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Abstract 

Registered intermediaries are communication specialists appointed to facilitate the 

communication of vulnerable witnesses participating in the criminal justice system in 

England and Wales.  Intermediaries assess the vulnerable individual’s communication and 

provide recommendations to practitioners for how to obtain the individual’s ‘best evidence’ 

during police interviews and in court.  The scheme was implemented nationally in 2008, but 

has not been subject to rigorous research.  The aim of the current article is to provide an 

account on adults’ perceptions of the vulnerable individual when an intermediary assists their 

communication in court. In the present study one hundred participants viewed a mock cross 

examination of a child witness either with or without an intermediary present.  Participants 

rated the child’s behaviour and communication, and the quality of the cross examination, 

across a number of different variables.  The age of the child was also manipulated with 

participants viewing a cross examination of a four or a thirteen year old child. The results 

showed the children’s behaviour and the quality of the cross-examination were more highly 

rated when the intermediary was involved during cross-examination.  The older child’s cross-

examination was rated as more developmentally appropriate, however no other age 

differences or interactions emerged. The findings have positive implications for jury 

perceptions of children’s testimony when they are assisted by an intermediary in court, 

regardless of the age of the child witness.  The success of the intermediary scheme in 

England and Wales may encourage the implementation of intermediaries internationally.
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The use of intermediaries in England and Wales to facilitate the communication of 

vulnerable individuals is now commonplace.  The witness intermediary scheme was 

implemented nationally in 2008 and currently on average 13 requests for intermediaries are 

made per day, and in the year 2014, 3332 requests were made in total.  This is an increase in 

81% from 2013 to 2014 (Smith, 2015).  The success of the scheme is supported by the 

increase in the numbers of referrals since its conception and the positive comments provided 

by carers, and practitioners such as police officers and barristers (Plotnikoff & Woolfson, 

2007).  Anecdotal information has indicated that practitioners feel more confident in their 

work with vulnerable witnesses due to the assistance of the intermediary.  However, what is 

not clear is the effect the scheme has on the fairness of criminal proceedings.  In particular, 

how the presence of the intermediary affects juror perceptions of the vulnerable witness in 

court (O’Mahony, 2010).  In England and Wales intermediaries can be seen over the live link 

sitting next to the vulnerable witness whilst they are being cross examined or sitting/standing 

next to the witness when they are being cross examined in the courtroom.  At the discretion 

of the judge they are also permitted to intervene during questioning if their communication 

recommendations for the vulnerable person are not adhered to (Ministry of Justice, 2015).  

Because of the possible invasiveness of the presence of the intermediary in court, it is 

important to consider the effect that this has on jury perceptions of the vulnerable person the 

intermediary is assisting. 

According to legislation a witness is considered ‘vulnerable’ if they are under the age of 

18, and/or have a mental disorder or impairment of intelligence, social functioning or 

physical disability/disorder (Youth, Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999).  With regards 

to the empirical investigation of vulnerable witnesses, the majority of research has focused on 

the communication and perception of children in court (e.g. Davies, Henderson, & Hanna, 

2010; Sumner-Armstrong & Newcombe, 2007). The importance of accommodating 

children’s testimony has been well documented (Cossins, 2006; Davies, Devere, & 

Verbitsky, 2004; Doherty-Sneddon & McAuley, 2000; Powell, 2005).  Children are stressed 

when providing their evidence and the accuracy of the information they produce may 

decrease during cross-examination (Righarts, Jack, Zajac, & Hayre, 2015).  In addition, 

children can change the content of their testimony even if the accuracy of the information 

held in memory remains intact (Righarts et al., 2015).  Such inconsistencies in the victim’s 

account can decrease the likelihood of a conviction (Berman & Cutler, 1996).  Furthermore, 

jury members have been found to have a negative perception of children’s testimony and this 

can have a detrimental impact on the perceived credibility of their account (Quas, Thompson, 

& Clarke-Stewart, 2005).  Age has proven to be a consistent indicator of witness 

believability, with adults and older children deemed more accurate providers of information 

than younger children (e.g. Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Nikanora & Ogloff, 2005; Pozzulo, 

Lemieux, Wells, & McCuaig, 2006).  In addition, Henry, Ridley, Perry, and Crane (2011) 

found the credibility of testimony from children is even further reduced in the eyes of the jury 

when children present with a learning disability. 

In the past twenty years different measures have been implemented in courts 

internationally to assist the accounts of vulnerable individuals and enable them to provide 

their ‘best evidence’.  In England and Wales these are referred to as ‘special measures’ and 

include video recorded evidence in chief, testimony via live link, use of screens to shield the 

witness from the defendant, removal of wigs and gowns and the use of an intermediary 

(Youth, Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999).  When these measures were first 

introduced a number of studies were produced that examined the effects of these new 

measures on children’s communication and behaviour.  Hamlyn, Phelps, Turtle, and Sattar 

(2004) carried out an extensive review of the measures and found that they can reduce 

children’s feelings of anxiety and improve their experience when providing evidence.  

Overwhelmingly the majority of research on special measures has focused on the impact of 

the live link on children’s testimony.  Children report being less nervous and more capable of 
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providing their evidence over the live link (Landstrom & Granhag, 2010; Goodman et al., 

1998; Wilson & Davies, 1999) and a number of studies have found younger children produce 

more errors in response to misleading questions when communicating face to face than via 

live video link (Doherty-Sneddon & McAuley, 2000; Goodman et al., 1998). 

Despite these improvements, findings for juror perceptions of children testifying over the 

live link have been less favourable.  Some research studies report no differences for jury 

perceptions when comparing live link versus open court testimony (Orcutt, Goodman, Tobey, 

Batterman-Faunce, & Thomas, 2001; Ross, Hopkins, Hanson, Lindsay, Hazon, & Eslinger, 

1994).  However, the majority demonstrate that jurors view testimony more positively and 

are better convinced when they observe children in court than across a video link  (Landstrom 

& Granhag, 2007, 2010).  Jurors perceive children as less credible (Eaton, Ball, & 

O’Callaghan, 2001), accurate and believable when they testify via live link and some 

research indicates this may affect conviction rates with a bias in favour of the defence 

(Goodman et al., 1998).   McAuliff and Kovera (2012) propose that this bias may occur 

because jurors have expectations about children’s behaviour and when these expectations are 

violated this leads to a negative perception of the child.  For example, jurors expect children 

who testify to be nervous and less coherent.  If children do not present this way, because of 

an improvement in demeanour as a result of the live link, then the jury may choose not to 

believe their version of events. 

Other accommodations have not been subject to such extensive research, including the 

use of intermediaries for vulnerable witnesses.  This may be due to the fact that the 

intermediary scheme is used in only a small number of countries and this development has 

occurred recently.  The role of the intermediary is to facilitate communication between 

vulnerable witnesses and practitioners working in the criminal justice system (Ministry of 

Justice, 2015).  In England and Wales intermediaries are trained and accredited by the 

Ministry of Justice and are called Registered Intermediaries (RIs).  RIs perform a number of 

different tasks to assist the police during forensic interviews and other professionals in court 

(please refer to the Registered Intermediary Procedural Guidance Manual, Ministry of 

Justice, 2015, for a comprehensive overview of the role of RIs in England and Wales).  RIs 

assess the vulnerable person’s communication abilities, and afterwards write a full report 

providing recommendations for how to communicate and gain best evidence from the 

vulnerable person when they participate in criminal proceedings (Ministry of Justice, 2015). 

If the intermediary has accepted a referral for court then the recommendations outlined in the 

report are summarised to the judge and counsel in a ‘ground rules hearing’ prior to the 

commencement of the trial.  At this point the judge decides which recommendations will be 

implemented during the proceedings.  However, it is important to note the focus is on 

facilitating the communication of ‘best evidence’, not on assisting practitioners with the 

evidential content of their questions (Ministry of Justice, 2015). RIs act as officers of the 

court and must take a neutral stand in their approach to their work (Ministry of Justice, 2015). 

After the ground rules hearing the intermediary is present to assist the vulnerable person, 

and the practitioner, when the vulnerable person is being questioned in court.  During cross-

examination they sit next to the witness and must be visible on camera or visible in the 

witness box.  RIs are also permitted to intervene during cross examination, if the 

communication recommendations granted during the grounds rules hearing are not being 

adhered to, or they notice something about the vulnerable witness that may be affecting their 

ability to communicate effectively (e.g. if the witness is tired and needs a break). 

The practice of intermediaries also varies dependent upon the country in which the 

scheme operates (Powell, Bowden, & Mattison, 2014).  In South Africa the intermediary acts 

like an interpreter by listening to the questions put forward by counsel and translating these 

into words that the vulnerable person will understand (Criminal Procedure Act, 1977).  In 

Norway specialist child interviewers question children for prosecution and defence and this 

interview is video recorded and played later at trial (Hanna, Davies, Henderson, & Hand, 
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2013).  In Israel a specially trained child interviewer also carries out a video recorded 

interview with the child. If the case proceeds to court then the interviewer can translate 

questions similar to the work of South African intermediaries (Henderson cited in Spencer & 

Lamb, 2012). 

The work of intermediaries has not been subject to extensive research.  Plotnikoff and 

Woolfson (2007) conducted a major review of the new intermediary scheme in England and 

Wales when it was first implemented.  One of the most prominent findings was that carers 

and witnesses felt RIs assisted their communication and helped them cope with the stress of 

providing testimony.  Intermediary work in South Africa has been praised for maintaining the 

fairness of the South African justice system (Matthias & Zeal, 2011).  The idea of the 

intermediary scheme has not been as well received by some practitioners in Australia.  

Powell et al (2014) carried out interviews with criminal justice practitioners and asked their 

views on the benefits of introducing an intermediary scheme there.  Whilst the practitioners 

could see the positive implications for vulnerable witnesses they discussed a number of 

concerns.  These included adding a further complication to an already complex legal system, 

concerns over perceptions of the role, and questions about training and maintaining 

professional competency. In contrast, in their review of the support for individuals with 

learning difficulties in the Australian criminal justice system, Hepner, Woodward, and 

Stewart (2015) argue that the introduction of a witness intermediary scheme is essential to 

facilitate access to justice for vulnerable witnesses in Australia. 

Ridley, van Rheede, and Wilcock (2015) investigated the impact of intermediary presence 

on mock juror, police officer and barristers’ perceptions of a forensic interview between a 

police officer and a child.  The participants read a written transcript with or without an 

intermediary present.  In the intermediary present condition the intermediary intervened five 

times when the questions were not child appropriate.  The interview quality was more 

positively perceived when the intermediary was present however intermediary presence had 

no impact on perceptions of the child.  Furthermore, barristers tended to perceive the child 

more negatively than police officers or mock jurors, and police officers found the child more 

credible than barristers and mock jurors.  However, the scope of the findings is limited as 

participants read a transcript instead of observing intermediary and child behaviour.  

Ordinarily barristers and jurors would watch a visual recording of the interview in court and 

this would permit access to the behaviour and tone of the child and intermediary, which may 

in turn result in different perceptions of the quality of the interview and credibility of the 

child. 

In other research, concerns have been raised by intermediaries about the training of 

intermediaries who work with defendants (O’Mahony, 2010).  In England and Wales 

statutory legislation covers the work of intermediaries with vulnerable witnesses but not 

defendants (Cooper & Wurtzel, 2013).  Intermediary practice with defendants operates under 

common law where the use of an intermediary for a defendant set the precedent for the use of 

defendant intermediaries in criminal courts (Cooper & Wurtzel, 2013).  However, the 

practice is not standardized, training is not accredited and there is no quality assurance.  

Registered intermediaries who have also worked with defendants have expressed concern 

about how they would be perceived by the jury when assisting a vulnerable defendant in 

court (O’Mahony, 2010). 

Nevertheless, there has been no research on how intermediaries and vulnerable people are 

perceived when cross-examined in court.  Unlike the South African scheme there is no 

empirical research to date that examines whether or not the involvement of the intermediary 

during cross-examination in court influences the jury and undermines the fairness of the 

criminal justice system.  Given that the live link has been shown to affect jury perceptions of 

children then it is also important to examine whether the work of the intermediary in court 

has a positive or negative effect on the jury too.  Negative perceptions may mean the jury has 

to be provided with more detailed instructions about the role of the RI in court. 
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The present study investigated the impact of intermediary involvement on mock juror 

perceptions of children and their communication when they were cross-examined in court.  

Mock jurors watched a video clip of children being questioned either with or without an 

intermediary and rated the children on a number of different dimensions.  The age of the 

child was also manipulated with participants viewing a clip of a 4 year-old child or a 13 year-

old teenager.  Juror perceptions of children can vary dependent upon the age of the child and 

we were interested to see whether this same effect occurred when an intermediary was 

present or absent.  We expect that juror perceptions of the children’s communication will be 

better when an intermediary is present, but that ratings of their credibility and believability 

will be lower as the juror’s expectations are violated if the children’s communication 

improves (McAuliff & Kovera, 2012) when accompanied by the intermediary.  We also 

predict the older child’s communication and behaviour etc. will be scored higher than the 

younger child as previous research indicates a bias in favour of older child witnesses (e.g. 

Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Nikanora & Ogloff, 2005; Pozzulo et al., 2006). 

 
 

Methods and Data 
 

Participants and Design 

The study involved 100 participants (35 males and 65 females) from an English 

University who were recruited using the University’s online experiment sign up system. The 

mean age was 21 years with an age rage of 18 to 57.  All participants met the UK’s jury 

eligibility criteria. Therefore all participants were aged between 18 and 70, listed on the 

electoral register and did not have any criminal convictions.   

The study was separated into two parts – a recorded mock cross-examination and an 

evaluation of this cross-examination. For the first part the children watched a cartoon and 

were cross-examined about the content of the cartoon.  In the second part of the study 

participants watched one of the cross-examinations and rated the children and the cross-

examination on a number of different variables.  The first independent variable (IV) was the 

involvement of an intermediary during cross-examination, with two levels: no intermediary 

present and intermediary present. The second IV was the age of the child witness with two 

levels: young child (four years old) and teenager (13 years old). Both IVs were independent 

measures and participants were randomly assigned to a condition. 

In order to measure people’s perceptions of the child witness, participants were asked to 

rate the following variables: truthfulness, credibility, believability, vulnerability, 

cooperativeness, responsiveness, comfortableness, confidence, consistency, accuracy, 

suggestibility and stress level. In order to measure people’s perceptions of the cross 

examinations as a whole participants were asked to rate the following: child centeredness, 

child appropriateness, and the quality of the interaction. These variables were measured in the 

form of a questionnaire, which was constructed by the researchers, based on the most 

frequent variables used in other research to examine people’s perceptions of children in 

forensic settings (e.g. Goodman et al., 1998; Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Nikanora & Ogloff, 

2005; Pozzulo et al., 2006).   

 

Materials and Procedure  

Mock cross-examinations. 

The researchers recorded four cross-examination video clips: young child without 

intermediary, young child with intermediary, teenager without intermediary and teenager 

with intermediary. Before producing the clips, parental consent was obtained for both 

children. In all four cross-examinations, there was a mock child witness, a mock barrister, 

and a mock judge. In addition to this, in two of the cross examinations, an intermediary was 
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present and in the other two cross-examinations, a support worker was present (as in 

accordance with UK Achieving Best Evidence Guidance, Ministry of Justice, 2011). The 

support worker sat next to the child witness in the same position and place as the 

intermediary in the intermediary condition. The support worker did not intervene in the 

questioning between the barrister and the child witness.  

The cross examinations took place in a mock courtroom at an English University, where 

the child witnesses were cross examined over live video link.  As a result, the video recording 

shown to participants in the study included the barrister and the judge situated in the mock 

courtroom whilst questions were being asked, with the child witness visible on a TV screen, 

situated in a remote room.  

Within all four cross-examinations the child witness was questioned by the barrister about 

the cartoon. Both child witnesses observed the cartoon together; however they were 

individually cross-examined. In order to alleviate practice effects the child witnesses 

observed two different cartoons before carrying out the two cross-examinations, with and 

without the intermediary. Firstly, the child witnesses observed cartoon one and were then 

questioned during the cross examination with the presence of a support worker. Following 

this, the child witnesses observed cartoon two and were then questioned with the presence of 

an intermediary. Both cartoons involved the animated characters Tom and Jerry. The decision 

was made to involve two cartoons as opposed to one, because there were concerns that 

practice effects may occur if the child witnesses were questioned about the content of a single 

cartoon twice (once with the intermediary present and once with the intermediary absent). For 

example, the child witnesses may have responded better when asked questions about the 

cartoon a second time, therefore possibly improving the participant’s perception of the child’s 

performance in that condition.  

For the cross-examination with the presence of a support worker, both child witnesses 

were required to observe cartoon one, which lasted two minutes and forty-one seconds. 

During this cartoon, Tom was chasing Jerry and both were interrupting the dog whilst he built 

his kennel. The dog was very angry with this. For the cross-examination with the presence of 

an intermediary, both child witnesses were required to observe cartoon two which lasted two 

minutes and nineteen seconds. During this cartoon, Tom chased Jerry who was being 

protected by the dog. However, the dog is tied to his kennel and when Tom becomes aware of 

this, he starts teasing the dog with violence.  

In the first condition (young child without intermediary), the cross examination lasted two 

minutes and forty-seven seconds. In the second condition (teenager without intermediary), 

the cross examination lasted one minute and forty-two seconds. In the third condition (young 

child with intermediary), the cross examination lasted four minutes and thirty-eight seconds. 

Lastly, in the fourth condition (teenager with intermediary), the cross examination lasted 

three minutes and forty-one seconds.  

For all cross-examinations the barrister and the judge followed a script that was produced 

by the researchers, and a qualified registered intermediary reviewed the content. This 

intermediary is a psychologist who has fourteen years’ worth of experience working with 

children.  During the cross examinations, the intermediary intervened when inappropriate 

questions were asked. However, during the cross examinations without the intermediary, the 

cross examination was conducted with no interventions as there was no intermediary present. 

Overall, the questions asked by the barrister included five child appropriate questions and 

five child inappropriate questions. The researcher produced these questions based on 

guidance by the same RI who previously helped with the research. The selected questions 

included four different parts of questioning that often prove problematic for children during 

the course of questing in court: time concepts, long questions, leading questions, and tag 

questions (Lamb, La Rooy, Malloy, & Katz, 2011). The questions asked across both factors 

were scripted and therefore were the same in all four conditions. In addition, the questions 

asked by the barrister for both cartoons were extremely similar. For example, the phrasing 
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was the same for both cartoons, but the content was slightly different due to the different 

cartoons. As well as this, the same number of questions was used with both child witnesses, 

including the same number of appropriate and inappropriate questions. For example an 

appropriate question was ‘please tell me everything you can remember about the cartoon?’ 

and an example of an inappropriate question was ‘so you remember the cat giving the mouse 

cheese, and then the cat reading the newspaper and walking out the room, can you remember 

what the cat did then?’ This question was inappropriate because it was too complex and 

contained too many ideas.  With the inappropriate questions the intermediary intervened with 

‘excuse me your honour, that question (for example) is too complex, please could counsel 

rephrase?’  The judge then agreed and asked counsel to rephrase. Below is a list of all of the 

questions and interventions: 

 

Cross examination without intermediary. 

1. Please tell me everything you can remember about the cartoon? (appropriate) 

2. So you can remember the dog hitting the cat over the head with a hammer? 

(inappropriate) 

3. In the cartoon, can you remember if it was sunny, rainy or something else? 

(appropriate) 

4. I want to know what time the events in the cartoon occurred, was it around 15.00 

hours? (inappropriate) 

5. What did the cat look like? (appropriate) 

6. The cat is naughty in the cartoon isn’t he? (inappropriate) 

7. What was the mouse doing at the end of the cartoon? (appropriate) 

8. So you can remember the dog hitting the cat with a hammer, then the dog building 

a house and painting the cat, can you remember what the dog did then? 

(inappropriate) 

9. How did the dog feel at the end of the cartoon? (appropriate) 

10. The dog painted his house red, didn’t he? (inappropriate) 

 

Cross examination with intermediary. 

1. Please tell me everything you can remember about the cartoon? (appropriate) 

2. So you can remember the dog hitting the cat over the head with his fist? 

(inappropriate) 

3. In the cartoon, can you remember if it was sunny, rainy or something else? 

(appropriate) 

4. I want to know what time the events in the cartoon occurred, was it around 13.00 

hours? (inappropriate) 

5. What did the mouse look like? (appropriate) 

6. The mouse is naughty in the cartoon isn’t he? (inappropriate) 

7. What was the cat doing at the end of the cartoon? (appropriate) 

8. So you can remember the cat giving the mouse cheese, and then the cat reading 

the newspaper and walking out the room, can you remember what the cat did 

then? (inappropriate) 

9. How did the cat feel at the end of the cartoon? (appropriate) 

10. The mouse rang the big bell didn’t he? (inappropriate) 
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Interventions and rephrasing of the five inappropriate questions in the intermediary 

present condition. 

1. Intervention: Excuse me your honour, that question is leading, please could counsel 

rephrase? Rephrased question: Tell me more about what happened in the cartoon? 

2. Intervention: Excuse me your honour, that question involves an understanding of the 

24 hour clock and it is long and complicated, please could counsel rephrase? 

Rephrased question: In the cartoon, was it day time or night time? 

3. Intervention: Excuse me your honour, that question has a tag at the end, please could 

counsel rephrase? Rephrased question: was the mouse naughty? 

4. Intervention: Excuse me your honour, that question is too complex, please could 

counsel rephrase? Rephrased question: so the cat read the newspaper and walked out 

of the room (pause) what happened next? 

5. Intervention: Excuse me your honour, that question has a tag at the end, please could 

counsel rephrase? Rephrased question: did the mouse ring the bell? 

 

Written resources for participants. 

Participants read one of two case summaries. The case summary included information 

about the cartoon the child witnesses observed. The information included what time of the 

day the cartoon was filmed, what the characters in the cartoon were accused of doing and the 

location presented in the cartoon. They were also informed about the role of the intermediary 

(if in the intermediary present condition) and the support person.  The instructions were in 

accordance with the Crown Court bench book’s information on how the judge instructs the 

jury about the role of the intermediary (Judicial Studies Board, 2010).  Therefore the adults 

were informed that the intermediary was not an expert, was independent, was present to assist 

with two-way communication, and would only intervene if a communication problem were 

identified (Judicial Studies Board, 2010). After reading the case summary, the participants 

watched one of the four cross-examinations on a computer. Participants then completed the 

questionnaire about their perceptions of the child witness and the cross-examination. They 

were required to score the 16 variables (listed above) on a five point likert scale ranging from 

1 (not very) to 5 (extremely). 

 

Results 
Before analysing the data, the 16 variables were separated into two groups: perception of 

the child witness’s behaviour, and perception of the overall quality of cross-examination. To 

examine people’s perception of the child witness’s behaviour, the following variables were 

analysed: truthfulness, credibility, believability, vulnerability, cooperativeness, 

responsiveness, comfortableness, confidence, consistency, accuracy, suggestibility and stress 

level. To examine people’s perception of the overall quality of cross-examination, the 

following variables were analysed: child centeredness, child appropriateness, and interaction.  

A two way MANOVA was used to analyse the impact of intermediary presence, and child’s 

age on adult’s perceptions.  

 

Perceptions of the Child Witness’s Communication and Behaviour 

The analysis revealed a significant multivariate effect for intermediary presence, Wilks’ λ 

= .61, F (12, 85) = 4.54, p < .001, np2 = .39. Given the significance of the overall MANOVA 

test, the univariate main effects for intermediary presence were obtained. Intermediary 

presence was highly significant for truthfulness, with children in the intermediary present 
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condition being rated as more truthful than children without an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 

16.49, p < .001, np2 = .15. Intermediary presence was also highly significant for credibility, F 

(1, 96) = 20.46, p < .001, np2 = .18 with participants rating the child as more credible with the 

presence of an intermediary. Believability was again highly significant for intermediary 

presence, F (1, 96) = 25.88, p < .001, np2 = .21 as well as vulnerability, F (1, 96) = 13.55, p < 

.001, np2 = .12. Children were perceived as more believable and less vulnerable with the 

presence of an intermediary. 

As well as this, children were perceived as being significantly more cooperative with the 

presence of an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 9.93, p = .002, np2 = .09 and more responsive with 

the presence of an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 10.20, p = .002, np2 = .10. In addition to this, 

intermediary presence was significant for how comfortable the child seemed, F (1, 96) = 

4.78, p = .03, np2 = .05 and confident, F (1, 96) = 11.43, p < .001, np2 = .11. Therefore, 

children were perceived as more comfortable and confident with the presence of an 

intermediary. Children, with the presence of an intermediary, were also perceived as more 

consistent, F (1, 96) = 25.24, p < .001, np2 = .21 and accurate, F (1, 96) = 17.75, p < .001, np2 

= .16. Lastly, children in the intermediary present condition were rated as less suggestible 

than children without an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 40.85, p < .001, np2 = .30 and less stressed, 

F (1, 96) = 4.80, p = .03, np2 = .05.  

The analysis revealed there was not a significant multivariate effect for age, Wilks’ λ = 

.82, F (12, 85) = 1.55, p > .05, np2 = .18. The analysis revealed there was no significant 

interaction between intermediary presence and age, Wilks’ λ = .84, F (12, 85) = 1.38, p> .05, 

np2 = .16. Please refer to table 1 for all means and standard deviations.  

 

Insert table 1 here please 

 

Perceptions of the Quality of the Cross Examination 

The analysis revealed a significant multivariate effect for intermediary presence, Wilks’ λ 

= .88, F (4, 93) = 3.19, p = .02, np2 = .12. Given the significance of the overall MANOVA 

test, the univariate main effects for intermediary presence were obtained. Intermediary 

presence was significant for child centeredness, with the cross examination being perceived 

as more child centred with the presence of an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 5.29, p = .02, np2 = 

.05. The cross examination was also perceived as significantly more child appropriate with 

the presence of an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 8.12, p = .01, np2 = .08. In the intermediary 

present condition, the participants perceived the interaction between the child witness and the 

barrister to be better, compared to the cross examination without an intermediary, F (1, 96) = 

6.65, p = .01, np2 = .07. 

The analysis revealed a significant multivariate effect for age, Wilks’ λ = .87, F (4, 93) = 

3.53, p = .01, np2 = .13. Given the significance of the overall MANOVA test, the univariate 

main effects for age were obtained.  Age was significant for child appropriateness, with the 

cross examination being perceived as more child appropriate with the teenager, F (1, 96) = 

9.13, p = .003, np2 = .09. However, there was no significant effect for child centeredness, F 

(1, 96) = 1.42, p> .05, np2 = .02, as well as the quality of the interaction during cross-

examination, F (1, 96) = .63, p> .05, np2 = .01.  The analysis revealed there was no 

interaction between intermediary presence and age, Wilks’ λ = .97, F (4, 93) = .78, p> .05, 

np2 = .03.  Please refer to Table 2 for all means and standard deviations. 

 

Insert table 2 here please 

 

Discussion 
As predicted the ratings for children’s communication and the quality of the cross-

examination were greater in the intermediary ‘present’ versus ‘not present’ conditions.  

Therefore, this special measure does not have a detrimental impact on adult perceptions of 
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children’s communication, behaviour and the quality of the cross-examination.  Previous 

research on other accommodations, e.g. the live link (e.g. Landstrom & Granhag, 2007, 

2010), has often been found to have negative implications for juror perceptions.  The 

intermediary’s involvement does not have the same effect. 

With regards to the children’s communication and behaviour it is possible that the adult 

ratings were correct and the children were less anxious, stressed, suggestible, and more 

comfortable, confident, consistent and accurate when the intermediary was involved.  

Previous research indicates that adult support reduces children’s anxiety and suggestibility, 

and increases their accuracy and coherence (e.g. Almerigogna, Ost, Bull, & Akehurst, 2007).  

In the intermediary present condition the intermediary actively intervened and assisted the 

child in providing their best evidence.  However, a comparison of the children’s recall was 

not made across conditions, as not enough children were involved and this was not the 

purpose of the present study.  It is imperative that future research compares children’s 

communication when an intermediary is involved and examines the relationship between the 

children’s communication and mock juror perceptions.  This would support the interpretation 

that intermediaries help children improve their communication and that jurors detect this 

improvement. 

Also consistent with our predictions was the finding that the cross-examination was rated 

better on all three dimensions when the intermediary was involved.  This supports Ridley et 

al’s (2015) finding that interview practice is more positively evaluated when an intermediary 

is present during questioning. In our intermediary present condition the intermediary 

regularly intervened when an inappropriate question was asked during cross-examination.  

During these interventions the mock jury could hear the intermediary make clear statements 

about what was wrong with the questioning, the judge’s instructions to modify the questions 

and the rephrasing of the questions by counsel.  Therefore it is not surprising that the cross-

examinations in this condition were rated as more child centred and appropriate.  This finding 

shows that the intermediary special measure improves the mock juror’s perception of the 

cross-examination.  When an intermediary assists a vulnerable witness in court their 

recommendations apply to both prosecution and defence so the interventions should not offer 

any bias in favour of one side or the other.  However, in this study the jury did not know 

whether or not the mock barrister was on the side of the prosecution or defence.  It would be 

interesting to examine whether or not intermediary presence and intervention interacts with 

the side in which the child witness is called for. 

Contrary to our predictions, intermediary involvement did not reduce participants’ ratings 

of children’s credibility and believability.  Based on McAuliff and Kovera’s (2012) 

expectancy violation theory we hypothesized that the ratings for both of these measures 

would be lower when the intermediary was involved, as adults would expect the children’s 

communication to have been negatively affected by the experience of cross-examination.  

Therefore, when the children’s communication was not adversely affected then jurors would 

become suspicious of the validity of the account (McAuliff & Kovera, 2012).  This theory 

has been used to explain why adult participants often rate children as less credible etc. when 

they communicate via live link versus in open court.  Children’s recall and behaviour is 

improved as a result of the live link (Landstrom & Granhag, 2010; Goodman et al., 1998; 

Wilson & Davies, 1999) but because this violates juror expectations then a reduction in 

credibility and believability may be found.  This effect did not occur in the present study.  We 

propose that differences in findings between the intermediary special measure and the live 

link research may be due to the immediacy of the intermediary accommodation.  The mock 

judge explained to the participants that the purpose of the intermediary was to assist the 

vulnerable witness with their communication.  Therefore the reasons for any improvement in 

communication can be justified by the intermediary’s involvement.  Future research should 

examine the effects of the intermediary with and without judicial instructions to support this 

explanation. 
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In contrast, Ridley et al (2015) found no effect for intermediary presence on the 

perceptions of children in a mock investigative interview.  In their discussion the authors 

highlight that their materials lacked ecological validity as they used a written transcript and 

visual or audio recordings would have been preferable.  The current study used a visual 

recording of a mock cross examination and it is possible that access to the child’s demeanour 

and non-verbal communication produced the different finding.  In criminal courts jurors 

would have visual access to this information and arguably our research findings produce a 

more valid effect. 

On all dimensions intermediary involvement improved adult perceptions of children’s 

communication and the quality of the mock cross-examination.  Therefore in court this 

special measure may not have a negative effect on juror perceptions of children’s testimony.  

Nevertheless, for ethical reasons we were unable to investigate the impact of the intermediary 

on verdict.   We asked the children to watch a cartoon as opposed to exposing them to a 

criminal event and therefore exploration of the impact of the intermediary on verdict was not 

possible.  The witness intermediary scheme aims to facilitate the communication of 

children’s best evidence, but intermediaries are officers of the court and maintain a neutral 

position (Ministry of Justice, 2015).  The scheme was not designed to deliver an unfair 

advantage to vulnerable individuals and interfere with the fairness of the justice system.  

Further research is required to explore the effects of the intermediary on jury deliberations 

and verdicts as well.  If intermediary involvement has no effect on verdict then the 

effectiveness and neutrality of the intermediary scheme can be fully supported. 

As predicted, the intermediary condition improved adults’ perceptions regardless of the 

age of the child.  This demonstrates that the intermediary accommodation has benefits with 

regards to adult observations for both younger children and teenagers.  Younger children in 

particular are often discriminated against by jurors and rated as less credible and believable 

than older children and adults (Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Nikanora & Ogloff, 2005; Pozzulo 

et al., 2006).  However, no age effect was found in the present study across all of the 

measures, except adult perceptions of how child appropriate the cross-examination was.  This 

variable was rated higher with the teenager than the younger child.  Perhaps jurors recognize 

that cross-examination is a difficult procedure for vulnerable witnesses with regards to 

communication and questioning and the process and language is better suited to older 

children than younger children. 

This study advances our understanding of adult perceptions of children’s communication 

and cross-examination when accompanied by an intermediary.  However, the findings have to 

be interpreted with regards to the study’s limitations and further examination is required.  

Future research should create a paradigm where it is possible to explore the effects of 

intermediary presence on verdict and where a process of deliberation is used to decide on a 

verdict.  If results were the same this would add to the validity of the findings.  It is also 

important that empirical data is collected to demonstrate the influence of the intermediary on 

children’s recall and communication.  As yet, we do not know whether the scheme has any 

benefit for the elicitation of best evidence in the police interview or at court.  It would also be 

interesting to ask the mock jurors what they thought about the work of the intermediary and 

whether they understood the role.  This would further explain why they rated the children’s 

communication and the quality of the cross-examination as better when the intermediary was 

involved. 

At this point in time, it is not clear what underpins the improvements in perceptions.  

Whether it is the presence of the intermediary or the use of more developmentally appropriate 

questions and therefore clearer answers from the children.  We had a condition involving the 

presence of a support person to rule out the possibility that the adult’s presence may influence 

perceptions.  However, it would now be useful to carry out further research where the 

children are asked questions with or without an adult or intermediary present and where 

questions are or are not developmentally appropriate.  This research would help in further 
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understanding the psychological mechanisms behind the improvements in mock juror 

perceptions with intermediary work, and possibly lend further support to the theory that it is 

the intermediary’s involvement that produces these differences. 

Finally, when the children were questioned  with the intermediary’s involvement they had 

already been questioned without the intermediary and therefore may have been more 

comfortable communicating in the intermediary condition due to a slight increase in 

familiarisation with the process.  However, comparison of the content of the children’s recall 

was not the purpose of the study, and the children were questioned about a different cartoon 

across conditions to reduce the effects of practice on recall. 

For the time being, the witness intermediary scheme continues to be endorsed by carers, 

witnesses and practitioners as an effective procedure for the facilitation of children’s best 

evidence.  The current study demonstrates intermediary assistance improves adult perceptions 

of children’s testimony, and the process of cross-examination, regardless of age.  Jury 

deliberation is the final stage in the long process of the prosecution of criminal behaviour, 

therefore it is essential to examine whether or not the intermediary accommodation can 

enhance the fairness of the process for vulnerable witnesses without jeopardizing the rights of 

the defendant.  
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations for Adults’ Perceptions of the Children’s Communication 

and Behaviour Across Intermediary Presence and Age 

   Intermediary No Intermediary Total 

 Child Teenager Child Teenager Child Teenager 

Truthfulness 4.04 

(0.93) 

4.00 

(0.96) 

3.16 

(1.07) 

3.36 

(0.76) 

3.60 

(1.09) 

3.68 

(0.91) 

Credibility 3.20 

(1.12) 

3.36 

(1.32) 

2.04 

(1.21) 

2.44 

(0.92) 

2.62 

(1.29) 

2.90 

(1.22) 

Believability 3.68 

(1.14) 

3.68 

(1.03) 

2.48 

(1.12) 

2.72 

(0.94) 

3.08 

(1.28) 

3.20 

(1.09) 

Vulnerability 3.24 

(1.42) 

3.24 

(1.30) 

2.28 

(1.28) 

2.36 

(0.95) 

2.76 

(1.42) 

2.80 

(1.21) 

Cooperativeness 4.20 

(0.87) 

4.32 

(0.69) 

3.48 

(1.16) 

3.84 

(1.03) 

3.84 

(1.08) 

4.08 

(0.90) 

Responsive 3.40 

(0.76) 

4.16 

(0.80) 

3.16 

(0.99) 

3.28 

(0.94) 

3.28 

(0.88) 

3.72 

(0.97) 

Comfortable 3.12 

(1.05) 

3.08 

(1.08) 

2.80 

(0.87) 

2.56 

(0.87) 

2.96 

(0.97) 

2.82 

(0.98) 

Confidence 3.00 

(0.96) 

2.96 

(0.89) 

2.28 

(0.94) 

2.40 

(1.00) 

2.64 

(1.01) 

2.68 

(0.98) 

Consistency 3.36 

(0.76) 

3.44 

(1.04) 

2.20 

(0.87) 

2.76 

(0.97) 

2.78 

(1.00) 

3.10 

(1.05) 

Accuracy 2.80 

(0.96) 

3.24 

(0.83) 

2.16 

(0.85) 

2.44 

(0.77) 

2.48 

(0.95) 

2.84 

(0.89) 

Suggestibility 3.36 

(1.25) 

3.68 

(1.14) 

1.72 

(0.89) 

2.48 

(1.12) 

2.54 

(1.36) 

3.08 

(1.28) 

Stress level 4.00 

(1.04) 

3.76 

(1.01) 

3.56 

(1.12) 

3.28 

(1.02) 

3.78 

(1.09) 

3.52 

(1.03) 

Note. Standard deviations are in brackets. 
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Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Adults’ Perceptions of the Cross-examinations Across 

Intermediary Presence and Age 

   Intermediary No Intermediary Total 

 Child Teenager Child Teenager Child Teenager 

Child Centred 2.96 

(1.27) 

3.40 

(1.12) 

2.52 

(1.39) 

2.68 

(1.25) 

2.74 

(1.34) 

3.04 

(1.23) 

Child Appropriate 2.84 

(1.14) 

3.72 

(1.02) 

2.36 

(1.22) 

2.88 

(1.24) 

2.60 

(1.20) 

3.30 

(1.20) 

Interaction 3.28 

(1.14) 

3.24 

(1.01) 

2.56 

(0.77) 

2.92 

(1.08) 

2.92 

(1.03)  

3.08 

(1.05) 

Note. Standard deviations are in brackets. 


