participant groups combined, 
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with the interview being rated more favourably when intermediaries were present on two of the 

four characteristics. Although the trend was in the opposite direction for the remaining 

characteristics, these effects were not significant. Thus our hypothesis was partially supported.  

An important interview characteristic that is worth exploring in more detail is that of the 

presence of any questions that might lead the child to respond in a particular way, as this is a 

particularly problematic issue when interviewing children. Overall, the presence of an 

intermediary resulted in lower scores on this variable. This is despite only five questions being 

amended in the intermediary present condition. The significant effect was driven by the police 

officers in the intermediary absent group, who gave more negative ratings than either other group 

and more than police officers in the intermediary present group. In the intermediary present 

group, participants could see that the intermediary intervened and that the officer reframed 

questions (the child’s responses were not altered in four of the five questions). It could be argued 

that based on the interventions in the intermediary present condition, it might be difficult for 

participants to know whether to base their decisions on the original questions or the reframed 

ones. However, the observed effect that fewer participants perceived any of the questions as 

leading would support the view that it is the latter. Police officers should certainly be able to spot 

leading questions in a police interview. It may also be that they have a different working definition 

of what constitutes a leading question than barristers and mock jurors. These findings have 

similarities to those of Krähenbühl (2011), who found that legal professionals and intermediaries 

differed about which questions were leading in this same interview (intermediary absent version).  

Taken together these findings suggest that there are differences between a number of legal 

professional groups on this issue. A common understanding of what is meant by ‘leading’ among 
barristers, intermediaries and police officers is essential.  Further research is therefore warranted, 

and common terminology should be agreed and used in training (Oxburgh, Myklebust & Grant, 

2010).   

Although the absence of an intermediary tended to be associated with poorer perceptions 

of the police interview, the impact of the presence of an intermediary was not apparent when it 

came to perceptions of the child. There were no main effects of intermediary condition, and no 

interactions, which does not support our hypothesis. There were differences between the 

participant groups for the characteristics of confidence, honesty and credibility of the child. In all 

three cases the barristers perceived the child more negatively than either other group, and the 

comparisons were significantly different to at least one of the other two groups. Police officers 

found the child more credible than either other group which may be due to their greater specialist 

knowledge of issues around child victims and witnesses. 

Although intermediary presence did not improve perceptions of the child, it did not 

adversely affect them either. As research has shown that some measures to support vulnerable 

witnesses (e.g. live link, CCTV) can have a negative effect on juror perceptions (Goodman et al., 

1998; 2006; Landstrom, Granhag, & Hartwig, 2005, 2007, cf. Ellison & Munro, 2014), this is 

reassuring for proponents of the intermediary scheme.  

We acknowledge that a limitation of the present study is the small sample size (and 

associated lack of statistical power) due to the difficulty of recruiting the professional groups. As a 

result we did not screen the barristers or police for the amount of training and expertise they have 

with child witnesses (although all police officers had specialist knowledge) or whether barristers 

worked primarily for the defence or prosecution.  Future studies should explore these issues, using 

more ecologically valid video or audio recordings that will provide additional information such as 

intonation, pace and (in the case of video), the non-verbal communication of all present. Another 

important point to note is that normally, when an intermediary is present in a child witness 
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interview, they will have assessed the child’s communication skills prior to interview, may have 
provided written recommendations and will have spent time with the interviewer planning 

questions. This was not the case in the present study as intermediary interventions have been 

added to an interview which originally had no intermediary present. This could be addressed by 

further research exploring the impact of interventions on both police interviews and cross-

examination.   

To conclude, while limited in scope, this study provides an initial evaluation of the 

effectiveness of a relatively recent ‘Special Measure’ introduced  to assist children in providing 
their best evidence. On balance, the presence of an intermediary was perceived as having a 

positive effect on  perceptions of the quality of a police interview with a child, particularly by 

police officers and to a lesser extent by barristers and mock jurors. There was no negative impact 

overall of intermediary presence on perceptions of the child witness, although barristers tended to 

perceive the child more negatively than the other groups.  
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