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Executive summary 

Children and the justice system 

Children’s statements are often the central evidence in cases involving children as victims and 

witnesses. Critically, children can provide quality memory evidence, if adults are competent in 

extracting that evidence. In this report, we review children’s capabilities, limits on their 

capabilities, challenges in providing evidence, and ways to improve children’s justice 

experiences. Our focus is on evidence-based conclusions and we review key aspects of 

cognitive and developmental research that will help the reader understand children’s role as 

victims and witnesses in the justice system. 

A key challenge for children who are involved in the justice system is the stress of unfamiliar 

and often difficult justice processes. Although not all children experience forensic interviews and 

testifying in court as stressful, many do. At times, the heightened level of emotion can impact 

children’s ability to provide evidence. There is now widespread recognition that adapting justice 

processes to children’s special circumstances and capabilities will improve children’s 

experiences, increase the quality of their evidence, and provide better access to justice. One 

key way in which the processes should be adapted is through justice professionals gaining an 

understanding of children’s cognitive and social development. This report reviews the current 

state of this knowledge. 

Children’s cognitive abilities and their impact on children’s evidence 

Children’s maturing cognitive skills play an important role in their ability to provide testimony. In 

particular, executive functioning skills (i.e., a set of cognitive processes that help set and 

complete goals), which develop throughout childhood and into early adulthood, support children, 

youth, and adults in providing testimony. For example, these skills can influence whether a child 

can resist suggestions made to them by an adult, or whether a child is prone to guessing in 

response to questions. Importantly, the development of these cognitive skills has been found to 

be delayed or at a deficit for maltreated children. 

Professionals who work with child victims and witnesses are often interested in how to promote 

truth-telling in children. Children’s conceptualization of lies begins during the preschool years, 

but a more stable concept of truth and lies does not emerge until later childhood (approximately 

10 years of age). Children who fail to demonstrate an understanding of truth and lies may still be 

honest, and children who show a sophisticated understanding may still tell lies. One factor that 

has been found to increase children’s honesty is promising to tell the truth, but this is less 

effective with very young children (aged 3 to 5 years). 

Children are often asked to provide details about the timing, duration, and frequency of the 

events (i.e., temporal information) that have brought them into contact with the justice system. 

Such information is seemingly reasonable to request and may even be legally required in some 

cases. However, asking for information only makes sense if a child has the cognitive skills to 

provide it. Although there are exceptions, children generally struggle to provide temporal 
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information. Importantly, this difficulty is not related to their ability to recall other accurate details 

of their experiences.  

Language development in children 

Children’s emerging communication skills can pose challenges for the legal system in obtaining 

detailed and accurate reports. Failure to acknowledge the developmental differences between 

children and adults can result in miscommunication and lead to unjust outcomes. Sometimes 

children use a word differently to adults or before they understand its meaning, or they guess 

the answers to questions that contain errors and ambiguities. These behaviours can lead to 

miscommunication or misunderstandings of the child’s experiences. For example, children have 

a tendency to guess if they don’t know the answer to questions asked in a yes/no format.  

Concerningly, children are often asked age-inappropriate questions, which can influence the 

accuracy of their responses and, ultimately, legal outcomes. Thus, it is important for adults to 

understand how language and certain types of questions can influence the clarity and accuracy 

of children’s reports. 

Memory in children 

Memory is a subjective experience. The purpose of the memory system is to understand and 

interpret the world around us and to help us make predictions about the future, not to retain 

precise and detailed information about prior experiences. This means memories are prone to 

error. There are several key themes of memory that can be used to interpret children’s 

evidence: 

• Not everything gets into memory; 

• What gets into memory varies in strength; 

• The status of information in memory changes over time; 

• Retrieval of memory is not perfect; 

• Not everything that can be retrieved is reported; 

• Not everything that is reported was experienced. 

There are several additional influences on memory, including a child’s age (older children 

generally provide more information and are less suggestible than younger children); the degree 

of prior knowledge a child has about an experience (having prior knowledge typically makes 

events easier to understand and report, but can interfere with remembering); the level of stress 

experienced during the event (stress can have both positive and negative effects on memory); 

the duration of time between the event and when the child recalls that event (generally, 

memories fade with time); and how often a child experienced similar events (experiencing 

repeated events helps children remember the things that are the same across experiences, but 

makes discriminating between similar experiences difficult). All of these factors will influence 

how children should be questioned about their experiences. Familiarity with the research on 

these topics is critical for interpreting children’s evidence.  
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Children’s disclosure processes 

Children’s disclosure of abuse typically follows four broad patterns: disclosers, non-disclosers, 

delayed disclosers, and children who recant an earlier disclosure. Children’s reluctance to 

disclose (non-disclosers, delayed disclosers, and recanters) is often related to the dynamics of 

sexual abuse and may be more likely when the child has a close relationship with the 

perpetrator, when the child is not well supported by family, when the abuse is more severe, and 

when the onset of abuse is at an older age. Reluctance to disclose is common among children 

who have been abused and should not necessarily be considered a sign of false allegation. 

When children do disclose, they often do so because of internal feelings (e.g., nightmares, 

anxiety), external influences (e.g., being questioned), or evidence of the abuse was discovered. 

However, when children do not disclose, it is often for reasons like worry about the negative 

consequences of doing so (e.g., jailtime for the accused), feelings of embarrassment or shame, 

worry about getting in trouble, fear of not being believed, or a lack of understanding that the 

behaviour was inappropriate. Delays to disclosure and recantations are often viewed negatively 

in the courtroom. There is a need to educate triers of fact on normal disclosure processes.  

Child forensic interviewing 

There is a large and robust literature supporting evidence-based forensic interviewing of 

children. What children are willing and able to tell us is profoundly influenced by how we elicit 

their information. When questioners provide children with socioemotional support and the 

opportunity to share what they remember at their own pace, in their own words, children’s 

testimony can be accurate and informative. An evidence-based child forensic interview typically 

consists of the following components: introductory phase (with brief explanation of roles and 

room set up, ground rules, and narrative practice), transition to the topic of concern, substantive 

phase where children are encouraged to provide a narrative of the event in response to 

predominantly open-ended questions, a break, follow-up questions to allow interviewers to ask 

for any specific information that may have been omitted during the narrative account, and a 

respectful closure. 

High quality child forensic interviews will focus on open-ended invitations for the child to provide 

a narrative response. Wh- questions (e.g., who, when, where, why, how, and narrow “what” 

questions) are also preferable to closed questions (i.e., questions that narrowly restrict the 

content of children’s responses), the latter of which often results in the highest rate of guessing. 

Compared to other question types, open-ended questions elicit longer and more accurate 

responses and are more likely to access details the child remembers, rather than details the 

interviewer wishes to hear about (which may or may not be something the child remembers). 

Children’s ability to answer open-ended questions improves with age, but even preschoolers 

can provide narrative details in response to such questions. 
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Children’s in-court evidence 

It is clear that the courtroom context is unique and often stressful for children. The majority of 

child witnesses experience anxiety and show evidence of stress symptoms, including sleeping 

and eating problems, depression, bed-wetting, and self-harming while waiting to go to court and 

the courtroom experience itself can be a substantial stressor with long-term consequences for 

children. Court preparation programs can provide children with knowledge and experience 

about upcoming proceedings and have been shown to have beneficial effects on children’s well-

being. 

There is a disconnect between the standard approach to cross-examination and children’s 

ability to provide accurate evidence. The questioning style of cross-examination is largely 

comprised of closed, leading, and yes/no questions. This style of questioning is highly 

problematic for eliciting accurate statements from children and is emotionally challenging for 

children. By its very nature, cross-examination is designed to elicit what the adult wants the 

child witness to say, not to access the child’s truthful responses. Cross-examination has been 

described as one of the worst parts of court for children and has been described as a “how not 

to” guide to question children. Several countries have made policy advances that retain 

elements of traditional cross-examination but also move closer to appropriately questioning 

children in court. 

In an effort to improve the experience for children and facilitate their provision of evidence, 

changes were made to the Criminal Code and Canada Evidence Act (Bill C-2) that came into 

force in 2006. Changes included presuming competence of children under the age of 14 years, 

removing the public from the courtroom, and the provision of testimonial aids (e.g., testifying 

from behind a screen, with a support person, or from another room via closed circuit television).  

Research has indicated that the use of such testimonial aids decreases testimonial stress. 

Further, children questioned via video either show increased accuracy and resistance to 

suggestion with this approach relative to in-person questioning, or no differences, compared to 

live testimony. Other recent advances include children testifying in court remotely (e.g., from a 

comfortable environment) and the use of trained support dogs for children during interviews and 

testimony. The evidence is growing that the use of dogs can have benefits for many children, 

including reducing stress and anxiety. 

Child Advocacy Centres 

In recognition of the challenges posed to children who are victims of and/or witnesses to abuse 

and their families, there has been an international movement towards coordinating the service 

providers who work with the children and families at Child Advocacy Centres (CAC or Child and 

Youth Advocacy Centres, CYAC). CACs provide a child-focused process in a friendly setting, 

usually in one location, where service delivery partners including medical, child protection, 

police, mental health, victim support and advocacy, and prosecution, where appropriate, work 

together in a coordinated way to support children, youth and their families. There is growing 

evidence that CAC-based investigations reduce stress and trauma experienced during abuse 

investigations for children and families. Further, CACs feature more evidence-based practices 
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and can serve as expert hubs. A recent study of British Columbia Child and Youth Advocacy 

Centres found that for every dollar invested in a CAC, $5.54 in social and economic value was 

created. 

Recommendations 

From the in-depth review of the literature relating to children’s participation in the justice system, 

three key recommendations are made: 

1. Increase developmental training and education for legal professionals who interact with 

children. 

2. Expand access to Child Advocacy Centres and their services. 

3. Consider and investigate alternatives to traditional cross-examination of child witnesses. 
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I Introduction 

1.1 Children and the justice system 

The events that bring a child to the criminal justice system can be confusing, upsetting, and 

possibly traumatic. In many cases, children will be the only witness to the crime they are asked 

to describe (e.g., child sexual abuse; Bala, Lee, & McNamara, 2001; Robinson, 2015). Thus, 

children’s statements can be the central evidence. Understanding influences on children’s 

evidence reliability, and how to adapt criminal justice processes to increase the quality of that 

evidence, is the central aim of this report.  

A vast literature focused on the experiences of children in the justice system has clearly 

demonstrated that even preschool aged children are capable of providing detailed and accurate 

accounts of their prior experiences, if that information is elicited in a supportive and 

developmentally appropriate manner. This bottom line of children’s evidence quality is critical:  

 

 

 

In 2002, Louise Sas authored a compilation of history and literature related to the experience of 

children in the Canadian justice system (Sas, 2002). Sas’ report covers the historical treatment 

of children, and the state of the literature on children’s evidence at the time. The report traces 

the history from the groundbreaking Badgley Report (1986) to the day care sex abuse scandals 

of the 1990s, to the inception of the science related to children’s testimony. The current report 

aims to address developments since that seminal document was published and describe our 

current state of understanding of children in the justice system in Canada. 

1.2 The reception of child witnesses in the justice system 

There is now widespread recognition that children can be reliable and competent witnesses. But 

it was not always this way. As Sas clearly outlines in her 2002 report, historically there have 

been struggles in believing children’s accounts. While we have seen improvements in the belief 

in and participation of children in the legal system, critical biases against children’s evidence 

and barriers to their participation in the justice system remain, including how children’s evidence 

is collected (see Section IV on Child Forensic Interviewing), justice system professionals’ 

understanding of children’s capabilities (see Sections II, III, and IV), and justice processes like 

cross-examination (see Section VII on In-Court Evidence).  

1.3 Children’s experiences in the justice system 

Children’s involvement in the justice system will often include interactions with many different 

professionals: child welfare, police, medical, victim services, lawyers, judges, and other court 

personnel. Each of these interactions bring opportunities for relationship building and comfort, 

but also stress and anxiety. As we describe in Sections VII and VIII, there have been many 

Children are capable of providing quality memory evidence, if 
adults are competent in eliciting that evidence. 
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important changes for children involved in the justice system in Canada that are designed to 

facilitate their participation. These changes seek to address the complexity of services and 

professionals involved in responding to child victims, and to adapt these processes to make 

them more developmentally appropriate.  

Many of the changes in how children are treated in the justice system are borne of the 

understanding of how system-induced trauma can compound the already difficult experiences of 

children (Bala et al., 2001; Berliner & Conte, 1995; Department of Justice Canada, 2001; Sas et 

al., 1993). Testifying is a clear stressor for many children (Field & Katz, 2023; Hayes & Bunting, 

2013) and has been demonstrated to have long term effects on mental health (Eastwood & 

Patton, 2002; Elmi, Daignault, & Hébert, 2018; Quas et al., 2005). The courtroom environment, 

in particular, appears related to higher stress levels (Nathanson & Saywitz, 2003; Saywitz & 

Nathanson, 1993), and anticipating upcoming court involvement has been linked to anxiety in 

children (Nathanson & Saywitz, 2015). 

The concern about children’s stress during court proceedings has been addressed in creative 

and productive ways in court settings around the world. For example, at least one jurisdiction 

has implemented smart wrist bands to provide real-time physiological stress monitoring when 

children are questioned. This monitoring allows for the possibility of pausing questioning to 

introduce relaxation techniques or to end the interview if stress levels become too high 

(Rodriguez-Pellejero, Mulero-Henríquez, & Santana Amador, 2024). These measures, included 

as part of a comprehensive adapted courtroom process for children (e.g., child-friendly rooms, 

decompression rooms, high levels of support), can also inform us about children’s general 

stress. In one study, the monitoring indicated that children’s stress levels were significantly 

higher when waiting to be questioned and during questioning than they were at the time children 

left the courthouse, though overall children experienced a medium level of stress during court 

hearings (Rodriguez-Pellejero et al., 2024). Other studies that have explored children’s stress 

levels during traditional court situations have demonstrated that children experience high levels 

of anxiety before, during, and after trials (e.g., Hayes & Bunting, 2013). Such negative 

experiences in-court are later related to children’s feelings of injustice (Sumalla & Hernandez-

Hidalgo, 2018). The impact of justice involvement on children is complex (Quas & Goodman, 

2012). In some cases, children may experience testifying as empowering, even if stressful 

(Quas et al., 2005). In some circumstances, not testifying can have negative impacts, and, 

despite sometimes very negative experiences, the balance between the benefits and challenges 

of courtroom testimony will in many cases weigh on the side of testifying (Quas et al., 2005; 

Quas & Goodman, 2012). Yet, it is clear that unless (and sometimes even when) justice 

processes are adapted for children, the experience is likely to be confusing, upsetting, and 

stressful for many. 

1.4 Modifying the criminal justice system’s expectations of child 

witnesses 

As we describe in detail in this report, there is a considerable body of literature that can be 

relied upon to recommend how to interact with children in developmentally appropriate ways 

that will increase the reliability of their evidence and facilitate their recovery. Alignment of what 
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we know about children’s capabilities with what we ask of them is essential in ensuring we elicit 

the best quality evidence and provide them with a procedurally-just experience. 

II Children’s cognitive abilities and their impact on children’s 

evidence 

The legal system is designed based on adults’ abilities. While children can meet expectations in 

some areas, in other areas their skills are still developing. Thus, it is important to understand 

children’s cognitive development and how it relates to their ability to perform within the legal 

system. 

2.1 Children’s developing cognitive skills 

Children’s developing cognitive skills play an important role in their ability to provide testimony. 

In particular, executive functioning skills, which develop throughout childhood and into early 

adulthood, support children, youth, and adults in providing testimony. Executive functions 

include components such as working memory (the ability to hold information in mind and 

manipulate it), and inhibition (the ability to restrain the initial impulse to respond) (Diamond, 

2006). Additionally, children develop the socio-cognitive skill of theory of mind (the ability to 

understand that others have different thoughts, desires, feelings, or emotions). These skills are 

important in numerous aspects of a child’s life, but they are integral in supporting children in 

providing reports of their experiences.  

Working memory is the ability to temporarily hold information in memory and manipulate it for 

subsequent recall (Baddeley, 1986). For instance, a child must hold the question being asked 

and the key details of an event in memory. Then the child must retrieve the details in the order 

they are questioned about them, and potentially re-order them based on follow-up questions. 

Researchers find that the accuracy of children’s eyewitness memory reports is related to their 

working memory (e.g., Rossi-Arnaud & Angelini, 2017; Ruffman et al., 2001), meaning children 

with better working memory tend to be more accurate in recounting their experiences. Working 

memory begins developing in the preschool years (e.g., Carlson, 2005) with working memory 

abilities improving with age. For example, about half of 5-year-olds can hold in memory three or 

fewer pieces of information and recall them (e.g., 3 numbers) and by about 9 years of age most 

children can hold three details in memory (Pickering & Gathercole, 2001). Working memory 

continues to develop with skills peaking around 30 years of age (Alloway & Alloway, 2013). This 

long developmental process means that children cannot be expected to perform similarly to 

adults. Lawyers should take this into consideration when developing questions. For example, 

they should ensure that they do not ask long compound questions that require children to hold 

multiple parts of a question in memory. And, to the extent possible, they should sequence an 

event in the order the event occurred, rather than jumping around from one timepoint to another.   

Inhibitory control involves the ability to resist responding with an automatic response. For 

example, inhibitory control involves resisting answering a question before it is fully complete or 

not responding with the first thing that comes to mind, but instead pausing to ensure you have 

the correct answer before responding. Inhibitory control begins to develop during the preschool 
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years (e.g., Carlson, 2005; Dowsett & Livesey, 2000), with 3-year-olds demonstrating a 

rudimentary ability to inhibit responses. By 5 years of age, children show some skills in inhibiting 

responses but are slow in their ability to stop an automatic response. Stopping speed increases 

with age across childhood and into adulthood (Williams, Ponesse, Schachar, Logan, & Tannock, 

1999). While poor inhibitory control skills have been found to be related to young children’s 

inability to inhibit the truth, resulting in honest disclosures of their own transgressions (e.g., 

O’Connor, Dykstra, & Evans, 2020; Talwar, Crossman, & Wyman, 2017; Talwar & Lee, 2008; 

Williams, Moore, Crossman, & Talwar, 2016), it is also related to children’s tendency to respond 

without thinking through the question asked or their answer. For example, when asked a yes/no 

question (i.e., a question that can simply be answered with a yes or a no), young children (2 to 5 

years old) often demonstrate a “yes” bias (Moriguchi, Osaka, & Itakura, 2008; Fritzley & Lee, 

2003; Fritzley, Lindsay, & Lee, 2013), answering “yes” to a question without fully processing the 

question asked. Inhibitory control skills have also been found to be related to children’s ability to 

answer complex questions such as questions that are referentially ambiguous (see Section V; 

Evans, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2017). Children with higher inhibitory control skills are also more 

resistant to suggestive questions (Roberts & Powell, 2005; Melinder, Endestad, & Magnussen, 

2006). 

Children must also consider the perspective or intentions of the questioner to successfully 

answer questions. As such, the socio-cognitive skill of theory of mind is required. Theory of 

mind is the ability to interpret another's mental states such as beliefs, desires, or emotions 

(Premack & Woodruff, 1978). Mental states are challenging for children to understand as they 

represent internal thoughts or feelings. People’s mental states are not always obvious to others 

or potentially contrast with their external behaviours. For example, we may be nice to someone 

we don’t really like to gain access or an advantage from them. Children’s theory-of-mind skills 

become more sophisticated over time (e.g., Wellman & Liu, 2004). Children start to recognize 

that different people can have different desires from one another. For example, young children 

begin to understand that an adult may have different food preferences than they do (e.g., 

Repacholi et al., 1997). Between 3 and 5 years of age, children develop an understanding that 

others may not know what they know (knowledge ignorance). This means young children may 

assume an adult has access to the same information as they do and thus provide less detailed 

responses to the adult’s questions. By around 4 or 5 years of age, children demonstrate false-

belief understanding, or the awareness that someone can believe something to be true when in 

fact it is false. This ability supports children to resist suggestions from others about their 

experiences (e.g., Karpinski et al., 2009; reviewed in Bruck & Melnyk, 2004) as they understand 

that others may hold beliefs that are untrue or incorrect. Children’s false-belief understanding 

becomes more sophisticated with age. By 6 to 9 years of age they can reason about a person’s 

beliefs about another person’s beliefs (e.g., What Sara thinks that Michael thinks; Perner, 1988). 

Finally, the ability to infer someone’s real vs feigned emotional state based on contextual 

information (real-apparent emotion) develops around 5 to 6 years of age (Harris, Donnelly, Guz, 

& Pitt-Watson, 1986). For example, understanding that another child feels sad when others 

make jokes about them even though they are pretending they are happy. These skills may help 

children in interpreting interpersonal relationships.     
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Importantly, the development of these socio-cognitive skills (executive functions and theory of 

mind) has been found to be delayed or at a deficit for maltreated children. Maltreated children 

tend to exhibit lower scores on theory of mind and executive functioning measures compared to 

non-maltreated age matched peers (Beers & De Bellis, 2002; Cicchetti, Rogosch, Maughan, 

Toth, & Bruce, 2003; Demers et al., 2022; Lund, Toombs, Radford, Boles, & Mushquash, 2020) 

and this deficit remains into adolescence and adulthood (Kirke-Smith, Henry, & Messer, 2014; 

Mothes et al., 2015; Nikulina & Widom, 2013). Furthermore, testimonial load (e.g., increased 

cognitive load1 while testifying) amplifies these differences. Thus, the age norms discussed 

above are expected to be several years delayed for children who have experienced neglect or 

abuse.  

2.2 Children’s understanding of the truth and promising 

Extensive research has revealed that children begin to understand the concept of lying during 

the preschool years (e.g., Bussey, 1992; Lyon, Quas, & Carrick, 2013; Siegal & Peterson, 1996; 

Vendetti, Kamawar, & Andrews, 2019; Wandrey, Quas, & Lyon, 2012); however, it is not until 

around 10 or 11 years of age that children display a more comprehensive and adult-like 

understanding (e.g., Lavoie, Nagar, & Talwar, 2017; Strichartz & Burton, 1990; Wimmer, 

Gruber, & Perner, 1984). One factor that can influence children’s ability to demonstrate their 

conceptual understanding is how the question is asked. Some questions simply require children 

to recognize a truth or a lie (e.g., “If I say my shirt is blue, would that be a truth or a lie?”), while 

others require children to provide a definition or an explanation of the difference between the 

truth or a lie. Although children can successfully recognize a truth or a lie as early as 4 to 5 

years of age, they are not able to provide accurate definitions until 8 years of age (Lyon & 

Saywitz, 1999). Furthermore, children are more accurate at differentiating between truths and 

lies about neutral statements (by 3.5 years of age) and good acts (around 4 to 6 years of age) 

than bad acts. Specifically, children have difficulty differentiating truth and lies when the speaker 

has committed a bad act, confusing bad acts with lies (Lyon et al., 2013; Wandrey et al., 2012). 

These findings suggest that children’s conceptualization of lies begins during the preschool 

years, but a more stable concept of truth and lies does not emerge until later childhood 

(approximately 10 years of age). 

Beyond children’s abilities to accurately identify statements as truths and lies, researchers have 

examined children’s moral evaluations of whether lies are good or bad. Existing evidence 

suggests that children are sensitive to factors that may influence the morality of lying. For 

example, by 5 years of age, children are already able to consider someone’s intention (whether 

they were trying to deceive someone or whether they made a mistake) when evaluating the 

honesty of their statement as good or bad, and these evaluations reach maturity by about 10 to 

11 years of age (e.g., Bussey & Grimbeek, 2000; Lyon, Ahern, Malloy, & Quas, 2010; Lyon et 

 
1 Cognitive load is defined as the mental workload someone must handle while completing a task. A higher cognitive 
load suggests a greater use of working memory and other cognitive skills. Cognitive load can be increased in court as 
witnesses are being asked to recall events, understand complex questions, follow legal procedures, monitor and 
manage emotional responses, and face the accused. These factors can increase difficulty for witnesses to accurately 
recall information. 
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al., 2013). Lying to conceal a person’s wrongdoing is consistently seen as bad by children and 

adults in different cultures (e.g., Cheung, Siu, & Chen, 2015; Lee, Xu, Fu, Cameron, & Chen, 

2001; Mojdehi, Shohoudi, & Talwar, 2020).  

Importantly, research examining the relationship between children’s conceptualization and 

moral evaluation of lie-telling and their own honesty about negative events (i.e., wrong doings 

by the child or someone else) has found limited relation between the two (Talwar, Lee, Bala, & 

Lindsay, 2002; Talwar, Lee, Bala, & Lindsay, 2004; Talwar & Lee, 2008). Children who fail to 

demonstrate an understanding of truth and lies may still be honest, and children who show a 

sophisticated understanding may still tell lies. Given this lack of relation, children in Canadian 

courts (see Section VII) are not required to demonstrate an understanding of truths and lies 

prior to testifying in court.  

One factor that has been found to be related to children’s 

honesty is promising to tell the truth. Promising has been 

extensively examined in the moral development literature 

(e.g., Astington, 1988a; 1988b; 1988c; Austin, 1962; 

Bussey, 2010; Lyon & Evans, 2014; Talwar, Lee, Bala, & 

Lindsay, 2002; 2004). Including the word “promise” in a 

statement has been seen as an effective technique for 

inducing a sense of obligation as it demonstrates one’s 

commitment and one’s intention (Austin, 1962; Bussey, 

2010). However, young children struggle to understand 

the implications of the word “promise” (Astington, 1988a; 

1988b). For example, Lyon and Evans (2014) found that 

3- to 5-year-old children showed greater understanding 

of a commitment when the words “I will” are used 

compared to “I promise”, and that “I will” was understood 

at a younger age. These findings suggest that using the 

word promise may be less effective with younger 

children.  

Researchers have assessed the effectiveness of promising to tell the truth on children’s honesty 

about negative events. Promising has consistently been found to be effective in increasing 

honesty with children 5 years of age through adolescence (Evans & Lee, 2010; Evans & Talwar, 

2024; Lyon, Malloy, Quas, & Talwar, 2008; Lyon & Dorado, 2008; McWilliams, Stolzenberg, 

Williams, & Lyon, 2021; Quas, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2018; Talwar et al., 2002). However, asking 

younger children (3- to 4-year-olds) to promise to tell the truth appears to be less effective 

(Bender, O’Connor, & Evans, 2018). This lack of effectiveness is likely due to their lack of 

understanding of the word promise (as noted above). However, asking children to verbalize their 

promise (“I promise that I will…”) has been found to increase children’s behavioural adherence 

to their promises compared to simply asking them to agree to a promise. Evans and colleagues 

(2018) found that when they asked children to verbally state their promise not to cheat in a 

game (“I promise I will not peek at the toy”) including the words “I will” along with the promise 

significantly increased the likelihood that children would adhere to the rules and not cheat in the 
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game. Taken together, these findings support the idea that children should be asked to promise 

that they will tell the truth prior to providing a report of their experiences.  

2.3 Children’s abilities to estimate duration, timing, and frequency of events  

When recalling a prior experience that brought them in contact with the justice system, a child 

may be asked to describe how long the event took, when it took place, and/or how often the 

event took place. These questions all inquire about seemingly reasonable, and sometimes 

legally necessary, details of a potentially criminal offence. In general, children do not 

spontaneously provide a great deal of temporal information in interviews (Peterson, 1996). 

However, investigators often actively seek such information from children. Asking for this 

information only makes sense if a child has the cognitive skills to provide such details. If they do 

not, then asking for this information is likely to result in guessing, changed answers, and/or non-

responsiveness. 

An initial key point to understand is that children’s ability to talk about time concepts precedes 

their ability to understand and apply these concepts, and that this comprehension is protracted 

(Orbach & Lamb, 2007; Tillman & Barner, 2015). For example, a child may use the word 

‘yesterday’, but instead of meaning the day prior, they are describing any day before today. 

Similarly, just because a child is able to count to 10 does not mean that a child can accurately 

report the number of instances of sexual abuse they have experienced. Rote recitation of a 

temporal concept (e.g., listing the days of the week) and application of that concept to life 

experiences (i.e., on what day something happened) require different levels of understanding. 

The research on children’s temporal concepts is still in relatively early phases. It is clear that 

children’s ability to provide temporal information increases with age, but it is difficult to pin down 

precisely what concepts are established at what age. There is substantial variability in these 

skills among children aged 7 to 12 years (Zakay, & Hancock, 1999). The literature, however, 

also makes clear that providing such information is a cognitively challenging task that many 

children involved in the justice system will struggle to do accurately (Friedman, 1991; Friedman 

& Lyon, 2005).  

In one innovative study, Wandrey and colleagues (Wandrey, Lyon, Quas, & Friedman, 2012) 

asked children to describe their prior visits to dependency court (i.e., non-criminal proceedings 

in which child safety is at issue) and their placement changes. In their sample of 6- to 10-year- 

olds, they found that children were very limited in their ability to provide information about the 

frequency and temporal location of prior experiences. For example, only 10% of the children 

were able to correctly identify the month in which a past event took place. Although Wandrey 

and colleagues found no developmental differences, other studies have shown overall 

improvements in temporal understanding with age. And at least one study demonstrated that 

there were few differences between adolescents (14 to 16 years) and adults on several different 

time scales (Jack, Friedman, Reese, & Zajac, 2016). 

Duration. Reporting how long an event took can have implications for both understanding the 

overall event and for a defendant’s ability to generate an alibi. Children appear to reach adult-

like capabilities in reporting the duration of an event by about 10 to 12 years of age (Friedman et 
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al., 2010; Friedman, Reese, & Dai, 2011; Pathman et al., 2013), which may reflect both 

advancements in sensitivity to duration (McCormack, 2015) and in children’s ability to use 

language that describes varying durations (Block et al., 1999). 

Timing. Some criminal charges may depend on identifying when an event took place or how old 

the child was at the time (see Woiwod & Connolly, 2017). Placing an event in the temporal past 

appears to be challenging for children, and the difficulty increases with greater temporal 

distances between recall and the event in question (e.g., Hudson & Mayhew, 2011). Most of the 

recent research indicates that children’s ability to recall how long ago an event took place 

begins to reach adult levels between the ages of about 8 to 10 years old (Deker & Pathman, 

2021; Pathman, Deker, Coughlin, & Ghetti, 2022). 

In a study of children’s memory for visits to the hospital emergency room for a traumatic injury, 

Peterson (1996) found that 2- to 9-year-olds were very poor at reporting the time of day of the 

injury and the time at which they arrived at the hospital when directly asked. When not prompted 

for temporal details, only 9-year-olds spontaneously provided such information. In Wandrey and 

colleagues’ (2012) study of the timing of prior dependency court visits and placements, children 

who attempted to date their first of several court visits were off by about six months and they 

were off by 9 to 12 months for placement timing. These findings highlight the difficulty in 

providing precise timing information.  

Frequency. Although children appear to do well in discriminating whether an event was 

experienced once or more than once (Sharman, Powell, & Roberts, 2011; Roberts et al., 2015), 

when an event has been experienced repeatedly, accuracy of frequency estimates is quite low. 

Wandrey et al. (2012) found that although children had a general sense of the number of times 

they had been to court and the number of placements they had experienced, their precision was 

extremely poor. Unfortunately, children seemed relatively unaware of their difficulties (or 

unwilling to signal this) in providing this information because few children responded with “I don't 

know” to questions about event frequency. In Section IV, we address some of the reasons for 

children’s difficulty in reporting event frequency. 

In sum, children appear to struggle to provide temporal information. General estimates and time 

frames may seem reasonable to request, but attempting to elicit precise temporal information 

about past events is unlikely to provide highly accurate information (of course, there will be 

exceptions). Temporal information, perhaps more than most other concepts, demonstrates the 

tension between what children are capable of reporting and what the justice system often 

demands from witnesses (e.g., Price, Connolly, & Gordon, 2016). Critically, children’s ability to 

recall temporal information is unrelated to their recall of accurate event details (Friedman & 

Lyon, 2005), and thus conclusions about a child’s overall accuracy or honesty should not be 

drawn from any observed challenges in recalling temporal detail.  

2.4   Children’s concepts of court 

A final consideration in children’s cognitive abilities as they relate to their involvement in the 

legal system is children’s understanding of court processes. Of course, most adults would 

expect that young children would have limited understanding of the intricacies involved in key 
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roles like a judge, lawyer, jury, or evidence, and that children would generally lack an 

understanding of courtroom procedures. The little research available on the topic clearly 

demonstrates these expectations to be accurate: children, particularly younger children, lack 

knowledge of court concepts, and this uncertainty contributes to anxiety about their participation 

in the justice system.  

Several studies have been conducted that have demonstrated children’s limited knowledge of 

concepts and processes related to court, as well as legal terminology. In the first major study to 

demonstrate this challenge, Flin and colleagues (Flin, Stevenson, & Davies, 1989) showed that 

children younger than 10 years of age knew little about the legal system, including both 

processes and terminology. For instance, many 6- to 8-year-olds believed that lying on the 

stand could result in their imprisonment (Flin, Stevenson, & Davies, 1989). A clear conclusion 

that can be drawn from the literature on children’s knowledge of court concepts is that such 

knowledge generally improves with age (Block, Oran, Oran, Baumrind, & Goodman, 2010; Flin, 

Stevenson, & Davies, 1989; Melton, Limber, Jacobs, Oberlander, Berliner, & Yamamoto, 1992; 

Sas, Austin, Wolfe, & Hurley, 1991; Saywitz, Jaenicke, & Camparo, 1990). However, despite 

evidence that some legal professionals assume that children aged 10 to 12 years old will have 

more adult-like understanding of legal concepts (Eltringham & Aldridge, 2000; Henderson, 

2002), even children as old as 15 years demonstrate limited legal knowledge both before and 

after court experiences (Crawford & Bull, 2006; Quas, Wallin, Horwitz, Davis, & Lyon, 2009).  

Some of children’s difficulty lies in unfamiliarity with behavioural expectations and courtroom 

procedures (e.g., where key players will sit in the room), whereas other challenges are found in 

understanding the specific terms used in the justice system. In one of the earliest 

demonstrations, Saywitz and colleagues (1993) noted two primary error types when children 

were asked about court terminology. First, children demonstrated auditory discrimination errors, 

such as mistaking “jury” for “jewelry”. Second, children made homonym errors, by confusing 

words with more than one meaning (a court is a place to play basketball). Professionals who 

interact with children in the justice system must clearly describe all components of the court 

experience to reduce children’s confusion and the potential for misunderstanding. This is 

particularly essential because there is evidence that limited legal knowledge increases 

children’s anxiety about testifying (Goodman et al., 1998; Saywitz & Nathanson, 1993). We 

return to efforts to prepare children for court in Section VII.  

III Language development in children 

3.1 Developmental changes in language  

Language is largely made up of four main components: phonology (e.g., sounds used to create 

speech), semantics (e.g., the meaning of words), grammar (e.g., how words are arranged in a 

sentence or the expression of tense), and pragmatics (e.g., the rules of communication such as 

turn taking or implicatures). These language skills develop throughout childhood and into 

adolescence and are important for supporting children in communicating their experiences as 

well as understanding the questions asked of them.  
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Children’s vocabulary quickly develops during toddlerhood with 16-month-olds having 

approximately 50 words in their expressive vocabulary and by 2.5 years of age children have 

over 400 words in their vocabulary (Urm & Tulviste, 2016). However, during these early 

developmental years, children do not have the necessary understanding of grammar or 

pragmatics to support them in clearly expressing or reporting their experiences. Children’s 

understanding of semantics continues to increase throughout childhood. Typically, children 

comprehend words before they use them, however, this is not always the case. Sometimes 

production proceeds comprehension (Hendriks, 2014). For example, children produce third-

person object pronouns (e.g., him) and temporal words prior to understanding them correctly. 

Similarly, the early development of children’s use of the terms “ask and tell” can result in 

children interchanging or misusing the terms (Stolzenberg, McWilliams, & Lyon, 2017a). 

Stolzenberg et al. (2017a) examined maltreated 6- to 11-year-olds’ understanding of the terms 

“ask and tell” and found that children initially comprehend “telling” more broadly as saying. As a 

result, they may misunderstand asking as a form of telling (this was particularly problematic 

when asked yes/no questions). This linguistic confusion is of concern in the legal setting 

because children’s misunderstanding or misuse of the terms may result in a report that an adult 

“told” the child what happened (i.e., coaching), rather than “asked.” In sum, it cannot be 

assumed that because a child uses a word that they understand what it means. This highlights 

the importance of asking follow-up questions to clarify a child’s statements.      

During the preschool (3 to 5 years of age) and elementary (6 to 10 years of age) years, children 

continue to increase their vocabulary and begin to understand the rules of communication. 

Around 4 years of age children can produce sentences with 3 to 4 words, allowing for a basic 

expression of their daily experiences. One of the largest factors that influences children’s 

language development is language exposure at home and school (Cabell, Justice, McGinty, 

DeCoster, & Forston, 2015; Huttenlocher, 1998; Levickis et al., 2014) and child maltreatment 

has been found to negatively impact language development (Allen & Oliver, 1982; Elgsti & 

Cicchetti, 2004; Hwa-Froelich, 2012). Generally, the amount of detail provided in reports 

increases with age into adolescence (e.g., Lamb, Sternberg, & Esplin, 2000), with younger 

children reporting fewer details and requiring more support when being questioned compared to 

older children (see Section VI for recommendations on questioning children), while adolescents 

can provide more detail (see Section V for reasons for reluctance and limited details provided in 

their reports). 

3.2 Children’s developing language skills and potentials for 

miscommunication  

Children’s developing communication skills pose challenges for the legal system in obtaining the 

most detailed and accurate reports. Failure to acknowledge the developmental differences 

between children and adults can lead to unjust outcomes (Park & Renner, 1998).  

Children are regularly asked age-inappropriate questions, with questions exceeding their 

cognitive ability or failing to support them in providing accurate and detailed reports (Evans et 

al., 2009; Park & Renner, 1998; Wylie et al., 2024; Zajac & Hayne, 2003; Zajac et al., 2003). 

The questions lawyers ask, and the language lawyers use, can influence the accuracy of 
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children’s testimony, and in turn trial outcomes (Evans et al., 2009; Wylie et al., 2024; Zajac & 

Hayne, 2003; Zajac et al., 2003). For example, Evans and colleagues (2009) found that when 

defence lawyers asked more syntactically complex questions to child witnesses in child sexual 

abuse cases, the trial was more likely to result in a conviction. Wylie and colleagues (2024) 

examined Canadian court transcripts of 95 children (5 to 17 years old) testifying in court in 

cases of child sexual abuse for the types of questions lawyers asked, how detailed children’s 

responses were, and whether it was related to trial outcome. They assessed the use of open-

ended invitations (“Tell me everything that happened”) and wh- questions (e.g., wh- and how), 

and closed-ended questions including yes/no questions (i.e., questions that ask for a yes or no 

response), option-posing questions (i.e., questions that provide options), declarative questions 

(i.e., a statement phrased as a question), and suggestive questions. The most common 

question format used by lawyers was declaratives, which resulted in the lowest rate of children 

providing unelaborated responses (i.e., few details were provided by the child). In contrast, 

open-ended invitations and wh- questions tended to result in more details being provided 

(compared to just yes or no responding). Yet only 13% of all questions were open-ended 

invitations and wh- questions, with prosecutors being more likely to ask them than defence 

lawyers. Importantly, the use of such questions was related to case outcome with more 

invitations and wh- questions being related to convictions; perhaps this is due to the child 

witness appearing more credible when they provide details themselves (but further studies are 

needed).    

Given that the questions lawyers ask and how children respond can impact the trial outcome, it 

is important to understand the relation between the two. When there is a disconnect between 

the question being asked by a lawyer and a child’s response, this can lead to 

miscommunication. Miscommunication can result from several factors including, a child not 

understanding a question, a child interpreting the question differently from an adult, or an adult 

interpreting a child’s response differently than the child intended.  

Under-informative responding: When a simple “yes” is not enough. The majority of 

questions posed to children during testimony are closed-ended and can be answered with a 

simple “yes” or “no” response (Stolzenberg et al., 2020; Wylie et al., 2024). These questions 

tend to elicit under-informative responses – children simply say “yes”, “no”, or proffered 

responses (e.g., selecting one of the options from a question stem; Stolzenberg et al., 2017b, or 

an easily accessible guess such as colour or number; McWilliams et al., 2021). Given this, 

researchers have posited a theory of formal reticence which proposes that children tend to 

produce easily retrievable and minimally sufficient responses, based on the question form, and 

such responses can lead to misunderstanding the child’s response (Stolzenberg et al., 2017a; 

Stolzenberg & Lyon, 2017b; Stolzenberg et al., 2020). Additionally, children may prematurely 

answer questions without realizing or considering that the question may have dual meanings 

(Garden Path theory, Anderson et al., 2011; Keysar et al., 1998; Kidd et al., 2011; Snedeker & 

Trueswell, 2004; Weighall, 2008; Woodard et al., 2016). Below we review examples of 

situations where formal reticence and premature answering can result in miscommunication 

including (1) when children don’t understand, (2) questions about touch or body mechanics, and 

(3) referentially ambiguous or implied questions.   
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1. When children don’t understand the question or don’t know the answer. When asked a 

question, young children tend to guess if they don’t know the answer and they fail to say, “I 

don’t know”, sometimes even to non-sensical questions (Lamb & Brown, 2006; Waterman, 

Blades, & Spencer, 2000). Children’s unwillingness to note when they don’t know the 

answer can result in miscommunication. Importantly, and related to the above-noted 

research on the importance of open-ended questions, children are less likely to indicate they 

don’t know when asked yes/no and option-posing questions compared to when asked wh- 

questions (Andrews & Lamb, 2017; Earhart et al., 2014; Geddie et al., 2001; Gee & Pipe, 

1999; McWilliams et al., 2021; Waterman, Blades, & Spencer, 2000; Waterman et al., 2001, 

2004). These differences in children’s willingness to say “I don’t know” based on question 

type are likely due to response availability (i.e., it is easy to generate a response when the 

question just asks for a yes or no [“Did the man have a beard?”] compared to when it 

requires the child to generate a more detailed response [“What did the man look like?”]). For 

example, Waterman and colleagues (2000) asked 5- to 8-year-olds nonsensical yes/no 

(e.g., “Is a box louder than a knee?”) or wh- (e.g., “What do bricks eat?”) questions. Children 

were more likely to say they didn’t know the answer when the question was asked as a wh- 

question compared to a yes/no question. Similarly, McWilliams and colleagues (2021) found 

that children were more likely to guess to wh- questions about colour and number (which are 

easy to generate answers to: “What colour was his shirt?”) compared to other wh- detail 

questions (e.g., “What did he pick up?”). The ease of guessing proffered by these types of 

questions is one reason for the superiority of open-ended prompts in eliciting children’s 

information (see Section VI Question types). 

Researchers have attempted to find methods to support children in stating when they don’t 

understand a question or don’t know the answer, such as delivering instructions (“ground 

rules”; see Section 6.1) or training children to identify tricky questions. Results of this 

research have been somewhat mixed (Brubacher & Brown, 2025). Some studies have found 

little effect of these procedures on children’s reports, while others find benefits in children 

being able to identify problematic questions but sometimes also reducing responding (e.g., 

Brubacher, Poole, & Dickinson, 2015; Gee & Pipe, 1999 [Study 1]; McWilliams et al., 2021; 

Saywitz & Moan-Hardie, 1994 [Study 1]; Nesbitt & Markham, 1999;). Given that instructions 

do not eliminate children’s errors, it is important that factfinders ask questions in age-

appropriate formats (i.e., avoid yes/no questions and use open-ended invitations) to support 

children’s accuracy.  

2. Spatial language: The importance for understanding clothing placement and touch. 

Understanding the placement of clothing during an adult-child interaction can help 

distinguish between non-abusive and abusive touch as well as the severity of abuse. For 

example, if a child’s clothing is described as fully on, then penetrative sexual abuse is less 

likely to have occurred. Questions about clothing placement and touch are regularly asked 

of child witnesses both in court and in forensic interviews (Stolzenberg & Lyon, 2017; 

Sullivan, George, Stolzenberg, Williams, & Lyon, 2022); however, these questions require 

children to understand spatial terms such as on/off, inside/outside, and under/over. 

Stolzenberg and colleagues (2017c) examined children’s ability to describe clothing and 

sticker placement on a human figure and found that children as young as three were able to 



Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 23 

describe simple clothing and sticker placement (on/off, under/over, in/out), but struggled 

when the placement became more complex (i.e., the clothing was in an intermediate 

location such as around the ankles – partly on and off). This is concerning as children 

sometimes described intermediate placements as “on”, and sometimes as “off”. Such 

inaccurate descriptions may result in misunderstandings about how the suspected abuse 

could have occurred. For example, if a child’s pants were at their ankles and they reported 

their pants as “on” (rather than the appropriate intermediate placement of at their ankles) 

then how could penetration have occurred? The form of question asked has been found to 

influence the accuracy of children’s descriptions of clothing placement. Asking children 

“where” questions (e.g., “Where were your clothes?”) improves children’s accuracy with 

intermediate clothing placement descriptions compared to asking yes/no (e.g. “Is the shirt 

on?”), forced-choice (e.g., “Is the shirt on or off?”), or open-choice (e.g., “Is the shirt on or off 

or something else?”) questions (Stolzenberg et al., 2017c; Wylie, Stolzenberg, & Evans, 

2021).  

When testifying about sexual abuse, children must also be able to describe touch and body 

mechanics. To answer questions about touch, children must have an understanding of the 

word touch. Young children often begin with a more restrictive definition of words (Clark, 

1995; Dromi, 1987; Jay, 2002). This has been found to be true of the word touch (Hashima 

et al., 1988; Sullivan et al., 2022a; 2022b), with children (4 to 7 years old) endorsing the use 

of the word touch to describe manual touch (i.e., touch with hands) but less likely to do so 

for non-manual touch (i.e., touch with other body parts). While older children (8- to 9-year-

olds) were better able to extend the word touch to non-manual touch, their definitions of 

touch often failed to include touch that occurred with objects (Sullivan et al., 2022b). As a 

result, a child may deny touch that occurred with an object or something other than the 

accused’s hand, resulting in miscommunication. Another factor that can influence children’s 

ability to describe touch or body mechanics is the sexual terminology used (Sullivan et al., 

2022a). The use of terminology that is imprecise such as “somewhere you don’t like” or 

“private parts,” or technical such as “penis” or “pornography” may limit a child’s ability to 

clearly describe mechanics (Sullivan et al., 2022a). Similar to questioning children about 

clothing placement, it is recommended that children be asked about touch using wh-

questions (although how questions should be avoided such as “How did he touch you?” as 

children often have difficulty with how questions, Sullivan et al., 2022a; also see Henderson 

et al., 2023; Wylie et al., 2021). Yes/no questions should be avoided as they may lead to 

higher rates of denial when touch did in fact occur (Sullivan et al., 2022b).  

3. Ambiguities in questions and children’s responses that result in miscommunication. 

As children are still learning the rules of grammar and pragmatics, how they interpret and 

answer adults’ questions may not always align with adults’ interpretations of those same 

questions. When the question being asked–or the child’s response–is ambiguous, this 

leaves room for misinterpretation and can lead to errors in understanding what occurred. For 

example, the word “time” can be ambiguous as it refers both to a particular episode (“tell me 

about the time it happened?”) or to temporal information (“tell me what time it happened?”). 

While adults can easily make this distinction (Wylie et al., 2024), children often default to 

providing temporal information to questions that use the word “time”, even when the 
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question is requesting information about an event (“tell me about the time..?”; Friend, 

Henderson, & Lyon, 2022; McWilliams, Williams, Henderson, Evans, & Lyon, 2023). To 

avoid such confusions, it is recommended to ask children, “Tell me what happened the 

time….?” as this supports children in identifying that the question is asking about what 

happened rather than temporal information, reducing potential ambiguity (McWilliams et al., 

2023). 

A particularly problematic type of question that can lead to children providing ambiguous 

responses are “Do you know/remember if/whether” questions. For example, “Do you 

remember if he was wearing a black t-shirt?”. These questions explicitly ask if/whether the 

child knows the information, and at the same time implicitly request that information. Given 

that these questions are in the format of a yes/no question, children often provide a simple 

yes or no response to these questions (Evans et al., 2017; Evans, Stolzenberg, Lee, & 

Lyon, 2014). This is concerning for several reasons. First, a yes or no response is unclear 

as to whether the child is answering whether they know or confirming/disconfirming the 

requested information (e.g., the shirt was not black). Furthermore, when children do clarify 

their responses to follow-up questions, they are inconsistent in whether they are answering 

the first or second half of the question (i.e., about half the time answering whether they know 

versus responding to the requested information). This means we cannot make assumptions 

about what part of the question children are answering. Second, both lawyers and lay adults 

fail to recognize that children’s responses are unclear (Wylie, Lyon, O’Connor, Lapytskaia, & 

Evans, 2019; Wylie, Stolzenberg, McWilliams, Evans, & Lyon, 2021) and inconsistently 

interpret the child’s response as answering either one of the questions asked. As a result, 

“do you know/remember if/whether” questions can lead to miscommunications between 

children and adults and should be avoided.  

Children are also susceptible to miscommunication when asked ambiguous questions that 

imply suggestive influence (e.g., coaching). Implied questions are commonly used by 

lawyers in the courtroom (St. George et al., 2022; Sobrilsky, Wylie, McWilliams, Evans, & 

Stolzenberg, 2025) in an attempt to discredit a child witness. For example, defence lawyers 

may use implied questions to suggest that a child’s report was altered or coached by others 

such as “Did your mom help you remember?”. A child may fail to recognize the implied 

meaning (that the mother coached the child’s report) and instead interpret the question as 

the mom being helpful or supportive of the child’s disclosure. Wylie and colleagues (2022; 

2023) have found that children are likely to agree to these questions, falsely affirming 

coaching. Although rates of saying “yes” to implied coaching questions decreased with age, 

even 9- to 10-year-olds were susceptible to falsely affirming subtle ambiguous questions 

(e.g., “Did your mom help you practice?”).  

Other types of implied questions are commonly used in court. The topics of such questions 

range from credibility concerns due to ulterior motives for the allegations, to concerns about 

disclosure (Sobrilsky et al., 2025). Only 11% of implied questions result in a rebuttal from a 

child or adolescent witness, meaning that children assent or dissent to the asked question 

and do not clarify or challenge the implied attack. As such, lawyers should be prepared to 
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identify and avoid questions that may have subtly implied meanings that are difficult for 

children to detect.    

The Challenge Avoid Instead 

Children’s under-

use of  

“I don’t know” 

Yes/No and option-posing questions  

• “Did he have a beard?” 

• “Was his shirt red or blue?” 

Note: Children are also more likely to 

guess responses to wh- questions about 

easily generated responses like colours 

and numbers. 

Use wh- or open-ended 

invitation questions 

• “What did he look like?” 

• “What happened next?” 

Spatial Language Yes/No and option-posing questions 

• “Was the shirt on?” 

• “Was the shirt off?” 

• “Was the shirt on or off?” 

Note: Children often struggle when 

clothing is in an intermediate placement 

(partly on/off) and these questions result 

in an inaccurate description. 

Use wh- questions 

• “Where were your 

clothes?” 

Touch • Avoid imprecise language (e.g., 

“somewhere you don’t like”) 

• Avoid technical language (e.g., 

penis or pornography). 

• Avoid Yes/No questions (e.g., “did 

he touch your bottom?”) 

• Use the child’s language.  

• Find out what happened 

with open-ended 

prompts. 

If needed, use wh- questions 

• “Where were his hands?” 

• “What were his hands 

doing?” 

• “Where was his [insert 

body part]?” 

Note: Children often have 

difficulty with how questions 

so avoid questions such as 

“How did he touch you?” 

Asking about a 

specific episode 

(not time) 

• “Tell me about the time…” 

Note: Children may interpret this 

question as asking about what time it 

occurred. 

• “Tell me what happened 

the time…” 

Note: The format focuses the 

child on what happened 
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instead of temporal 

information. 

Ambiguities Asking Do you remember questions 

• “Do you remember if your Dad was 

there?” 

Implied meanings  

“Did your mom help you remember?” 

(e.g., implying the mom coached the 

child) 

Drop the “do you remember” 

and just ask the wh- 

question: 

• “Was your Dad there?” 

Ask direct questions that are 

clear: 

“Did your Mom tell you what 

to say?” 

 

IV Memory in children 

4.1 General memory processes: “Children cannot report what they 

cannot remember” 

A child’s ability to describe events that they have experienced or witnessed will be a function of 

developmental, social, and cognitive processes. Here, we focus on a key cognitive 

consideration, memory, as we highlight some important foundations of what can be expected in 

recall.  

Memory is a subjective experience. Most memory researchers agree that the purpose of the 

memory system is to understand and interpret the world around us and to help us make 

predictions about the future (e.g., Howe, 2011). Thus, the primary purpose of memory is not to 

retain precise and detailed information about prior experiences, but instead to remember them 

more generally. Naturally, this tendency to extract meaning creates a tension with the legal 

system wherein precision is often required of witnesses. For each personal experience, a 

person brings their prior experiences, thoughts, emotions, attention, cognitions, and motivation. 

As a result, the same event attended by many people will be experienced differently for each of 

them. Consider a traditional wedding ceremony. A fashion designer may focus on what the 

attendees are wearing and will later be able to provide rich descriptions of materials and 

designs. Conversely, a woodworker may notice the building structure and chairs but have little 

recollection of any of the clothing worn by participants. A child attending a wedding for the first 

time may be most intrigued by the unusual behaviours of his family members and be concerned 

about why some are crying. Because of the individual variability in experiences of the same 

event, each attendee who attended the same event will be able to provide information, but the 

nature and detail of that information will be very different. As a result of the varying experiences 

people bring to an event, memory is often described as a subjective experience, not a direct 

record of an experience. A key to understanding what children will be able to remember, and 

how forensic interviewers should account for children’s memory capabilities during interviews, is 
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to recall the fundamental principle that “children cannot report what they cannot remember” 

(Ornstein, Larus, & Clubb, 1991). 

Memory is reconstructive, fallible, and malleable. When a person tries to recall a memory, 

they will typically retrieve some of the stored pieces of a memory and this will be combined with 

general knowledge about similar events as well as current thoughts, emotions, among other 

factors (Howe, Knott, & Conway, 2018). As a result of this process of filling in the blanks of the 

original memory (“reconstruction”), as well as normal processes of forgetting, memory is fallible 

and prone to error (see Howe et al., 2018). Further, memory can change over time. Each time 

we reactivate a memory by thinking about it or discussing it with others, it is subjected to 

potential sources of contamination and may be forever changed as a result. Thus, memory is 

also malleable. 

Phases of Memory 

 

At its most basic description, memory has three phases: encoding, storage, and retrieval. 

Encoding is the taking in, or experiencing, of the event. Storage is the period of time after 

encoding until an attempt to recall the memory (also sometimes called the delay period). 

Retrieval is the attempt to recall the memory. We refer to these processes as we describe the 

understanding of children’s ability to report on their prior experiences. 

Some of the original memory theorists to engage in research on children’s testimony articulated 

several relevant themes of memory that can be used to understand children’s memories of their 

experiences (see Baker-Ward & Thomas, 2021; Ornstein, Baker-Ward, Gordon, & Merritt, 

1997). These themes provide a useful structure for interpreting children’s evidence: 

1. Not everything gets into memory. For a detail to be encoded in memory, a person must 

attend to that detail. If a person does not encode a detail, it is not possible to retrieve it. 

Children may attend to different details than adults do and there are many reasons why a 

detail may not be encoded (e.g., prior knowledge of an event, stress, attention). Just 

because something was experienced does not mean that it was encoded. Thus, specific 

questions might target recall of information that was never encoded in the first place (one of 

the reasons that open-ended questions are so strongly advised, see Sections III and VI). 

2. What gets into memory may vary in strength. Many of the same factors that influence 

whether or not details enter memory will also influence the strength of the memory 

representation. Factors like age (see Section 4.2) and experience with an event (see 

discussion of fixed versus variable details in Section 4.7) will influence the strength of a 

memory representation. 

3. The status of information in memory changes over time. There are many events that 

can influence the status of memory. These events can be internal (e.g., thoughts, emotions, 
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fantasies) or external (e.g., encountering new information) to the rememberer. Imagine a 

negative interaction with a neighbour that made you grumpy and led to a perception that the 

neighbour was unkind. When you later learn that the neighbour has just lost his wife, you 

might reconsider your original recollection of the experience in light of this new information. 

In re-thinking the event, you may recall signs that are consistent with your new knowledge, 

like that your neighbour looked tired or had bloodshot eyes. Of course, the accuracy of new 

information can vary considerably, but the impact on memory may be the same. Further, 

memory can be strengthened through rehearsal or practice remembering an event (e.g., 

talking with others about the experience, looking at pictures; Davis & Loftus, 2007; Howe et 

al., 2018), but such conversations may also serve as potential memory interference if new or 

conflicting information is encountered (see Section 4.3). Conversely, memory is generally 

weakened by time, with delays between the experience and recall typically resulting in a 

loss of information (see Section 4.5). Because many forensic interviews will take place long 

after the experience that brings a child to the justice system, some memories will fade and 

normal memory processes allow some information to become inaccessible. We cannot 

remember every detail that has been encoded throughout our lives and it is normal for many 

experiences to fade in memory. Other memory details may not have been experienced as 

particularly salient or notable (e.g., Harvey et al., 2025). If a person does not take particular 

note of an event or detail, the memory for it is likely to decay faster.  

4. Retrieval is not perfect. This theme has been the subject of perhaps the largest body of 

research (see Section VI on investigative interviewing) and has clearly demonstrated that 

memory retrieval conditions have considerable impact on what is reported. In addition to 

questioning techniques, there is also the question of which memories are retrieved, given 

the array of available memories that could have been retrieved. This is a complex issue, and 

we are not in a position to judge whether or not there are more memories “in there” for 

retrieval. However, knowing that people do not remember everything in a single retrieval 

attempt–no matter how thorough the attempt–means that new information (i.e., 

reminiscence; La Rooy, Pipe, & Murray, 2005) should not be discounted simply because it 

was not reported initially.  

5. Not everything that can be retrieved is reported. Similar to the prior theme, even if a 

memory is retrieved and a child is actively thinking about a particular detail, that does not 

mean that the information will inevitably be reported to a questioner. There are many 

circumstances under which people will retrieve information in memory and decide not to 

report it to a conversational partner. Details may be deemed unimportant, not well 

understood, or perhaps there are reasons that make a child reluctant to report information. 

Attempts to overcome such vetted reporting of information have been incorporated into 

forensic interviewing guidelines (e.g., an instruction that the interviewer is “ignorant” or does 

not know the circumstances of the event and thus all information is relevant and important to 

share).  

Finally, a sixth theme was added (see Crossman et al., 2002) that focuses on reports of 

details that were never experienced: 
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6. Not everything that is reported was experienced. This theme will be expanded upon 

further in Section 4.8 (Children’s Suggestibility) and is a crucial consideration when 

evaluating children’s evidence. Importantly, it is not only suggestive questioning that can 

lead children to report false accounts: even everyday conversations that involve hearing 

another person’s version of an event can contribute to children (and adults!) reporting things 

that never happened (e.g., Principe, 2021; Principe & London, 2022; Principe, Ornstein, 

Baker-Ward, & Gordon, 2000). Such conversations may be particularly problematic when 

they take place with a parent (Lawson, Rodriguez Steen, London, & Colemen, 2024; 

Principe et al., 2013, 2017) and there is evidence that parents who question their children 

about abuse do so in a way that may inadvertently facilitate some false reporting (e.g., 

Korkman, Juusola, & Santilla, 2014). 

4.2 Age as a factor in memory 

A general conclusion about age differences in memory reports is that children of all ages can be 

highly accurate when recounting past events, but younger children typically provide less 

information than older children (e.g., Jack, Leov, & Zajac, 2014). The reduced volume of 

information is likely attributable to the relatively weaker memory traces in younger children’s 

less developed memory systems (Baker-Ward, Gordon, Ornstein, Larus, & Clubb, 1993; 

Ornstein, 1995) but may also be a result of less developed verbal skills (Jack et al., 2014) and 

the resulting capacity to describe their experiences. Caution is warranted in questioning young 

children about things they may not remember (see Sections 4.8 and VI). Nonetheless, an 

important take home message about age differences in memory reports is that even children as 

young as 3 years of age are, under the right circumstances, able to provide coherent narratives 

about their prior experiences (e.g., Jones & Krugman, 1986). 

4.3 Prior knowledge and memory 

Because the events that bring children to court are often unusual for children to experience, 

they may not fully understand the nature of the event. For instance, most parents will not teach 

their children about sexual activity in explicit detail when they are very young. If the event is 

unusual and the child does not have a knowledge structure with which to interpret it, children 

may not understand events they experience. When a child does not understand the event, it is 

more difficult to encode an experience because they do not have an existing knowledge 

structure that helps them to identify familiar concepts. Thus, when a child has prior knowledge, it 

typically facilitates remembering (e.g., Clubb et al., 1993; Ornstein et al., 2006). 

Importantly, the influence of knowledge on recall is not restricted to only that which is acquired 

prior to an experience. There is also evidence that knowledge changes can lead to a 

“reworking” of memories to facilitate or increase compatibility with current knowledge (Baker-

Ward, Ornstein, & Starnes, 2009; Baker-Ward & Thomas, 2021; Greenhoot, 2000). 

Unfortunately, although prior knowledge has a clear benefit to remembering an event, it is also 

likely to contribute to errors in recall after memory fades. In such cases, children’s memory for 

what they experienced may conflict with their knowledge and expectations about similar 

experiences, and memory constructive processes lead to inferences about what likely happened 
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(Ornstein, Ceci, & Loftus, 1998). Experiencing a similar event repeatedly can create prior 

knowledge and cause children to report details that are consistent with the event in general but 

may be inaccurate when describing a specific occurrence (see Section 4.7). Such instances of 

memory contamination or interference can be indistinguishable from actual memory.  

4.4 Impact of anxiety/stress on memory 

When considering the influence of stress on memory in a forensic context, it is first important to 

establish that children who are involved in justice processes will have had varied reactions to 

the events that bring them in contact with investigators. Some children will be traumatized by 

what they have experienced, others will be upset, and still others may not have experienced 

stress or do not understand why they are expected to have experienced stress. Here, we 

discuss the influence of anxiety on memory, but we do not presume that all children will have 

experienced anxiety or stress prior to giving evidence. 

Research on children’s memory for stressful events is difficult to conduct for ethical reasons. 

However, creative researchers have found ways to study children’s memory for shootings (e.g., 

Pynoos & Nader, 1989), natural disasters (e.g., Bahrick, Parker, Fivush, & Levitt, 1998; Fivush, 

Sales, Goldberg, Bahrick, & Parker, 2004), medical procedures (Ornstein, Gordon, & Larus, 

1992), emergency room visits (see Peterson, 2012), and abuse (Alexander et al., 2005), among 

other stressful experiences. The natural variability in the nature of the experiences and how 

children responded emotionally to the experience makes drawing firm conclusions challenging. 

For instance, even if we could determine precisely how stressful an experience was for an 

individual child (which we cannot), we would have to then relate that level of stress to the very 

particular details of the experience we sought to evaluate. This degree of control requires 

laboratory experiments that would clearly violate ethical standards. Despite these difficulties, 

there are still some valuable highlights that can be drawn from this body of work.   

Stressful events may be more salient than non-stressful events, which may make the former 

more likely to be remembered (e.g., Fivush, 2002; Ornstein, 1995). However, stressful events 

are still subject to the same interference and contamination and basic memory processes as all 

other memories. Thus, while they may be remembered better due to their salience, they are not 

immune to the same memory problems as non-stressful events. Further, very high levels of 

stress might result in memory impairment (e.g., Bahrick et al., 1998; Fivush et al., 2004; 

Goodman & Quas, 1997; Morgan & Southwick, 2014; Pynoos & Nader, 1989), possibly from the 

narrowing of attention that high levels of stress may bring. 

In a series of studies examining children’s memory for emergency room visits up to five years 

after the emergency, Peterson concluded that children typically remember the core features of a 

stressful event well, and for a long period of time, but that although children were quite accurate, 

the amount of information deteriorated with time (see Peterson, 2012 for a review; Goodman, 

Quas, Goldfarb, Gonzalves, & Gonzalez, 2019). This finding is generally in keeping with the 

broader literature on children’s memory for stressful events: it is possible and perhaps likely that 

children will remember the central features of a stressful event, but just like with everyday 

memories, the memories are subjected to the same processes of forgetting and interference.  
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4.5 Long-term memory 

Because delayed reporting of some crimes (e.g., child sexual abuse) is normative (see Section 

V), and because justice will often move slowly, many cases that bring children to the justice 

system will involve a lengthy delay between the experience and the recounting of that 

experience. Thus, it is important to understand the influence of a long delay on recall. Several 

processes take place in the delay period, the most prominent of which are forgetting and 

interference. It is normal and expected that a person will forget things over time. It is also normal 

that with a long delay period, there will be increased opportunities to encounter information that 

interferes with the original memory for the event (e.g., conversations, media, thoughts, 

fantasies).  

What exactly a person will remember depends on many factors, including several that have 

been discussed earlier (e.g., age at encoding, event salience, understanding of the event, 

rehearsal of the event in memory). A general conclusion that can be made is similar to the 

conclusion that was made about memory for stressful events: Children are capable of providing 

coherent accounts of prior experiences after a long delay, but generally the volume of details 

fades with time and delays provide greater opportunities for memory contamination (Peterson, 

2002).  

Adults recalling events from when they were children (Historic Child Sexual Abuse: 

HCSA). It is worth discussing a particular circumstance related to long-term memory that has 

seen an increase in the justice system over the past several years: historic child sexual abuse 

cases (Woiwod & Connolly, 2017). Sometimes a result of legal changes, other times a result of 

evolving societal views, there has been an increase in the number of people who, as adults, 

report sexual abuse they experienced as a child. Such cases raise interesting memory issues 

for consideration. While memory for sexual abuse should not differ qualitatively from memory for 

other salient and stressful events, the circumstances surrounding sexual abuse may introduce 

unique elements. Researchers have cogently argued that we should be highly skeptical of the 

content of memories that are reported to have been forgotten for many years, only to be 

retrieved with “memory work” or the help of a motivated therapist (e.g., Howe, 2012; Howe et 

al., 2018), and of reports of memories that were reported to be “repressed” and unavailable to 

access for many years (see McNally & Geraerts, 2009). These reports typically include 

circumstances that raise considerable questions about the reliability of the memories. However, 

there is also evidence that some people can remember salient events that occurred a long time 

ago with accuracy (e.g., Goldfarb, Goodman, Larson, Eisen, & Qin, 2019). The issue is complex 

and beyond the scope of the current report, but interested readers are referred to several 

important discussion papers (Dodier, Otgaar, & Manguilli, 2024; Goodman et al., 2003; Ornstein 

et al., 1998; Otgaar, Howe, & Patihis, 2022; Patithus, Ho, & Loftus, 2021). 

4.6 Source monitoring  

Source monitoring is a term used to describe the process by which we decide where our 

knowledge and memories came from (Johnson et al., 1993). This process can help us 

differentiate memories of actual experiences from things we have read in books, seen on 
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television, heard others say, or imagined. Being able to identify the source of information can 

help us make judgments about its reliability. Source monitoring decisions are made based on 

memory characteristics such as sensory details like sights and sounds, spatial and temporal 

information (where, when), and emotions (Johnson et al., 1993). Memories with plentiful 

sensory characteristics are more likely to be experienced than imagined (Foley & Johnson, 

1985). Perceptual characteristics can be used to judge which of two speakers told a joke, or 

what news outlet delivered the information. It can also be used to decide whether a memory 

detail actually happened or was suggested in an interviewer’s question. Making source 

monitoring decisions is often not easy, and because these skills take time to develop, it is even 

more difficult for children (Roberts, 2002; Roberts & Powell, 2001). The source monitoring 

process is also not always purposeful. In fact, many source attributions are made without 

awareness of decision making (Lindsay, 2002).  

The greatest developments in children’s abilities to make decisions about the sources of their 

knowledge and memories happen between 3 to 8 years of age (Gopnik & Graf, 1998; Lindsay, 

2002; Poole & Lindsay, 2001; Roberts, 2002). However, research has identified further 

refinements in source monitoring ability into adolescence and early adulthood (Sprondel, Kipp, 

& Mecklinger, 2011; Raj & Bell, 2010). Like many other developments, the relationship between 

age and source monitoring ability is not straightforward because memory for source is not a 

single skill (Lindsay, 2002). The ability to make source decisions relies on other cognitive skills 

that change and develop alongside age, such as the ability to integrate new information with 

existing knowledge, and the awareness of the representational nature of the mind; that is, that 

other people may have different beliefs, intentions, and access to knowledge (theory of mind, 

Section 2.1; Flavell, 1999; Gopnik & Graf, 1988; Welch-Ross, 1995). For example, compare a 4- 

and 7-year-old child trying to decide how they already knew what was in the wrapped-up 

birthday present for Mom. The younger child has an underdeveloped sense of how knowledge 

is acquired, and he exclaims, “I just know it!” The older child is aware that she has not always 

known the answer and has not seen the gift. She accurately reasons that her dad told her what 

he got. Source monitoring ability will differ from child to child, and from situation to situation 

(Lindsay, 2002; Roberts, 2002).  

Although there is no need to correctly judge the source of many everyday memories, in the legal 

system it is often critical. Children have to separate what they have experienced themselves 

from other sources of memory contamination, including what others have said. They also may 

have to discriminate between multiple instances of similar events, discussed next. 

4.7  Memory for repeated events 

Similar experiences that occur routinely (or more than once) are often referred to in the research 

literature as repeated events. In children’s lives, these experiences might include going to 

school, partaking in hobbies, attending birthday parties and–for some children–abuse, 

maltreatment, and other victimization. In these cases, legal professionals often need to elicit 

information from children about individual occurrences to aid investigation and lay appropriate 

charges.  
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Repeated events are particularly prone to source monitoring confusions because the 

occurrences have similar perceptual features (Lindsay, 2002; Lindsay, Johnson, & Kwon, 1991). 

For example, the events may have the same pattern, occur in the same place, or on the same 

day of the week. Of course, occurrences of repeated events vary in their degree of similarity to 

one another, as in the following two cases: In Case A, a young child’s stepfather touches her 

inappropriately during a bathtime game every Friday night when her mother works an evening 

shift. In Case B, a boy’s uncle engages in a variety of opportunistic offences including exposure, 

production of child sexual exploitation material, and fondling when he can get the boy alone, 

and this has happened in a variety of locations. In Case A, the characteristics are very similar 

and there are few cues to differentiate the occurrences. In Case B, the nature of the abuse 

differs, as well as the location and temporal details. One laboratory study demonstrated that 5- 

to 9-year-old children were more accurate in their descriptions of an individual episode of a 

repeated event when the episodes contained more, rather than fewer, differences (Danby, 

Sharman, Brubacher, & Powell, 2019). This finding parallels early source-monitoring research 

showing that 4- and 6-year-old children (and in some cases, adults too) had greater difficulty 

discriminating between highly similar versus more distinct sources (Lindsay et al., 1991, 

Experiments 1-2). As sources increase in distinctiveness, there are more cues to help separate 

them in memory. 

How repeated experiences are organized in memory. Memory for repeated experiences is 

complex and often represented by a script, a temporally organized framework that includes the 

typical components of an event (Schank & Abelson, 1977). For example, your script for going to 

a restaurant might include choosing food and drink, consuming it, and paying for it. Our ability to 

rely on memory scripts develops when we are young. Even 2.5-year-olds show awareness of 

similar event structures presented repeatedly (Bauer & Fivush, 1992). Scripts help us make 

meaning of our experiences and make future encounters more predictable. For this reason, a 

rudimentary script can develop after just a single experience. For example, after the first day of 

kindergarten, children were already able to report “what happens” (Fivush, 1984). With repeated 

experience, children extract a more complete script–a general event representation–which 

becomes more detailed and sophisticated over time (Farrar & Boyer-Pennington, 1999; Farrar & 

Goodman, 1990, 1992; Hudson et al., 1992). You can tell when a child is reporting a script 

because they use timeless present-tense language and impersonal “you” pronouns (e.g., in a 

birthday party script, “You eat cake and open presents.”), as well as optional and conditional 

statements (e.g., “You can sing Happy birthday if you want to. You might get a treat bag.”).  

Some event details occur in a similar way each time and are represented at the script level 

(often referred to in the literature as fixed details). Memory for fixed details across repeated 

events (e.g., the perpetrator’s identity) is very strong, and children and adults are rarely 

confused about these details. They are resistant to misleading suggestions about them 

(Connolly & Lindsay, 2001). However, fixed details are associated with a unique type of error 

when they are not present in an event, such as if the detail occurred every time except for one 

incidence. In one formative study, 5- to 6- and 9- to 10-year-old children watched slide 

sequences of a visit to McDonald’s with details missing (Erskine, Markham, & Howie, 2001). (It 

was previously confirmed that children in this age range would have strong scripts for going to 

McDonald’s). For some children, the slide sequences omitted three central activities (arriving by 
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car, waiting in line to order, and paying for the food). A week later, children’s memories were 

tested. Very few (about 3%) erroneously reported any missing details in response to an open-

ended invitation to report everything they remembered about what happened in the slides (this 

is a feature of desirable open-ended questions–see Section 6.1). In response to specific yes/no 

questions, however, children incorrectly agreed, with confidence, that they had seen the central 

details, and this was more common among the younger children (older children agreed to about 

1.5 of the 3 central details, on average, while younger children agreed to more than 2.5 of the 

3). In summary, children’s memories for the typical (fixed) details are very strong, although they 

may err in claiming that a routinely-experienced true detail happened during a time when it was 

absent. Further, these results are also a good reminder that children make far more errors in 

response to closed than open questions (Brubacher, Peterson, La Rooy, Dickinson, & Poole, 

2019; Section 6.1).  

In contrast to fixed details, scripts also contain representations of details that vary predictably 

(e.g., clothing worn, time of day, type of food chosen). These variable details are highly prone to 

source monitoring errors (Powell et al. 1999; See section 4.6 for more details) and suggestion 

(Connolly & Lindsay, 2001) because the details could plausibly have occurred any time (e.g., 

the red shirt could have been worn the day the hamburger was chosen or the day the hotdog 

was chosen). This makes children with repeated experience generally more suggestible than 

children with a single experience (Connolly & Lindsay, 2001; Connolly & Price, 2006) and the 

former may also be perceived as less credible (Connolly, Price, Lavoie, & Gordon, 2008). The 

most common mistake that children make when recounting repeated experiences is to confuse 

the occurrence in which true things actually happened (Powell, Roberts, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 

1999). That is, a child will remember what happened, but not when it happened. If children’s 

accuracy about what happened during a repeated event is judged based on their ability to 

attribute details to the correct occurrence in which they were present, children with repeated 

experience will be less accurate than children with a single experience. However, if accuracy is 

judged by examining experienced details (irrespective of when they occurred), children with 

repeated and single experience will be equally accurate (Woiwod et al., 2019).  
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Script for a visit to a McDonald’s restaurant.  

Activity Fixed Details Variable Details 

Order meal Location: At the counter Meal type: Nuggets, burger, 

fries 

Eating location At McDonald’s Which table: Near the play 

area, by the window, next to 

the door 

Dining partner Caregiving adult Which adult: Mom, dad, 

grandpa 

Post-eating activity Leave through the door Before leaving: allowed to 

play, talked to a friend, went 

to the bathroom 

 

Our understanding of children’s memories for repeated events is largely driven by laboratory 

studies (Connolly, Gordon, Woiwod, & Price, 2016; Connolly & Gordon, 2014; Connolly & Price, 

2006; Powell et al., 1999; Powell, Thomson, & Ceci, 2003; Powell & Thomson, 1997, 2003; 

Price, Connolly, & Gordon, 2006, 2016; Price & Connolly, 2013; Price & Goodman, 1990). This 

is because staging events allows researchers to have baseline truth and thus make conclusions 

about children’s accuracy. Information about what actually happened is rarely available in real 

life cases of repeated abuse. In one field study, however, there was corroborating evidence in 

the form of audiotapes and photographs of repeated sexual abuse (Bidrose & Goodman, 2000). 

Four girls, aged between 8 to 15 years at the time they reported their abuse, worked as 

cleaners for a man who engaged them in sexual activities with himself and other men. Together, 

the girls made 246 allegations, all of which were either supported by the evidence (79%) or 

could not be confirmed (21%). None of the allegations were disconfirmed by the evidence. 

Research of this nature provides further support for the notion that–while confusion across 

occurrences of repeated events is common and normal–memory for the central elements of 

what happened is quite accurate.  

Memory for details that deviate from the event script. Sometimes details occur during a 

repeated event that are not part of the typical event script. These could be atypical but not 

implausible (e.g., someone playing live music at a restaurant) or they could be quite unusual 

(e.g., someone wearing a gorilla costume at a restaurant). The more implausible, the better the 

details will be recalled (Davidson, 2006; Davidson & Hoe, 1993). However, research with 4- to 

8-year-old children who participated in four similar activity sessions found that even mundane 

deviations from the event script were reported in response to open-ended questions, but only by 

the older children (Brubacher, Glisic, Roberts, & Powell, 2011). Half of the 7- to 8-year-old 

children reported these deviations, while almost none of the younger children did. The older 
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children who reported the atypical details were also very accurate in attributing them to the 

correct occurrence.  

The effect that a deviation has on memory for the instance that contains it may depend on a 

variety of factors. In some research, a deviation improved recall memory of 8-year-olds for all 

details contained in the deviation instance (Connolly et al., 2016, Experiments 1 and 2). The 

deviation was a (staged) argument between a magician and another researcher and occurred 

towards the end of the last of four event sessions. Children were found to recall all event details 

of that fourth event session containing the argument at higher rates than the prior event 

sessions. In another experiment (Connolly et al., 2016, Experiment 3), 6- to 11-year-old children 

watched the same magic show, but for some children, a deviation occurred at the beginning of 

the last session–another magician requesting help. After help was given, the first magician went 

on with the show. For some children, everything proceeded as normal. For others, the 

interruption caused the magician to fumble through the show, making mistakes. The first type of 

deviation is called discrete: it does not affect other parts of the event. The second deviation is 

called continuous: it affects how the rest of the event unfolds. In this experiment, the continuous 

deviation led to better memory for the whole instance containing the deviation, and the other 

instances, compared to the discrete deviation and no deviation. This was especially true for the 

6- to 8-year-old children.  

Recommendations for questioning children about repeated experiences. The research 

literature has generated some recommendations for talking to children and adults about 

repeated events. These recommendations include allowing children to provide their scripts for 

“what usually happens” if they are inclined to do so, adopting their names (labels) for individual 

occurrences, and ensuring that the language used in the question is appropriately matched to 

the type of information the interviewer seeks (Brubacher, Powell, & Roberts, 2014; Brubacher & 

Earhart, 2019).  

Three laboratory studies have demonstrated that children may provide more information without 

a corresponding decrease in accuracy if they are questioned about their event scripts (i.e., what 

usually happens) early in an interview (Brubacher, Roberts, & Powell, 2012; Brubacher et al., 

2018; Connolly & Gordon, 2014). Children with multiple abusive experiences are more likely to 

naturally provide information about “what usually happens” than describe specific occurrences 

(Brubacher et al., 2013). Interviewers can attempt to direct children’s attention to individual 

episodes by adopting their labels (Brubacher et al., 2012; 2013; Brubacher & La Rooy, 2014). 

Children’s labels for episodes (e.g., “The time in the tent”, “the day I was home sick from 

school”) often arise spontaneously in their responses to open-ended questions and when they 

provide their event scripts (Brubacher et al., 2013, 2018). When no labels arise, interviewers are 

advised to ask children about the last time and first time because these are generally best 

recalled in laboratory settings (Connolly et al., 2016; Powell et al., 2003; Roberts et al., 2015). 

Yet, interviewers are cautioned that the first time may be very long ago for some children, or 

difficult to identify in cases of grooming.  

Interviewers can query about children’s scripts or episodes by altering the way in which they 

phrase their questions; when interviewers use generic language (“What happens after school?”) 
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children typically provide script information (i.e., what usually happens). In contrast, episodic 

prompts (e.g., “What happened after school yesterday”) are more likely to obtain details about a 

specific episode (Brubacher, Glisic, Roberts, & Powell, 2011; Brubacher et al., 2012; Schneider, 

Price, Roberts, & Hedrick, 2011).  

Legal implications of eliciting details from repeated events 

From a legal perspective, interviewers may not always need to elicit numerous specific details 

of many episodes. A number of jurisdictions have moved to consider continuous abuse 

statutes (Woiwod & Connolly, 2017). To charge an offence of continuous child sexual abuse, 

the court must be convinced that at least two or three (depending on jurisdiction) occurrences 

of abuse by the same offender have taken place. The laws were changed in recognition of the 

immense challenges children have in accurately attributing the details of individual incidents, 

and the strength of memory for scripts and routine details. Some psychologists and legal 

scholars argue that continuous abuse statutes have not fully resolved the problem, however. 

First, details from specific occurrences can aid investigation, and second, in practice children 

often must still describe a few incidents with detail in order to convince the court that the 

experiences are repeated (Dallaston & Matthews, 2022; Powell, Roberts, & Guadagno, 2007; 

Shead, 2014). 

 

When repeated experiences evolve over time: Grooming. The term grooming is often used 

with child sexual abuse but can refer to any situation in which someone builds a relationship 

with another person over time, in order to manipulate, exploit, and/or abuse them (Berens, 

Bruer, Schick, Evans, & Price, 2023; Craven et al., 2006; Williamson, 2022). Typically, 

perpetrators seek victims who are vulnerable due to a lack of support networks, mental health 

challenges, or other reasons. Their strategies include befriending the child, creating 

opportunities and excuses for the inappropriate behaviours, and ensuring the child’s continued 

cooperation through threats, secrecy pacts, bribery, or emotional manipulation (Berliner & 

Conte, 1990; De Santisteban et al., 2018; McAlinden, 2012). They also make efforts to distance 

or isolate the victim from any existing sources of support (Ringenberg et al., 2022). In sexual 

abuse, there are a number of stages in the grooming process, which may or may not be 

employed in each case. For example, in intrafamilial grooming, there is no need to befriend the 

child. Across the literature, different research groups have characterized the stages in different 

ways (see Bennett & O’Donahue, 2014, for review). Here we provide an amalgamated overview 

of grooming stages: 
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Many grooming behaviours, particularly in early phases, are legal and may appear innocuous 

but are aimed to prepare the child for abuse and frequently increase in severity over time 

(Bennett & O’Donahue, 2014; Winters & Jeglic, 2017). They might include playing a “game” that 

initially does not include sexual contact, which evolves into sexualized horseplay. If the victim 

expresses discomfort, the grooming process may slow down, or the nature of coercion may 

change. As such, the grooming relationship will include positive and negative experiences and 

emotional manipulation (Ringenberg et al., 2022).  

The emergence of the internet and ubiquitous nature of personal mobile devices resulted in 

increased ease of access for offenders to vulnerable and isolated victims. Although the 

grooming process online is similar in many ways to the process in real life, researchers have 

identified several differences (Berens et al., 2023; Ringenberg et al., 2022). For example, during 

the friendship forming stage online, offenders need to determine whether the victim is a real 

child or an undercover law enforcement officer. During this risk assessment period (O’Connell, 

2003), which often occurs very early in the conversation (Black et al., 2015), groomers ask 

questions about the child’s location and environment (Williams et al., 2013). The sexualization 

of the relationship naturally takes a different form online compared to real life. While some 

offenders are very direct in introducing sexual language very early on (Kloess et al., 2017; 

Winters et al., 2017), others indirectly introduce such topics by initially giving compliments that 

are increasingly sexual in nature. It is also critical to recognize that grooming may take place 

both online and in-person. Berens et al. (2023) found that many grooming cases involving both 

online and in-person grooming involved an authority figure in a community organization. They 

argued that education and policies that prevent inappropriate online contact with children may 

help to prevent such behaviours from progressing. It is clear that further education about the 

grooming process is required for all adults who have contact with children (see Berens et al., 

2023). 

Because grooming inherently involves contact over time, it can be considered a repeated event. 

It also often occurs within the context of another repeated event (e.g., over the course of 

gymnastics classes, the coach befriends and grooms the child). This makes the boundaries of 

the event difficult to recognize (e.g., what defined “the first time?”), and may affect how the 

abuse script develops and is represented in memory. Thus, grooming is very different in nature 

from the structure of repeated events that have been the focus of most research. As a result, we 

have a limited understanding of how the grooming process affects memory for the series of 

events (Deck et al., 2025).  

1. Identify and befriend a potential victim (e.g., vulnerable child).  
2. Gain trust with gifts, bribes, privileges, socioemotional support. 
3. Prepare the environment (find or create opportunities to be alone with the child, 

gain the trust of the child’s caregivers).  
4. Further develop isolation (psychologically and socioemotionally) and control (guilt 

or obligation to the groomer, entrapment, threats, substance abuse dependency).  
5. Desensitize the child to touch or other target behaviours (e.g., sexualized 

horseplay, sharing pornography, increase comfort with nudity). 
6. Make the child feel responsible or complicit in the illicit activities (e.g., exchange 

sexual activities for favours to child). 
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4.8   Suggestibility of children’s memory 

Concerns about the suggestibility of children’s memory arose from some high-profile cases in 

the 1980s and 1990s, where interviewers obtained stories of extreme and implausible satanic 

and ritualistic mass child abuse (Bruck & Ceci, 1999; Ceci, Ross, & Toglia, 1987). Over time, it 

became clear that the interviewing methods may have driven children to report things that had 

not happened (Bruck & Ceci, 1999; Lamb, Orbach, Hershkowitz, Esplin, & Horowitz, 2007). 

These interviews included asking children to speculate what might have happened, selectively 

reinforcing desirable responses, bribery, peer pressure, and criticizing or disagreeing with the 

child (Garven et al., 1998, 2000).  

To contaminate children’s reports, suggestions need not be coercive or explicit (Poole, 

Dickinson, & Brubacher, 2014; Price & Ornstein, 2022) like the well-known leading tag question 

(e.g., You know what that is, don’t you?). In fact, any question can contain suggestive or leading 

information if it includes details not previously raised by the child. For example, imagine that an 

interviewer asked a child, “Tell me what happened when Leo hurt you,” but the child previously 

only said he got hurt playing with Leo. What was an unintentional injury when Leo’s knee 

connected with the interviewed child’s forehead has now turned into malicious battering in the 

interviewer’s report. A child’s initial response to a leading or misleading question may be one of 

acquiescence (the child does not want to contradict the interviewer), ignorance (the child may 

not even attend to the incorrect information), or contradiction (the child corrects the interviewer). 

If the child does not correct the interviewer, the information persists in the record. Whether or 

not it changes the child’s actual memory for the event may depend on a variety of factors.  

Most experts agree that central and significant details are resistant to suggestion as are details 

that occur the same way in repeated events. Details that are peripheral, or those that vary, can 

become confused and prone to error. For example, in one study, 6- to 7-year-olds with repeated 

experience were more suggestible than those with a single experience, especially when the 

varying alternatives were highly associated (e.g., the sticker children received at every session 

was always a mode of transportation). This was not true for the 4- and 5-year-olds (Connolly & 

Price, 2006). 

In one of the most well-known studies on children’s suggestibility, 3- to 8-year-olds participated 

in science demonstrations and their parents read them stories about those demonstrations three 

months later, three times on consecutive days (Poole & Lindsay, 2001). Some of the details in 

the stories had happened in the science demonstrations, and others had not. The children were 

interviewed about the science demonstrations 1) immediately after the demonstrations, 2) soon 

after their parents read the stories, and 3) again a month later. In the immediate interview, open-

ended (“Tell me everything that happened when you were playing with Mr. Science.”) and 

sensory focus (e.g., “Tell me how everything looked.”) prompts were asked. Children had not 

been exposed to misinformation and their responses were highly accurate. In the second and 

third interviews, the open-ended and sensory focus prompts were asked along with ten direct 

question pairs that asked about the experienced and non-experienced (suggested) details. In 

the second interview, after exposure to misinformation from their parents, 21% of what children 

reported to the open-ended and sensory focus prompts was the non-experienced suggested 
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details. This percentage dropped to 10% in the third interview, as might be expected with overall 

recall decrease over time. There were no age differences in the children’s susceptibility to 

including suggested details in their recall reports to open-ended and sensory focused prompts. 

Age differences did emerge when considering the direct questions. Here, younger children were 

more prone to agree that non-experienced details happened, thus falsely reporting suggested 

details. Young children are generally more prone than older children and adults to accepting 

information suggested to them by others (Ceci et al., 1987), but there are situations in which 

there are no differences or even developmental reversals (e.g., Brainerd, Reyna, & Ceci, 2008).  

Finally, the children were asked source monitoring questions (Section 4.6) about all of the items 

they agreed had happened, to give them the opportunity to reject any items. They were told that 

some of the things they heard in the stories really happened when they visited Mr. Science, but 

other things were only in the story. Children were told to say “no” if they didn’t remember 

something or it was only in the story, (e.g., “Did Mr. Science really show you how to make an 

eyedropper go up and down in a bottle?” p. 31). These questions did not benefit the 3- and 4-

year-old children greatly, but they did decrease the false reports of many of the older children. 

Nevertheless, there remained even some older children who still claimed they really 

experienced the suggested events even after interviewers warned them that some details only 

came from the story, gave them permission to say “no”, and gave them the opportunity to reject 

their earlier answer.    

V Children’s disclosure processes  

5.1 Patterns of disclosure: Delayed disclosures and recantations 

Children’s disclosure patterns have largely been examined in terms of timing and consistency 

resulting in four broad disclosure patterns: disclosers, non-disclosers, delayed disclosers, and 

children who recant an earlier disclosure. Children’s reluctance to disclose (non-disclosers, 

delayed disclosers, and recanters) is often related to the dynamics of sexual abuse (e.g., 

Summit, 1983; Malloy, Lyon, & Quas, 2007).  

Non-disclosure of abuse is common. For example, a survey of over 3,400 adults found that the 

majority of adults who reported experiencing sexual abuse as a child did not tell anyone during 

their childhood (74% of women and 78% of males; Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 

1992). Delays in disclosure are also common among victims of substantiated abuse with longer 

delays being associated with the social and emotional factors related to the abuse (Hershkowitz, 

Lanes, & Lamb, 2007; London, Bruck, Ceci, & Shuman, 2005; London, Bruck, Wright, & Ceci, 

2008; Lyon, 2007; Lyon, Ahern, & Surich 2012 Malloy et al, 2007; Paine & Hansen, 2002). 

While some children disclose within months of abuse, many delay disclosure for years or even 

into adulthood (Miller & London, 2020; Read et al., 2006). In an analysis of Canadian criminal 

trials of child sexual abuse cases, the average delay between abuse and disclosure was 14 

years (ranged from 2 to 48 years; Read et al., 2006). Interpersonal factors such as a closer or 

familial relationship with the perpetrator, less family support, or expecting a negative reaction 

from family members are all related to delays in disclosure (or non-disclosure) and higher rates 

of recantations (Easton, 2013; Hershkowitz et al., 2007; Herskowitz, Horowitz, & Lamb, 2005; 
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Kogan, 2004; London et al., 2008; Malloy et al., 2007; Pipe et al., 2007). A child’s age at the 

onset of abuse has also been associated with disclosure timelines such that children who 

experience the onset of abuse at an older age are more likely to delay disclosure (Easton, 2013; 

Goodman-Brown et al., 2003; Hershkowitz et al., 2007; Kogan, 2004). Additionally, several 

abuse related characteristics have been associated with increased delays in disclosure 

including more severe and frequent abuse, perceived responsibility for abuse, and the use of 

strategies to induce secrecy (Goodman-Brown et al., 2003; Hershkowitz et al., 2007). 

Research on recantations has found that prevalence rates vary across studies (e.g., London et 

al., 2008; London et al., 2005; Malloy et al., 2007; Malloy, Mugno, Rivard, Lyon, & Quas, 2016). 

According to Child Sexual Abuse Accommodation Syndrome theory, recantations are common 

and are attributable to the same influences that lead to delayed reporting (Summit, 1983; but 

see London et al., 2005; 2008; and London, Bruck, Miller, & Ceci, 2020 for a critique of this 

theory). Malloy and colleagues (2007) examined more than 250 substantiated cases of child 

sexual abuse and found that a quarter of children recanted at some point. A similar recantation 

rate was found in a lab-based study with 6- to 9-year-olds and, although there were no age 

differences in rates of recantation, 8- to 9-year-olds were more likely to maintain their 

recantation across interviews than younger children (Malloy & Mungo, 2016). To test whether 

recantations were signs of false allegations, Malloy and colleagues (2007) examined whether 

recantations were more common in cases without other evidence of abuse. They found that the 

rates were similar across both cases with and without other evidence, suggesting that 

recantations are not a sign of false allegations. Similar to delayed and non-disclosures, 

recantations are more common of victims of abuse whose family members were non-supportive 

or when visitations with the alleged perpetrator were recommended at the first hearing (Malloy 

et al., 2007; Malloy et al., 2016). Additionally, children are less likely to recant if they are initially 

removed from the home and separated from their siblings’ post-disclosure, and if family 

members support the child’s allegations (Malloy et al., 2016). Taken together, findings to date 

suggest that recantations occur and follow similar disclosure dynamics to delayed and non-

disclosures. As such, recantation of an allegation should not necessarily be considered a sign of 

false allegations.  

5.2 Barriers to disclosure 

Several reasons have been identified for why children decide to disclose. Schaeffer and 

colleagues (2011) examined children’s reasons for disclosing (as reported during 191 forensic 

interviews of children 3 to 18 years of age) and found that children disclosed as a result of 

internal feelings or symptoms (e.g., feeling anxious, feeling guilty, wanting it to stop, realizing it 

was wrong, nightmares, headaches), external influences (e.g., another victim disclosing, the 

child being questioned, the perpetrator and parent divorced, the perpetrator confessed or left 

the home), or evidence of the abuse was discovered. While these factors supported the child in 

reporting abuse, there are also many barriers that often prevent children from disclosing (see 

also Alaggia, Collin-Vézina, & Lateef, 2019; Augusti & Myhre, 2024; Brennan & McElvaney, 

2020).  
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Children’s expectations and reasoning about consequences have been found to be associated 

with disclosure timing (Alaggia, 2005; Goodman-Brown et al., 2003; Malloy, Brubacher, & Lamb, 

2011; McElvaney, Greene, & Hogan, 2014). For example, Malloy and colleagues (2011) 

examined 204 forensic interviews of 5- to 13-year-olds and found that when children mentioned 

consequences of disclosure they most often noted physical harm to the child, negative emotions 

for the child, and jail time for the accused. When children expressed concerns of negative 

consequences for themselves or a family member they were more likely to delay disclosure 

(Malloy et al., 2011). Other common factors that deter disclosing sexual abuse include 

embarrassment and shame (Collin-Vézina, De La Sablonnière-Griffin, Palmer, & Milne, 2015; 

Fleming, 1997; McElvaney et al., 2014), worries of being blamed for the abuse or getting in 

trouble (Fleming, 1997; Schaeffer et al., 2011), fears of not being believed or negative reactions 

(Anderson et al., 1993; Fleming, 1997; McElvaney et al., 2014; Ullman, 2002), wanting to 

protect the abuser, fears of the abuser or of what would happen if they disclosed (Alaggia, 2005; 

Goodman-Brown et al., 2003, Kogan, 2004; Fleming, 1997), the use of grooming tactics (e.g., 

power dynamics, secrecy, trust building, Collin-Vézina et al., 2015; Hershkowitz et al., 2007; 

Schaeffer, Leventhal, & Asnes, 2011; see Section 4.7), violence, drug use in the home, or 

dysfunctional home environment (Collin-Vézina et al., 2015), and a lack of understanding that 

the behaviour was inappropriate (Schaeffer et al., 2011). Given the barriers children face when 

deciding to disclose it is clear why non-disclosures and delayed disclosures occur so regularly. 

Given the consequences and barriers children face when disclosing, selecting an appropriate 

disclosure recipient is also an important decision.  

5.3 To whom children disclose 

To whom a child discloses may influence whether they are believed, whether the case is 

reported to authorities, how recipients react to a disclosure, and how the report is perceived 

(Elliott & Carnes, 2001). Even young children are sensitive to adjusting their disclosure rates 

and recipients based on whether a parent or stranger is the transgressor. For example, Lyon 

and colleagues (2010) examined whether 4- to 9-year-old maltreated and non-maltreated 

children would support disclosing a parent or a stranger’s transgression to an adult (parent, 

police, or teacher). Children were more likely to support disclosing a stranger’s transgression 

than a parent’s transgression and they disclosed more often to a parent or police officer than a 

teacher. Similarly, studies have found that children who allege abuse are more likely to report to 

police when the accused is a stranger than a family member (Hanson, Resnick, Saunders, 

Kilpatrick, & Best, 1999). Children’s sensitivity to the identity of the disclosure recipient is 

important. If the child discloses to someone who does not believe them or is not in a position of 

authority to protect the child, the child may remain in a vulnerable position. This may require the 

child to disclose multiple times before it is reported to authorities. In fact, most cases of abuse 

are never reported to authorities (Smith et al., 2000; Winters et al., 2020).   

In an examination of forensic interviews (204 children between 5 to 13 years old; Malloy et al., 

2013), 80% of children mentioned disclosing to one or more disclosure recipients with the 

average number of recipients being 2.13 (range 1 to 6 recipients). The number of disclosure 

recipients was found to increase with age. Additionally, the disclosure recipient has been found 

to vary by age. While younger children (5- to 9-year-olds) tend to report most often to their 
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mothers, reporting to peers and teachers increases with age (10+ years old; Kogan, 2005; 

Schaeffer et al., 2011; Malloy, Brubacher, & Lamb, 2013). These findings suggest that children 

and youth often make multiple disclosures before an official report is made, and the increased 

disclosure to peers (who may not sufficiently intervene) during late childhood and adolescence 

means that victims are required to later disclose to an adult. However, recently conducted 

research suggests that many peer disclosure recipients do disclose the report to an adult (Bruer 

et al., 2024; Price, Evans, & Bruer, 2021).  

Given the many barriers to disclosure (discussed in Section 5.3), such as not being believed, 

and the fact that not all disclosure recipients intervene or report to authorities, children often 

have to make multiple disclosures to multiple disclosure recipients prior to an official report 

being made.   

5.4 Attitudes towards children’s disclosures 

A child’s disclosure patterns not only influence whether someone intervenes and makes a 

formal report but can influence decision makers’ perceptions of the child’s disclosure. In terms 

of the timing of disclosure, adults typically demonstrate an understanding that child abuse 

victims may not disclose immediately (Kovera & Borgida, 1998; McGuire & London, 2017; 

Morison & Greene, 1992; Quas et al., 2005). In an examination of Canadian jury and bench 

child sexual abuse trials with delays between 2 to 48 years, it was found that verdicts did not 

vary based on length of time to disclosure (Read et al., 2006). However, more recent lab-based 

research has suggested that shorter delays to disclosure were related to guilty verdicts (Miller & 

London, 2022; Myers et al., 1999; Pozzulo et al., 2010). Time to disclosure has also been found 

to impact witness credibility. For example, Connolly, Price, and Gordon (2009; 2010) examined 

judicial decisions in Canadian trials of child sexual abuse and found that timely disclosers (i.e., 

when the victim was still a child) were perceived as more honest and less influenced by others, 

but less cognitively competent, compared to delayed disclosers (i.e., when the child victim was 

testifying as an adult). Similarly, in a lab-based study, when length of delay was shorter (i.e., 1-

day) victims were perceived as more trustworthy, believable, and to have better memory 

compared to longer delays (10 months; Miller & London, 2022).   

Similar to delayed disclosures, fewer guilty verdicts were made in a mock jury study when a 

child had previously recanted in a forensic interview compared to when no recantation was 

made (Campbell, Rivard, & Compo, 2016). Additionally, recantations of a child’s statements are 

often used as a marker of dishonesty and may reduce a child’s credibility (e.g., Leippe & 

Romanczyk, 1989; Zellman, 1992). In a lab-based study Dykstra and colleagues (2022) found 

that when children consistently disclosed an adult’s transgression across interviews with a peer 

and an adult recipient, the children were perceived as more credible compared to when they 

inconsistently disclosed across interviews. Taken together, these findings suggest that delays in 

disclosure and recantations can impact how child witnesses are perceived. However, the use of 

experts’ evidence-based testimonies can help buffer these effects. Denne and colleagues 

(2021) found that when experts provided evidence-based testimony about recantations, a guilty 

verdict was more likely to be rendered. These findings emphasize the importance of educating 

jurors and the court on the disclosure process. 
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VI Child forensic interviewing 

6.1 Evidence-based child forensic interviewing  

Since the last writing of this report, an abundance of interview protocols, frameworks, and 

guidelines have been developed to respond to the understanding that what children are willing 

and able to tell us is profoundly influenced by how we elicit their information (Brubacher, 

Peterson, La Rooy, Dickinson, & Poole, 2019; Lyon, 2014; Poole, 2016; Poole & Lamb, 1998; 

Saywitz, Lyon, & Goodman, 2017; Wilson & Powell, 2012). These guidance documents have 

also been created in an attempt to minimize the wide disparities in how children are questioned 

across jurisdictions (e.g., Brubacher et al., 2018) and because the use of an interview structure 

is associated with better legal outcomes (Pipe et al., 2013).  

When questioners provide children with the socioemotional support and the opportunity to share 

what they remember at their own pace, in their own words, children’s testimony can be accurate 

and informative. Despite different origins, most contemporary interview guidance has converged 

on some key interview phases and principles–those that are most supported by the research 

literature (i.e., evidence-based; Brubacher & Powell, 2024; Korkman et al., 2024; Steele et al., 

2025). An evidence-based child forensic interview typically consists of the following 

components: introductory phase (with brief explanation of roles and room set up, ground rules, 

and narrative practice), transition to the topic of concern, substantive phase where children are 

encouraged to provide a narrative of the event in response to predominantly open-ended 

questions, a break, follow-up questions to allow interviewers to ask for any specific information 

that may have been omitted during the narrative account, and a respectful closure.  

Some of the most widely adopted child interview guidelines include the American Professional 

Society on the Abuse of Children (APSAC) Guidelines (2023); Achieving Best Evidence (ABE) 

in Criminal Proceedings (Ministry of Justice, United Kingdom, 2022); the standard National 

Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) protocol and revised version 

(Orbach et al., 2000; Lamb et al., 2007, 2018), the Ten Step Investigative Interview (Lyon, 

2005); the National Children’s Advocacy Center’s Forensic Interview Structure (2019); The SIM 

(Powell & Brubacher, 2020); The Step-Wise guidelines (Yuille, Cooper, & Hervé, 2009); RADAR 

(Everson et al., 2022); and Developmental Narrative Elaboration (Saywitz & Camparo, 2014). 

The Cognitive Interview (CI) also includes some guidance for interviewing children, although it 

was initially developed for adults (see Cyr, 2022). 

In advance of describing the interview phases, it is necessary to outline the various question 

types that are used in interviews because they have different effects on the accuracy and 

completeness of children’s responses.  

Question types. Definitions and terminology for question types vary across research literatures 

and guidance documents. As such, we outline the definitions and terminology that we have 

adopted. With respect to interviewing children, questions are commonly grouped into three 

categories: open-ended, wh-, and closed. Any question type can be leading if it includes 

information not previously provided by the child.  
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Questions categorized as open-ended encourage elaborate 

and flexible responses, allowing the interviewee to choose what 

information to report (Powell & Snow, 2007). There are three 

main types of open-ended questions. Initial (or first) invitations 

are the first prompt to invite the child’s narrative of an event or 

instance of a repeated event, such as “Tell me everything that 

happened at the dance, start from the beginning.” Breadth 

prompts invite children to provide more event components (e.g., 

“What happened next?”, “What else happened?”). They are 

also known as General (or Follow-up) invitations (Lamb et al., 

2003), although this term also encompasses a wider variety of 

open-ended questions. Depth prompts invite children to 

elaborate on details they have already mentioned (e.g., “You 

said X. Tell me more about X”, “What happened when X?”); 

also known as cued invitations (Lamb et al., 2003). These 

subtypes have different functions and elicit different kinds of 

information (Danby, Sharman, Brubacher, Powell, & Roberts, 

2017; Feltis et al., 2010; Lamb et al., 2003). 

Wh- questions have the longest list of varying terminology (e.g., direct, directive, focused, cued 

recall, interrogative) and are perhaps the most contested of the question types in terms of their 

value. While open-ended and closed questions comfortably occupy the “ideal” and “non-ideal” 

ends of the question type spectrum, wh- questions fall in the middle, but experts disagree on 

whether they are more like open-ended or more like closed questions. The wh- questions 

include who, when, where, why, how, and narrow “what” questions like “What colour was the 

man’s hair?” Like open-ended questions, wh- questions need to be answered with recall rather 

than recognition memory. This means that children must produce a response to answer wh- 

questions, making children less likely to guess compared to recognition questions that present 

options from which to choose (Waterman et al., 2000). However, recent research demonstrated 

that if children possess the domain knowledge queried by a wh- question, there is a greater risk 

they will guess (McWilliams et al., 2021). For example, children would be more likely to guess 

the answer to, “What colour was the man’s car?” than “What was the model of the man’s car?” 

(further discussed in Section 3.2).  

Closed questions are ones that do not invite lengthy responses, narrowly restrict the content of 

children’s responses, and are prone to guessing (Brown et al., 2013; Klemfuss, Quas, & Lyon, 

2014; Lamb et al., 2003; Powell & Snow, 2007; Waterman et al., 2001). Yes/no and other option 

posing questions (which present two or more options other than yes/no) are closed questions. 

They are also considered recognition questions because they offer answers from which children 

can pick rather than requiring memory retrieval. Although yes/no and option-posing are both 

types of closed recognition questions, research has illuminated different responses patterns 

between the types. For example, researchers have identified biased “yes” responding (Peterson 

& Grant, 2001) and biased “no” responding (Peterson & Biggs, 1997) among preschoolers 

asked yes/no questions. There is some evidence that young children are less likely to say “I 

don’t know” to yes/no compared to option posing questions; however, this may rely on whether 
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or not any presented option is true. Peterson and Grant (2001) found that 3- to 5-year-olds 

rarely said, “I don’t know” to yes/no questions, but did sometimes use this response to option-

posing questions where neither choice was correct (e.g., “Did the woman wear a baseball hat or 

a flowered hat?” when a straw hat was worn). In this same age group, a recency-tendency was 

observed to option-posing questions (i.e., choosing the last-presented option), although this 

tendency decreased with age (Mehrani & Peterson, 2015). Forensic interviewers sometimes 

use a “something else” option to account for the possibility that neither presented option was 

correct (e.g., “A baseball hat, a flowered hat, or something else?”). Although this addition does 

reduce the chance that the question is misleading, it does not enhance preschool children’s 

accuracy (London et al., 2017; Stolzenberg et al., 2017). In general, when the “something else” 

option is the correct choice, children choose it only around one-third of the time (i.e., at chance 

levels). And when they do choose it, they are then presented with a follow-up wh- question (e.g., 

What kind of hat?”), which they may succeed in answering only about half the time (London et 

al., 2017).  

Open-ended questions are widely considered the best question type for all interviews because, 

compared to other types, these questions tend to elicit longer and more accurate responses, 

reduce opportunity for interviewer bias, maximize credibility, and make interviewees feel heard 

(Brubacher, Timms, Powell, & Bearman, 2019; Powell, 2013). Children’s ability to answer open-

ended questions improves with age (Poole & Lindsay, 2001), but even preschoolers can provide 

narrative details in responses to such questions (Lamb et al., 2003).  

Benefits of open-ended questions 

Open ended questions… 

• improve the quality and informativeness of children’s information. 

• tend to elicit more accurate responses because they allow the interviewee to choose 

what to report.  

• minimize the influence of interviewer bias, compared to specific questions (wh- and 

closed) that seek what the interviewer wants to know.  

• allow interviewees to report in their own words, at their own pace, and in the order in 

which they feel most comfortable or remember best.  

• maximize credibility because the responses are primarily interviewee-driven. 

• make interviewees feel heard and valued. 

• make transparent the interviewee’s communication level (compared to closed 

questions, which can hide miscomprehension). 

• create opportunities for the interviewee to provide a narrative account of their 

experiences and reveal information the interviewer may not think to ask about.  

• put less cognitive strain on interviewers, who can focus on listening instead of thinking 

about the next question they need to ask.  

(Brown & Lamb, 2015; Brubacher et al., 2019; Lamb et al., 2007; Powell, 2013, 2020) 
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Wh- questions are less desirable than open-ended questions because they do not encourage 

narrative detail, and they constrain the child’s report to what the interviewer wants to know 

rather than supporting the child to provide an account in their own words. In general, 

interviewers should try to minimize these questions until the child’s narrative has been 

exhausted; an exception may include when interviewing very young children (Hershkowitz et al., 

2012). Preschoolers may struggle with very broad open-ended questions, such as invitations. 

Interviewing experts have recommended that concrete wh- questions (who, what, where) may 

be paired with open-ended requests for elaboration when interviewing the very young (e.g., 

Interviewer: “Where did you go first?” Child: “The toy store.” Interviewer: “Tell me what 

happened at the toy store.”). Closed questions are the least desirable question type because of 

the ease with which they lend themselves to guessing and thoughtless responding, but they 

may be needed to verify information (e.g., “I heard you told your mom something bad happened. 

Did you tell your mom…?; Brubacher & Powell, 2024).   

Another way that interviewers can encourage more information while remaining as input-free as 

possible is to use minimal encouragers (also known as facilitators, backchannel utterances, and 

“still-your-turn” responses). These are verbalizations such as, “Uh-huh,” “mmm-hmm,” repetition 

of the child’s last few words, and non-verbal encouragements such as head nodding 

(Hershkowitz, 2002; Poole, 2016). Minimal encouragers communicate to the child that the 

interviewer is listening, and the child should continue speaking. To be used effectively, they 

should occur alone (i.e., not coupled with a question, such as, “Mmm-hmm, then what 

happened?,” as they are no longer “minimal”), and following open-ended questions but not other 

types (Hershkowitz, 2002). Silence (or “wait time”) is also an effective method to encourage 

children to keep narrating. In a laboratory study with 105 4- to 8-year-olds, interviewers paused 

up to 10 seconds after a child’s response and before asking the next question (Rezmer et al., 

2020). Doing so yielded new information during the period of silence from 90% of the children. 

Silence is highly effective during the interview because children need increased time to process 

questions and retrieve memories. Among maltreated children, it is also likely that they may 

spend time weighing the consequences before providing an answer.    

Providing socioemotional support. Socioemotional support from the interviewer can include 

non-verbal behaviours such as non-intrusive eye contact, open seating posture, warm tone of 

voice, casual dress, comfortable environment (soft rooms), and smiling when appropriate.  

Socioemotional support is also delivered through verbal and para-verbal behaviours, including 

minimal encouragers, occasional use of the child’s name, and praising the child for effort (not 

content of responses). 

From the beginning to the end of the interview, interviewers should provide socioemotional 

support to build and maintain rapport, and to repair it when it breaks down (Blasbalg et al., 

2021). Rapport has been defined in many ways in forensic and clinical interviewing literatures. It 

can be conceptualized as creating a comfortable atmosphere for the child and interviewer, such 

that children are willing to cooperate, trust the interviewer, and share their experiences (Saywitz 

et al., 2015). Rapport should be established early, through a series of preparatory activities 

described in the next section. Supportive behaviours should be present in these early phases 

and continue throughout the interview. While it was once believed that providing socioemotional 
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support could increase children’s suggestibility and desire to please the interviewer, it is now 

understood that non-contingent support is unlikely to have negative effects (Saywitz et al., 

2019). Non-contingent support is that which is delivered continuously, regardless of children’s 

responses and behaviours. Socioemotional support may improve accuracy; however, its effects 

appear to be greatest on specific and leading questions (Saywitz et al., 2019). In a laboratory 

study where children were interviewed twice by the same (familiar) or different interviewers, the 

provision of socioemotional support was more important to children’s disclosures of adult 

wrongdoing than interviewer familiarity (Brubacher, Poole et al., 2019).  

In recognition of the importance of socioemotional support, the NICHD protocol underwent a 

revision to incorporate more guidance for interviewers to deliver these behaviours (Ahern, 

Hershkowitz, Lamb, Blasbalg, & Winstanley, 2014; Ahern, Hershkowitz, Lamb, Blasbalg, & 

Karni-Visel, 2019; Hershkowitz et al., 2017). This guidance for interviewers appears to aid 

children in making true disclosures of abuse: In a sample of 426 4- to 13-year-olds whose abuse 

allegations were corroborated by independent evidence, those children interviewed with the 

more supportive protocol were significantly more likely to disclose abuse than the children 

interviewed with the standard NICHD protocol (Hershkowitz, Lamb, & Katz, 2014; see also 

Blasbalg et al., 2021). This field research provides further confirmation that delivering non-

contingent socioemotional support to children is appropriate and results in better evidence.  

Interview phases 

Introductory phase. At the start of the interview, interviewers typically introduce themselves 

and explain their role in a developmentally appropriate way (e.g., “My job is to listen to children 

and today I’m going to listen to you.”). They orient the child to the room features (e.g., audio 

recorder, two-way mirror with monitor behind) and explain their purpose. Next come two critical 

components that set the stage for the interview: ground rules and narrative practice. Some 

protocols, like the revised NICHD protocol offer narrative practice first, before ground rules, 

while the others use the reverse order. There are pros and cons to each order and currently no 

evidence to favour one over the other.  

Ground rules are conversational expectations that are aimed at empowering children to feel like 

the experts in the interview, reduce the authority imbalance by giving children permission to 

correct any interviewer errors, and heighten children’s awareness that some questions could be 

problematic (e.g., the question might contain language the child does not understand or 

requests information the child does not possess). The most frequently used ground rules are 

instructions for the child not to guess (say “I don’t know/remember”), to communicate 

miscomprehension (“I don’t understand”), and to correct interviewer mistakes (Brubacher et al., 

2015). It is also common to remind children that the interviewer is naïve about the child’s 

experience. The evidence for the efficacy of ground rules in helping children identify problematic 

questions is somewhat mixed as discussed earlier (Brubacher & Brown, 2025). Giving children 

a practice example (e.g., for reminding children not to guess, “Let’s say I asked you what’s my 

dog’s name, what would you say?”) will enhance the likelihood that children will remember and 

apply the rule. There are developmental differences in children’s abilities to understand and 
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apply the ground rules (Dickinson et al., 2015). Most interview protocols will also elicit a promise 

to tell the truth at some point during this phase (see discussion of promises in Section 5.5). 

Narrative practice, as it is colloquially known, has its origins in narrative elaboration training 

(Saywitz & Snyder, 1993). It is included as an interview preparatory activity in most 

contemporary interview guidance. In the NICHD protocol, it is called episodic memory training 

because one of its key functions is to train children to recall specific event memories, such as 

what happened at one’s last birthday party or what took place yesterday (Orbach et al., 2000; 

Sternberg et al., 1997). Indeed, one study showed that practicing 5- to 8-year-old children in 

reporting memories of specific episodes of repeated events led the younger children (5- to 6-

year-olds) to describe episodes of an unrelated repeated event with more specificity, compared 

to other younger children who practiced giving generic information or talked about a one-time 

event (Brubacher et al., 2011). The older children’s reports were less affected by the type of 

event they practiced.  

Research has shown that engaging in narrative practice has a wide variety of benefits (Price, 

Roberts, & Collins, 2013; Roberts, Brubacher, Powell, & Price, 2011). These benefits include 

children providing more complete responses to open-ended questions (particularly the first 

invitation, Sternberg et al., 1997) and interviewers asking proportionally more open-ended 

questions and fewer questions overall (Price et al., 2013). There is not an agreed-upon length 

for narrative practice, although guidance documents suggest somewhere between 3 to 7 

minutes. Even just two minutes of practice talking about an unrelated event conferred benefits 

to 6- to 10-year-old children’s reports of a magic show compared to no practice (Whiting & 

Price, 2017). This phase can also give clues about children’s willingness to continue with the 

interview. Forensic interviews with 4- to 13-year-old children showed that children who did not 

disclose abuse (when there was good reason to suspect it) were uncooperative even at the very 

beginning of the interview (Hershkowitz, Orbach, Lamb, Sternberg & Horowitz, 2006). The 

researchers in this study suggested that interviewers may need to spend more time building 

rapport and engaging in narrative practice with children who appear reluctant in these early 

interview stages.  

Transition and substantive phase. Once children have received ground rules and narrative 

practice, interviewers will transition to the substantive (allegation) phase. This should be done 

with an open-ended invitation for the child to report the purpose of the interview (Lamb, Brown, 

Hershkowitz, Orbach, & Esplin, 2018; Powell & Snow, 2007). Two studies have investigated the 

most suitable wording for this invitation; a laboratory study with 5- to 9-year-olds and a field 

study of 4- to 16-year-olds alleging sexual abuse (Earhart et al., 2018; Garcia et al., 2022). Both 

concluded that phrasing including the word what elicited relevant details from children more 

quickly than phrasing with the word why (e.g., “Tell me what you came to talk to me about 

today” vs “Tell me why you came to see me today”). In the field study, which considered a more 

diverse range of prompts than the laboratory study, indirect phrasing (e.g., “Do you know 

what/why…”) was identified as the least productive way to phrase the invitation (see Section 3.2 

for more information about children’s comprehension of direct and indirect requests and the 

ambiguity of “Do you know” questions).  
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After a child has disclosed some potentially relevant information (e.g., “The thing that happened 

at after-care”), interviewers should follow up with action-based open-ended prompts to elicit a 

narrative account. Open-ended questions that query actions (e.g., “Tell me what happened with 

the bad man”), rather than objects (e.g., “Tell me about the bad man”), tend to elicit more 

narrative information from children (Ahern, Andrews, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2018; Andrews, 

Ahern, Stolzenberg, & Lyon, 2016; Guadagno & Powell, 2008). In the context of a forensic 

interview, a “narrative account” is a coherent description of an experienced event presented 

largely in chronological order from beginning to end. Interviewers should try to obtain as much 

narrative information as possible, through the use of open-ended prompts, before moving to a 

break and specific follow-up questions (Brubacher & Powell, 2024; Lamb et al., 2018). 

Follow-up questions. Interviewers will need to follow up on what children have said during the 

narrative portion of the interview because children will not report every detail that is needed for 

investigation. Interviewers should be thoughtful about what details need to be followed up 

(Burrows & Powell, 2013). Specific wh- and closed questions may be required during this 

phase, which can enhance the completeness of children’s reports without decreasing their 

accuracy (Poole & Lindsay, 1995). Interviewers are recommended to pair specific questions 

with open-ended prompts for further elaboration if warranted (Lamb et al., 2018). For example, 

an interviewer may need to follow up an initial report of touch with a question as to whether the 

touch was “over or under your pants” (see also Section 3.2 for questions about touch). Once the 

child provides a response to this option posing question, the interviewer can invite more 

elaboration (e.g., “Ok, you said under your pants. Help me understand more about that part”).  

Wh- questions are useful in this stage of the interview to obtain missing details such as body 

location (e.g., “You said he put his hand inside your bathing suit. I need to understand exactly 

where on your body he put his hand.”) and clothing placement (e.g., “where [or how] were your 

clothes when Uncle Jay took your picture?”). Indeed, research on children’s descriptions of 

clothing placement has shown that asking a wh- question can result in a more accurate 

response than an option posing question when clothing placement is intermediate (partway on 

or off; Stolzenberg & Lyon, 2017 See Section 3.2 Spatial Language). Regarding body part 

identification, Australian prosecutors have suggested that wh- questions such as, “Where is 

your…” and “What is [that part] used for?” can be effective in obtaining body location details 

from children (Burrows & Powell, 2015). Similar findings have been observed in US attorneys’ 

questions to 5- to 10-year-old children (Szojka, Moussavi, Burditt, & Lyon, 2023). Wh- questions 

about perpetrator actions may also be helpful during the specific questioning phase. For 

example, when 197 5- to 17-year-olds (who had already disclosed sexual abuse during their 

interview) were asked follow-up questions regarding the suspect’s hand actions (e.g., “What did 

[Suspect] do with his hands?”), over half of the children’s responses resulted in new information 

(Friend, Nogalska, & Lyon, 2024). Yet, the more interviewers had previously prompted children 

with open-ended questions, the less likely these questions were to generate any more new 

details. This is another reminder of the value of exhausting the child’s narrative before moving to 

specific questions.  

Closure. After the interviewer has all of the information that is required, or has decided to 

terminate the interview for other reasons (child fatigue, extreme reluctance, etc.), the interviewer 



Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 51 

should ensure the child has their contact information, explain next steps, thank the child for 

sharing their experience, ask if the child has any questions, and switch to a brief discussion of a 

neutral or pleasant topic. The latter action is taken to move the child’s attention away from the 

abuse-related topics.  

  



Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 52 

Sample flow chart of steps to eliciting information about specific episodes (reproduced 

with permission from the Centre for Investigative Interviewing, Griffith Criminology Institute, 

Griffith University; see Powell & Brubacher, 2020). 
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6.2 Missteps in child forensic interviewing 

Even when following the guidance provided earlier, there are still common ways in which 

interviewers may inadvertently have a negative impact on children’s narratives. Below, we 

highlight several of these common missteps and provide a caution to interviewers to be mindful 

of these tendencies.  

Stopping the narrative too soon. A major challenge for interviewers is to have the time and 

patience to collect a narrative account from children. Interviewers may have other interviews 

later that day or worries about preservation of evidence, or there might be pressing safety 

concerns for the child or other children. They may also be triggered by the need to obtain 

certain specific details (Guadagno, Hughes-Scholes, & Powell, 2013; Wright & Powell, 2006). 

There are numerous reasons for the desire to find out what happened as quickly as possible, 

but children (and many other witnesses, including traumatized adults, for that matter) require 

and deserve ample time to let their story come out in their own words and at their own pace. 

Constructing this communicative space for children means engaging in preparatory activities 

like narrative practice and trying to fully exhaust a narrative account before moving to specific 

questions. Interviewers commonly abandon the narrative too soon (Guadagno & Powell, 2008; 

Guadagno et al., 2013). This can be due to inadequate training, time pressure, and the 

perception that open-ended questions are not productive. In our experience as interview trainers 

and evaluators, we have found that interviewers who perceive open-ended questions to be 

ineffective are not using them effectively. Effective use of open-ended questions means using 

breadth and depth prompts to ensure that a range of sub-events from the beginning to the end 

of the experience have been identified and deeply explored, a variety of question stems have 

been employed (e.g., “then what happened?”, “what happened next?”) to ensure that questions 

do not sound repetitive, and that the interviewer keeps in mind the evidential information needed 

in order to craft purposeful prompts (Brubacher & Powell, 2024). In contrast, interviewers who 

use predominantly one type of open-ended prompt, employ repetitive stems (e.g., “Tell me 

more. Tell me more. Tell me more.”), and do not guide the interview with intentionality (i.e., with 

awareness of what information to seek in a hypothesis testing approach) will–correctly–feel that 

their open-ended prompts have little value (Brubacher, Benson, Powell, Goodman-Delahunty, & 

Westera, 2020; Guadagno & Powell, 2008).  

Allowing bias to creep in. Interviewers and fact finders should make sure that they keep an 

open-minded, hypothesis testing approach. When interviewers have a preconceived idea about 

what happened and allow that to guide their questioning, children’s reports are shaped (see 

Bruck & Ceci, 1995, for review). For example, in one study, 5- and 6-year-olds were interviewed 

about an event in which a “janitor” played with some dolls (Thompson et al., 1997). Children 

were questioned by interviewers who suggested the janitor was just cleaning the dolls, behaving 

inappropriately with the dolls, or were neutral in their approach. Children were interviewed three 

times, by two interviewers with the same or different approach, and then by their parents. When 

interviewed by one of the biased interviewers, children’s responses matched the bias, and if 

interviewed by the other biased interviewer next, they changed to that story. These findings 

suggest that an innocuous touch could evolve into a report of sexual abuse if the interviewer 

believes it to be so. In three experiments, when interviewers did not have bias about some or all 
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of the event, children were accurate. When the interviewers had expectations about what 

happened, children’s reports increasingly matched interviewers’ expectations.  

Asking repeated specific questions and repeating misinformation across interviews. 

When young children are asked leading or specific questions repeatedly (especially yes/no 

questions), they have a tendency to change their responses (Poole & White, 1991; see Bruck & 

Ceci, 1995 for review). This is not the case for repeated open-ended questions such as, “Tell 

me what happened”, or “what happened next”. Laboratory studies have shown that when 

interviewers implant incorrect and leading information into their questions over successive 

interviews, children will accept and report these suggestions (e.g., Bruck & Ceci, 1995; 

Leichtman & Ceci, 1995; Thompson et al., 1997). Repeated interviews are only problematic, 

however, when interviews are poor (dominated by specific questions or incorporating 

misinformation). When they provide further opportunity for recall (“reminiscence”) in the absence 

of contamination, they can yield new and accurate details (see La Rooy, Lamb, & Pipe, 2009 for 

review).   

Using aids inappropriately. A variety of interview aids and props have been used in interviews 

and tested in empirical research, such as anatomical dolls and human figure drawings (body 

diagrams). While these aids can increase the amount of information children report, they come 

with risks (Poole & Bruck, 2012). The majority of memory and interviewing experts agree that 

exploratory play with dolls should not be taken as indicative of abuse; dolls and body diagrams 

should be used sparingly, only to clarify (not elicit) touch reports; and only if absolutely needed 

after a child’s narrative account has been fully exhausted (Lytle, Dickinson, & Poole, 2019).  

6.3 What to watch for when evaluating a child forensic interview 

Ongoing evaluation of the quality of forensic interviews assists in ensuring continued adherence 

to interviewing best practices. Initially, to ensure that skills are deeply learned, interviewers 

should receive high quality training that employs elements of human learning, such as spaced 

exposure (learning over time with rest intervals), repetitive practice and application of concepts 

(e.g., as in role plays; see Powell, Brubacher, & Baugerud, 2022), and actionable feedback 

(Benson & Powell, 2015; Brubacher, Shulman et al., 2022; Cederborg et al., 2021; Price & 

Roberts, 2011). High quality training as a foundation reduces the need for ongoing evaluation of 

interviews as a teaching process. Instead, reviews of interviews can be conducted to assist in 

the maintenance of good skills and as part of continued professional development (Brubacher, 

Kirkland-Burke, Gates, & Powell, 2024; Brubacher, Powell, Steele, & Boud, 2022).  

Interview evaluations can take several formats. Interviews might be evaluated by a superior (in-

house), an external expert such as a forensic interview trainer or academic, peers (other 

interviewers in the organization), or the interviewer may self-review their own interview 

(Brubacher et al., 2022, 2024; Stolzenberg & Lyon, 2015; Wolfman et al., 2016). The 

effectiveness of the evaluation rests not on the format but rather on the ability of the person 

evaluating the interview to give feedback that is accurate, appropriate, actionable, and 

accepted. Interview evaluators must be skilled enough themselves that they can accurately 

judge the quality of the interview and adherence to recommended guidelines (Brubacher et al., 

2022; Cyr, Dion, McDuff, & Trotier-Sylvain, 2012; Wolfman et al., 2016). The feedback should 
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also be appropriate to the interviewer’s level. Interviewers who have just conducted their first 

few forensic interviews may only be able to process feedback about basic interview principles, 

whereas experienced interviewers may welcome nuanced advice or discussion of complex 

challenges (Steele, 2018; Steele et al., 2025). Feedback on any skill must be actionable; vague 

praise or criticism does not give the interviewer insight about how to improve (Brubacher et al., 

2022). Finally, the receiver has to accept the feedback in order to engage with it and attempt to 

make changes. If the feedback is delivered in a manner that makes the receiver feel defensive, 

performance will not improve (see Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005 for a review on giving useful 

feedback).  

Typical elements of the interview that are evaluated include whether the interviewer executed 

key interview phases (e.g., delivering ground rules, engaging in narrative practice) and an 

estimation of the proportion of open-ended compared to specific questions (a crude measure of 

the quality of the interview). Evaluations often go deeper than these surface features and may 

consider many other factors such as whether interviewers used facilitators effectively 

(backchannel utterances such as “Uh-huh”, “mmm-hmm” used alone to invite further narrative 

from the child without an additional question being asked; Section 6.1 Question Types), adopted 

children’s words (e.g., for body parts or occurrences of repeated abuse), included or avoided 

questions beyond children’s developmental level, and so on (e.g., Brubacher et al., 2024; 

Lawrie et al., 2021).  

6.4 Tele-forensic interviewing 

The evidence is clear that a skilled forensic interviewer will have a positive outcome on the 

child’s experience and the quality of their statement. However, many jurisdictions in Canada 

(and around the world) do not have ready access to a skilled child forensic interviewer. Those 

living in rural and remote communities may not have a large enough police presence to ensure 

a skilled interviewer is available, which can be a disservice to the children in these communities 

and create an imbalance in the experience of children from different communities. Children who 

have difficulties attending an in-person interview for other reasons (e.g., resource limitations, 

scheduling difficulties, anxiety) may also have restrictions on their ability to travel to a standard 

interview location. Tele-forensic interviews–those interviews in which an interviewer and child 

communicate over a video platform–provide a potential solution that can bring a skilled 

interviewer to a distant child. The recent experience with the COVID-19 pandemic highlights 

another circumstance in which access to in-person child forensic interviews may be a challenge. 

Taking these scenarios together, researchers and practitioners have shown an increased 

interest in conducting some child forensic interviews using tele-forensic technology. Because 

movement towards tele-forensic interviews is relatively new as of this writing, there is little 

research specifically assessing this approach. However, the lab-based research on the use of 

video-based interviews has generally shown no difference in the accuracy of children’s 

statements between video-based and in-person interviews (Dickinson, Lytle, & Poole, 2021; 

Hamilton, Whiting, Brubacher, & Powell, 2017; Johnstone, Martin, & Blades, 2024). Further, 

there is some evidence that children’s anxiety may be decreased in a tele-forensic interview 

(Fängström, Salari, Eriksson, & Sarkadi, 2017; Westera, Powell, Goodman-Delahunty, & Zajac, 
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2020), which may result in increased quality of evidence. Thus, the extant evidence supports 

continued consideration of tele-forensic interviews as a viable option. 

Several recent published guideline documents (Brown, Walker, & Godden, 2021; Lundon, 

Sargent, Henderson, Gongola, & Lyon, 2020; Vieth, Farrell, Johnson, & Peters, 2020) have 

addressed the unique challenges posed by tele-forensic interviews. As Brown and colleagues 

(2021) highlight, a key feature of a successful tele-forensic interview will be intensive 

preparation to plan for the many ways in which technology and non-standardized environments 

(e.g., school, doctor’s office) can create unexpected situations. In some cases, when only 

physical distance is required and there are no additional barriers to an in-person interview (e.g., 

pandemic), the child may be interviewed in a room adjacent to the interviewer in an appropriate 

facility and few new practices are needed. However, in other cases, like those involving rural 

and remote communities, there are many environmental conditions that must be accounted for. 

Generally, tele-forensic interviewers should: 

• Conduct the interview in accord with existing best-practice guidelines for child forensic 

interviews (see above). 

• Pay particular attention to supportive interviewer behaviours and rapport-building, and 

the challenges that video conversations may pose to maintaining rapport.  

• Address additional practical requirements, including: reliable internet connection and 

technology with high quality audio and video capabilities; quiet, private room; and 

professional supervision of the interview environment to ensure no coaching is possible 

and to assist with technical difficulties.  

Despite the helpful guidance, a more robust evidence base for precisely how to set-up and 

conduct a tele-forensic interview is needed (e.g., Klassen, Price, & Connolly, 2025). We expect 

rapid growth in this research area in the near future. 

VII Children’s in-court evidence 

7.1 Children’s experiences prior to and during court 

As we discussed in Section I, there is clear evidence that the courtroom context is unique and 

often stressful for children. Children who appear in court have already experienced sometimes 

traumatic events that brought them to court. The majority of child witnesses experience anxiety 

and show evidence of stress symptoms, including sleeping and eating problems, depression, 

bed-wetting, and self-harming while waiting to go to court (Plotnikoff & Woolfson, 2009). But the 

courtroom experience itself has also been shown to be a substantial stressor for children, with 

sometimes long-term consequences (Goodman et al., 1992; Quas et al., 2005).  

One way in which children’s anxiety can be reduced is through knowledge and preparation 

about the upcoming event. Court preparation programs have been available for children in 

Canada for more than 30 years (Sas, Wolfe, & Gowdey, 1996) and they focus on providing 

children with knowledge and experience about the upcoming proceedings. Such programs may 
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include court visitations, practice responding to questions, meeting people who will be present 

during the court experience, and learning strategies for coping with challenges that arise. 

Evidence shows that such programs can have beneficial effects on children’s well-being, 

including the reduction of anticipatory anxiety (e.g., Gadoua, Daignault, Cyr, Lachambre, & 

Dufour, 2023; Nathanson & Saywitz, 2015).  

Despite the promising findings related to court preparation programs, many children’s court 

experiences are difficult. Given the often extremely negative impact that appearing in court can 

have on children, we now review some key aspects of the in-court experience that must be 

considered by professionals who work with children in the justice system.  

7.2 Cross-examination: “how not to” question children 

A key component of a criminal trial is the presentation of evidence and the testing of that 

evidence through cross-examination. Cross-examination is designed with the ultimate aim of 

casting doubt on the prosecution’s evidence. The ability to cross-examine a witness is viewed 

as critical to defence because defendants have the right to challenge the evidence presented 

against them. A primary aim during cross-examination is to control the witness’ responses 

(Henderson, 2002). Legal training on how to conduct a successful cross-examination typically 

focuses on how to get a witness to agree to a statement posed by defence counsel, or to pose 

questions in such a way that a witness will contradict themselves. Eliciting inconsistencies is 

considered a successful outcome of a cross-examination. Naturally, the questioning style of 

cross-examination, then, is largely comprised of closed, leading, and yes/no questions. As we 

have already established, this style of questioning is highly problematic for eliciting accurate 

statements from children (e.g., Snow & Powell, 2007; see Section 6.1).  

More than a decade ago, legal scholar John Spencer summed up the state of child witness 

cross-examination eloquently:  

 

 

 

 

 

As Spencer notes, the typical style of questioning not only fails to promote access to the truth, it 

is also emotionally challenging for children. Experiencing cross-examination has been described 

as one of the worst parts of court for children (Randell, Seymour, McCann, & Blackwell, 2021). 

In one study, Hanna and colleagues (Hanna, Davies, Henderson, Crothers, & Rotherham, 2010) 

found that 40% of their sample of 68 child witnesses cried during cross-examination and 25% of 

children experienced the defence attorney raising their voice at them. In another study, most 

child witnesses reported comprehension, complexity, and pace problems, as well as being 

First, the traditional adversarial cross-examination is not a reliable method of either 
testing the truthfulness of what the child has previously said, or of obtaining from them 

further information that is accurate, and hence it does not help the court to reach a 
decision in accordance with the truth. Secondly, for children it is potentially abusive. 

(Spencer & Lamb, 2012, p. 178) 
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interrupted (Plotnikoff & Woolfson, 2009). Indeed, cross-examination has been described as a 

“how not to” guide to questioning children (Henderson, 2002, p. 279).  

Effects of cross-examination on accuracy. There are volumes of evidence that the questions 

posed in the courtroom are developmentally inappropriate for children and do not serve a truth-

seeking function. Cross-examination questions are linguistically complex and difficult for 

children to comprehend (Andrews, Lamb, & Lyon, 2015; Bettenay et al., 2014; Hanna et al., 

2010; Perry et al., 1995; Plotnikoff & Woolfson, 2009, 2012; Zajac, Gross, & Hayne, 2003; 

Zajac, O’Neill, & Hayne, 2012). In response, children rarely request clarification and often 

answer nonsensical or ambiguous questions (Zajac et al., 2003). Not surprisingly, children are 

much less accurate in cross-examination compared to direct examination, and these effects are 

particularly problematic for younger witnesses, especially those under 10 years of age (Jack & 

Zajac, 2014; O’Neill & Zajac, 2013; Righarts, O’Neill, & Zajac, 2013; Zajac & Hayne, 2003, 

2006; Zajac, Jury, & O’Neill, 2009), but are still present in adolescents (Jack & Zajac, 2014). 

Children are seen as less credible when they are asked leading questions (Castelli, Goodman, 

& Ghetti, 2005). Thus, by its very nature, cross-examination is designed to elicit what the adult 

wants the child witness to say, not to access the child’s truthful responses.  

Although it may seem intuitive that as the evidence base grows for how to appropriately 

question children, the nature of cross-examination of children will have improved over time, this 

has not occurred. Unfortunately, in at least one study, it seems that cross-examination of 

children has not improved, and indeed, may have even become more complex and may have 

more negative impacts on children than in decades past (Zajac, Westera, & Kaladelfos, 2018). 

Alternatives to traditional cross-examination. There has been substantial debate within the 

academic and legal literature about balancing the needs of the defendant against the manner in 

which the literature clearly states is the best way to elicit accurate information from children (see 

Myers, 2017; Spencer & Lamb, 2012). Several countries have made policy advances that retain 

elements of traditional cross-examination, but also move closer to appropriately questioning 

children in court. For example, in many countries (e.g., Chile, Ireland, New Zealand, Scotland, 

South Africa, United Kingdom), intermediaries can be used to question children. The 

intermediary is trained in child development and child forensic interviewing and has the 

expertise to assess the appropriateness of child/adult communication. Lawyers can submit 

questions for the child witness to the intermediary who will review the questions for 

developmental appropriateness. In some cases, the intermediary then poses the questions to 

the child. Such innovations allow for the primary elements of cross-examination to remain in 

place, but provide safeguards to promote a more developmentally appropriate experience for 

children (e.g., Caruso & Cross, 2012; Doak et al., 2021). Despite benefits, research and 

consultations with various legal stakeholders have revealed some limitations to their use. These 

limitations include that an intermediary’s focus on simplifying language is sometimes at odds 

with other questioning goals and best practices (Brubacher, Deck, Plater, Lamb, & Powell, 

2025; Hoff, Powell, & Plater, 2022), and–in trials specifically–that they occasionally intervene 

too often or at inappropriate times (Vandenberg, 2022).  
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7.3 Legal remedies to improve the in-court experience 

Research has long established that the courtroom is not the optimal setting for children to 

provide information. When children are interviewed in a courtroom setting, they report less 

information and experience increased anxiety compared to children interviewed in a small 

private room (Nathanson & Saywitz, 1999). Children have also been found to be less accurate 

in their responses when testifying in a courtroom (Goodman et al., 1998; Nathanson & Saywitz, 

2003; Saywitz & Nathanson, 1993). This decreased accuracy and comfort are likely attributable 

to the strange circumstances of legal proceedings that are often confusing and discomforting for 

children.  

Bill C-2: An Act to Amend the Criminal Code (Protection of Children and Other Vulnerable 

Persons). In an effort to improve the experience for children and facilitate their provision of 

evidence, changes were made to the Criminal Code and Canada Evidence Act (Bill C-2) that 

came into force in 2006. These changes were enacted with the aim of reducing revictimization 

of vulnerable witnesses (including children younger than 18 years) by the justice system, while 

maintaining protection of defendant rights (Bala, Paetsch, Bertrand, & Thomas, 2011). To begin, 

children under the age of 14 years are presumed to have the capacity to testify, and their 

testimony “shall” be received if they promise to tell the truth and are able to understand and 

respond to questions (Canada Evidence Act, 2006). While a child’s competence can be 

challenged, the presumption is of competence. In addition, the public can be removed from the 

courtroom and the judge may appoint counsel to conduct a cross-examination of a child or 

vulnerable adult witness if the accused person is self-representing. Further, additional 

provisions allowed for testimonial aids to protect young victims and witnesses and make it 

easier for them to testify. Section 486.2(1) of the Criminal Code now states that a witness under 

the age of 18 years must be allowed to testify from outside the courtroom (via Closed Circuit 

Television [CCTV]), from behind a screen, or with a support person, unless doing so will 

interfere with the proper administration of justice. Further, videotaped evidence made within a 

reasonable time after the alleged offence must be admissible for a witness under the age of 18 

years at the time of the offence (section 715.1). These testimonial aids are available for all child 

witnesses, on application, unless it interferes with the proper administration of justice. 

These changes were monumental in the treatment of child witnesses in Canada and brought 

Canadian practice in-line with what the empirical evidence suggests is likely to facilitate 

children’s evidence provision. Research has indicated that the use of such testimonial aids 

decreases testimonial stress (Hamlyn, Phelps, Turtle, & Sattar, 2004; Yeats, 2004) and children 

who use live video (CCTV) or videotaped evidence report being less nervous about giving 

evidence testimony (Landstrom & Granhag, 2010). Further, children questioned via video either 

show increased accuracy and resistance to suggestion with this approach relative to in-person 

questioning, or no differences compared to live testimony (Brown et al., 2021; Dickinson et al., 

2021; Doherty-Sneddon & McAuley, 2000; Goodman et al., 1998; Hamilton et al., 2017; 

Landstrom & Granhag, 2010; Pathirana, 2017). Early evaluation of the implementation of these 

reforms indicated that there was considerable uptake, with the majority of applications 

successful, and that the provisions were perceived positively by the courts (Bala et al., 2011). 
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There have been some concerns expressed that testifying with accommodations will decrease 

the emotional connection between the child and the trier of fact. Indeed, early research bore this 

concern out, with research showing that children who testified live were evaluated as more 

credible than children who testified via CCTV, and then via videotaped evidence (Goodman et 

al., 1998; Landstrom & Granhag, 2010; Landstrom, Granhag, & Hartwig, 2007). However, 

perhaps increased familiarity with video technology will show that these concerns may no longer 

be valid. In any case, the gains in child comfort in sharing their experiences may outweigh any 

concerns with the distance experienced when testifying from video.  

Remote testimony. Courtroom accommodations, like CCTV from nearby rooms, have recently 

seen extension into testimony for children that does not require the children to attend the 

courthouse at all. Often referred to as remote or virtual testimony, a child may testify via live 

video link from a room that may be far away from the courthouse. This practice allows the child 

to be in a comfortable environment that still provides the solemn, controlled setting of a 

courtroom. Remote testimony rooms are increasingly found in Canadian Child Advocacy 

Centres (see Section VIII)–locations with which children already have some familiarity (see 

McDonald, Stumpf, & Gallant, 2024).  

Support dogs. In addition to the courtroom accommodations specifically provided by law, many 

jurisdictions around the world have introduced support dogs that assist children with forensic 

interviews and courtroom testimony. The evidence is growing that the use of dogs has benefits 

for many children, including significantly reducing stress and anxiety (Howell, Hodgkin, 

Modderman, & Bennett, 2021; Krause-Parello, Thames, Ray, & Kolassa, 2018; Rock & Gately, 

2024; Spruin, Mozova, Dempster, & Mitchell, 2020; but see Côté et al., 2024; Cyr, Dion, 

Daighnault, Gendron, & Côté, 2024 for no effect of the presence of dogs and concerns about 

distraction). Typically, a dog will lay at the child’s feet or rest their head on the child’s lap while 

they are questioned. Though more research is needed on how to best integrate dogs into work 

with child witnesses, the extant research is generally positive with regards to the use of support 

dogs. There is no specific provision within the Criminal Code that allows for an application for a 

dog to support a child witness, but prosecutors have used section 486.1 to apply for the dog to 

serve as a “support person” that will assist the child in providing a full and candid account by 

reducing the child’s anxiety (see McDonald & Poulin, 2022 for a discussion).  

Despite the important advances in accommodating children’s testimony in Canada, many other 

countries have made much more progress that Canada should consider as we continue to 

improve the experience of children in the justice system. We return to this discussion in Section 

IX. 

VIII Child Advocacy Centres 

8.1 Introduction to Child Advocacy Centres in Canada 

It should be very clear from the evidence reviewed thus far that children’s experience in the 

justice system can be stressful and, in some cases, can re-traumatize children. In recognition of 

the challenges posed to children who are victims of and/or witnesses to abuse and their 
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families, there has been an international movement towards coordinating the service providers 

who work with the children and families. Commonly known as Child Advocacy Centres (CACs; 

or Child and Youth Advocacy Centres, CYACs), these centres bring together professionals from 

varying backgrounds to coordinate the justice response on a child’s behalf (e.g., McDonald, 

Scrim, & Rooney, 2013; Child Advocacy Centres/Child & Youth Advocacy Centres across 

Canada, 2021; National Children’s Alliance, 2021) with the aim of reducing system-induced 

trauma and better serving cases involving children and youth in the justice system. Though the 

structure of individual CACs varies (Herbert, Walsh, & Bromfield, 2018), medical, child 

protection, police, mental health, victim support and advocacy, and prosecution are usually the 

core disciplines and agencies involved in cases at a CAC. Together, these multi-disciplinary 

teams (MDTs) represent the gold standard in response to children’s justice needs and their 

activities will include case review, coordination and shared decision-making. The collaboration 

seeks to reduce duplication of efforts (e.g., multiple investigative interviews), role confusion, and 

opportunities for miscommunication or missed communications, with the ultimate aim of the 

provision of culturally competent, child-focused wrap-around services to support young victims 

and witnesses. These professionals may be co-located at a single centre to facilitate optimal 

communication, or they may work collaboratively from their regular workspaces and the 

coordination takes place through joint meetings and regular communication. Some CACs even 

have support dogs on staff. 

In Canada, CACs (or CAC-like centres) have been operating since the 1990s when the Regina 

Children’s Justice Centre was established and a moderate pace of development followed (e.g., 

the Saskatoon Centre for Children’s Justice in 1996 and the Zebra Child Protection Centre in 

Edmonton in 2002). A 2010 commitment of seed funding from Justice Canada’s Victims Fund 

led to a rapid increase of CACs and now the large majority of Canada’s provinces and territories 

have such organizations, many with several CACs (Stumpf, 2024a). To support the growing 

interest in the CAC model, National Canadian guidelines for CACs/CYACs were released in 

2021 to assist new organizations as they work toward establishing a CAC; promote consistency 

across the country; and ensure that the integrity of the CYAC model is retained (Child Advocacy 

Centres/Child & Youth Advocacy Centres across Canada, 2021). 

8.2 The role of Child Advocacy Centres in facilitating children’s 

involvement in the justice system 

The CAC approach benefits children. CACs are designed to provide wrap-around services to 

children, including mental and physical health services, in an effort to decrease the trauma 

associated with being involved in the system. CACs will typically have someone in the role of a 

victim advocate, who serves as the family’s primary point of contact with all of the organizations 

and professionals involved in investigations. The advocate may assist with scheduling 

appointments and referrals to mental health or medical services and may support a child and 

their family through court proceedings or make referrals to victim witness support services. 

There is growing evidence that CAC-based investigations reduce stress and trauma 

experienced during abuse investigations for children and families (Elmquist et al., 2015). 

Though research directly on children’s perception of their CAC experience has been difficult to 

conduct, CACs include elements that have independently been shown to reduce children’s 
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trauma, including highly trained professionals, child-friendly setting, access to mental health 

services, and support for the family. For example, caregivers who are supported during 

investigations contribute to more positive outcomes for children (Malloy & Lyon, 2006), and 

caregivers are more satisfied with CAC-based versus non-CAC investigations (Jones, Cross, 

Walsh, & Simone, 2007).  

Researchers have also demonstrated that CACs feature more evidence-based practices (e.g., 

videotaping interviews, interviews conducted in child-friendly facilities), result in greater case 

coordination among professionals (police involvement, case reviews, MDT involvement), and 

increase access to mental health services (Cross et al., 2007, 2008), relative to non-CAC 

investigations. Further, in one study, children who worked with a CAC were more than twice as 

likely to receive a forensic medical examination than those in comparison non-CAC 

communities, and this increase was driven primarily by non-penetration cases (Walsh et al. 

2007; see also Smith, Witte, & Fricker-Elhai, 2006). Importantly, prosecutions have been found 

to be more likely when a sexual assault exam has been conducted, regardless of the findings of 

the exam (Bracewell & Greenwood, 2021).  

The benefits of the CAC approach are also evident in legal processes. Child abuse cases 

processed with MDTs are more likely to result in substantiation and prosecution (see Herbert & 

Bromfield, 2019; Miller & Rubin, 2009; Smith et al., 2006; Tjaden & Anhalt, 1994; Wolfteich & 

Loggins, 2007). Such MDT collaborative approaches are more common in communities with 

CACs (Cross et al., 2007). CAC cases have also been shown to have higher rates of law 

enforcement involvement (Smith et al., 2006), and result in faster charging decisions than non-

CAC comparison communities (Walsh, Lippert, Cross, Maurice, & Davison, 2008). Further, in 

one study, prosecutor involvement at MDT meetings increased acceptance for prosecution by 

80%, a finding the author argued may reflect, at least in part, the prosecutor’s ability to ensure 

appropriate investigative steps have been taken (Bracewell, 2018). Though there is substantial 

variability within Canada in Crown prosecutors’ type and degree of involvement at the 

investigation phase (including some prosecutors who have no involvement at all; Price, Dion, 

Earhart, & Brubacher, 2019), this finding demonstrates a potential considerable benefit of 

increased communication between prosecutors and investigators. 

The concentration of specialized professionals who work on child abuse investigations means 

that the structures are available for increased training, learning, development of expertise, and 

improved role understanding among professionals (Lalayants & Epstein, 2005; Powell, Wright, 

& Hughes-Scholes, 2011; Sheppard & Zangrillo, 1996). All of these opportunities, if taken up in 

earnest, should contribute to a continuous loop of increasing professional competence, better 

service for children, and better outcomes for children and families.  

In addition to these important benefits to children and families, the CAC approach also 

increases professionals’ productivity. In one US-based study, researchers observed a 33% cost 

savings for investigations conducted within a CAC versus a non-CAC (Shadoin et al., 2006). In 

Canada, the Sheldon Kennedy Child Advocacy Centre in Calgary, Alberta (now the Luna Child 

& Youth Advocacy Centre) released a social return on investment (SROI) study in 2015 which 

indicated that the CAC approach reduced the cost of child abuse response by $550,000 
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annually. Further, the British Columbia Network of Child and Youth Advocacy Centres 

completed a SROI in 2022 that indicated that for every dollar invested in CYACs in British 

Columbia, $5.54 in social and economic value was created. Thus, not only is the CAC approach 

beneficial for professionals, children, and families, it also makes sense financially. 

 

 

 

Though much of the research on the CAC model has taken place in the United States, the 

evidence base for Canadian-based CACs is increasing. An evaluation of funding provided to 

CACs in Canada clearly indicated that CACs reduced hardships for families. CACs met their 

aim of providing a central point of contact for services, reducing the burden of multiple visits on 

families, and closed gaps in service provision (Justice Canada, 2018). Further, the Department 

of Justice’s CAC Research Subcommittee identifies and seeks to address ongoing and new 

research needs and activities relevant to CACs in Canada. Additionally, led by Luna Child & 

Youth Advocacy Centre in Calgary, the Canadian Child and Youth Advocacy Research and 

Knowledge Centre has recently been established that will invest in ongoing training, research, 

and dissemination of knowledge (Parker et al., 2025; this Centre has been re-named Kindex 

Research and Knowledge Centre of Canadian CYACs). This network of practitioners, CAC-

based researchers, and academics are all working towards increasing the evidence base for 

CAC practices, and to increasing knowledge sharing around how to best serve children and 

families involved in the justice system.  

In sum, the evidence is growing about the wide range of benefits to children, families, and 

professionals that access to a CAC brings. Ultimately, CACs increase access to justice for 

children. 

IX Recommendations for the system: How to obtain good 

evidence from children  

Developmental training and education for legal professionals who interact with children.  

In the original report (Sas, 2002), Louise Sas recommended professional training of forensic 

interviewers and the development of appropriate language protocols and training for legal 

professionals. We strongly echo this recommendation, with a now even more robust body of 

work to support the need for educated, trained, experienced, and skilled child forensic 

interviewers. We extend this recommendation to all players in an investigation involving children 

who may interact with or make decisions about the child. The damage to a child’s evidence that 

can be done without knowledge and training, as well as the benefit to children of a 

knowledgeable and skilled professional cannot be overstated. Awareness of children’s 

capabilities, and alignment of adult behaviour and expectations with these capabilities, will 

enhance the quality of children’s evidence. Such education can take multiple forms including 

online courses, workshops, written and video materials, and some organizations within Canada 

A recent study of BC Child and Youth Advocacy Centres found that 
for every dollar invested in an Advocacy Centre, $5.54 in social and 

economic value was created. 
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have moved to having experts engage in direct interactions with children (e.g., professional child 

forensic interviewers) who can engage with children in an age-appropriate manner. All options 

for furthering knowledge should be considered. 

Expand access to Child Advocacy Centres and their services 

We also strongly agree with Sas on the creation and maintenance of structures within the justice 

system that assist children with what is often a foreign and scary process. While Sas focused on 

court preparation programs, the evidence now suggests that the wrap-around services, like 

those often provided by Child Advocacy Centres, including court preparation programs, 

contribute to children’s quality evidence provision, and to their recovery after justice 

experiences. We recommend the expansion of CAC access to all children in Canada, and 

continued expansion of their services (e.g., remote testimony, training of interviewers, support 

dogs) and the research base for the work that they do. Universal access to CACs would 

increase equity for child-accommodated services and increase the likelihood that provisions 

legally available to children are also practically available to them. 

Consider and investigate alternatives to traditional cross-examination of child witnesses 

Finally, as discussed extensively earlier, the current system of cross-examination is inherently 

damaging to children because of its goal to discredit child victims’ and witnesses’ evidence (i.e., 

introduce reasonable doubt) in order to support the defence’s case. Alternatives (e.g., use of 

intermediaries, timing of cross-examination, educating those who conduct cross-examination 

about the importance of non-suggestive questioning, structural changes to the court process for 

young people) are available for study and consideration in the Canadian context, and Canada is 

currently behind more forward-thinking countries in implementation of such accommodations. 

While we are making progress in many other domains, this remains an area that would benefit 

from more concentrated exploration.  

 

  



Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 65 

X References 

Ahern, E. C., Andrews, S. J., Stolzenberg, S. N., & Lyon, T. D. (2018). The productivity of wh-

prompts in child forensic interviews. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 33(13), 2007-

2015. 

Ahern, E. C., Hershkowitz, I., Lamb, M. E., Blasbalg, U., & Karni-Visel, Y. (2019). Examining 

reluctance and emotional support in forensic interviews with child victims of substantiated 

physical abuse. Applied Developmental Science, 23(3), 227-238.  

Ahern, E. C., Hershkowitz, I., Lamb, M. E., Blasbalg, U., & Winstanley, A. (2014). Support and 

reluctance in the pre‐substantive phase of alleged child abuse victim investigative 

interviews: Revised versus Standard NICHD protocols. Behavioral Sciences & The 

Law, 32(6), 762-774. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2149 

Alaggia, R. (2005). Disclosing the trauma of child sexual abuse: A gender analysis. Journal of 

Loss and Trauma, 10, 453-470. http://www.doi.org/10.1080/15325020500193895 

Alaggia, R., Collin-Vézina, D., & Lateef, R. (2019). Facilitators and barriers to child sexual abuse 

(CSA) disclosures: A research update (2000–2016). Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 20(2), 

260-283. 

Alexander, K. W., Quas, J. A., Goodman, G. S., Ghetti, S., Edelstein, R. S., Redlich, A. D., ... & 

Jones, D. P. (2005). Traumatic impact predicts long-term memory for documented child 

sexual abuse. Psychological Science, 16(1), 33-40. 

Alfandari, R., & Taylor, B. J. (2022). Community-based multi-professional child protection 

decision making: Systematic narrative review. Child Abuse & Neglect, 123, 105432. 

Allen, R. E., & Oliver, J. M. (1982). The effects of child maltreatment on language 

development. Child Abuse & Neglect, 6(3), 299-305. 

Alloway, T. P., & Alloway, R. G. (2013). Working memory across the lifespan: A cross-sectional 

approach. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 25(1), 84–93. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2012.748027 

American Professional Society on the Abuse of Children (APSAC) (2023). Forensic interviewing 

of children. New York. 

Anderson, S. E., Farmer, T. A., Goldstein, M., Schwade, J., & Spivey, M. (2011). Individual 

differences in measures of linguistic experience account for variability in the sentence 

processing skill of five-year-olds. Experience, variation, and generalization: Learning a 

first language. 

Andrews, S. J., Ahern, E. C., Stolzenberg, S. N., & Lyon, T. D. (2016). The productivity of wh‐

prompts when children testify. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 30(3), 341-349. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2149
http://www.doi.org/10.1080/15325020500193895
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2012.748027


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 66 

Andrews, S. J., & Lamb, M. E. (2017). The structural linguistic complexity of lawyers’ questions 

and children’s responses in Scottish criminal courts. Child Abuse & Neglect, 65, 182-

193. 

Andrews, S. J., Lamb, M. E., & Lyon, T. D. (2015). Question types, responsiveness and self‐

contradictions when prosecutors and defense attorneys question alleged victims of child 

sexual abuse. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 29(2), 253–261. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3103 

APSAC Taskforce (2023). Forensic interviewing of children. Author. https://apsac.org/wp-

content/uploads/2024/04/30014.pdf 

Astington, J. W. (1988a). Promises: Words or deeds? First Language, 8, 259–270. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1177/014272378800802404 

Astington, J. W. (1988b). Children’s understanding of the speech act of promising. Journal of 

Child Language, 15, 157–173. http://www.doi.org/10.1017/ S0305000900012101  

Astington, J. W. (1988c). Children’s production of commissive speech acts. Journal of Child 

Language, 15, 411–423. http://www.doi.org/10.1017/ S0305000900012423 

Austin, J. L. (1962). How to do things with words. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Augusti, E. M., & Myhre, M. C. (2024). The barriers and facilitators to abuse disclosure and 

psychosocial support needs in children and adolescents around the time of disclosure. 

Child Care in Practice, 30(2), 187-202. 

Baddeley, A. D. (1986). Working memory. Oxford, England: Clarendon. 

Badgley, R. F. (Chair) (1984). Report of the committee on sexual offences against children and 

youths. Ottawa: Supply & Services Canada [referred to as the Badgley Report]. 

Bala, N., Lee, J., & McNamara, E. (2001). Children as witnesses: Understanding their 

capacities, needs, and experiences. Journal of Social Distress and the Homeless, 10(1), 

41-68. 

Bala, N., Paetsch, J. J., Bertrand, L. D., & Thomas, M. (2011). Testimonial support provisions 

for children and vulnerable adults (Bill C-2): Case law review and perceptions of the 

judiciary. Ottawa, ON: Department of Justice. 

Bahrick, L. E., Parker, J. F., Fivush, R., & Levitt, M. (1998). The effects of stress on young 

children’s memory for a natural disaster. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 4, 

308-331. 

Baker-Ward, L., Gordon, B. N., Ornstein, P. A., Larus, D. M., & Clubb, P. A. (1993). Young 

children’s long-term retention of a pediatric examination. Child Development, 64, 1519-

1533. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/acp.3103
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/014272378800802404
http://www.doi.org/10.1017/%20S0305000900012101
http://www.doi.org/10.1017/%20S0305000900012423


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 67 

Baker-Ward, L., Ornstein, P. A., & Starnes, L. P. (2009). Children's understanding and 

remembering of stressful experiences. In J. Quas & R. Fivush (Eds.), Emotion in 

Memory and Development: Biological, Cognitive, and Social Considerations. Series in 

Affective Science (pp.28-59). N.Y.: Oxford University Press. 

Baker-Ward, L. E., & Thomas, T. E. (2021). Children’s reports of personal experiences. In L. E. 

Baker-Ward, D. F. Bjorklund, & J. L. Coffman (Eds.), The development of children's 

memory: The scientific contributions of Peter A. Ornstein (pp. 93-114). Cambridge 

University Press. 

Bauer, P. J., & Fivush, R. (1992). Constructing event representations:  Building on a foundation 

of variation and enabling relations. Cognitive Development, 7, 381-401. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/0885-2014(92)90023-K 

BC Child and Youth Advocacy Centres (2025). Social Return on Investment (SROI) Analysis of 

the Child and Youth Advocacy Centres Model in British Columbia. Available at: 

https://www.bccyac.ca/2022/08/12/social-return-on-investment-study-2022/ 

Beers, S. R., & De Bellis, M. D. (2002). Neuropsychological function in children with 

maltreatment-related posttraumatic stress disorder. American Journal of 

Psychiatry, 159(3), 483-486. 

Berliner, L., & Conte, J. R. (1995). The effects of disclosure and intervention on sexually abused 

children. Child Abuse & Neglect, 19(3), 371-384. 

Bender, J., O'Connor, A. M., & Evans, A. D. (2018). Mirror, mirror on the wall: Increasing young 

children’s honesty through inducing self-awareness. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 167, 414-422. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.12.001 

Bennett, N., & O’Donohue, W. (2014). The construct of grooming in child sexual abuse: 

Conceptual and measurement issues. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 23(8), 957–976. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2014.960632 

Benson, M. S., & Powell, M. B. (2015). Evaluation of a comprehensive interactive training 

system for investigative interviewers of children. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 

21(3), 309- 322. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000052 

Berens, K. A., Bruer, K. C., Schick, K. D., Evans, A. D., & Price, H. L. (2023). A taxonomy of 

groomer profiles: Comparisons of in-person, online, and mixed groomers through the 

examination of Canadian judicial decisions. Child Abuse & Neglect, 145, 106407. 

Berliner, L., & Conte, J. R. (1990). The process of victimization: The victims’ perspective. Child 

Abuse & Neglect, 14(1), 29–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(90)90078-8 

Bettenay, C., Ridley, A. M., Henry, L. A., & Crane, L. (2014). Cross‐examination: The testimony 

of children with and without intellectual disabilities. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 28(2), 

204-214. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/0885-2014(92)90023-K
https://www.bccyac.ca/2022/08/12/social-return-on-investment-study-2022/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2014.960632
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000052
https://doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(90)90078-8


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 68 

Bidrose, S., & Goodman, G. S. (2000). Testimony and evidence: A scientific case study of 

memory for child sexual abuse. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 14, 97-213. 

Black, P. J., Wollis, M., Woodworth, M., & Hancock, J. T. (2015). A linguistic analysis of 

grooming strategies of online child sex offenders: Implications for our understanding of 

predatory sexual behavior in an increasingly computer-mediated world. Child Abuse & 

Neglect, 44, 140–149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2014.12.004 

Blasbalg, U., Hershkowitz, I., Lamb, M. E., & Karni-Visel, Y. (2021). Adherence to the Revised 

NICHD Protocol recommendations for conducting repeated supportive interviews is 

associated with the likelihood that children will allege abuse. Psychology, Public Policy, 

and Law, 27(2), 209-220. 

Block, S. D., Oran, H., Oran, D., Baumrind, N., & Goodman, G. S. (2010). Abused and 

neglected children in court: Knowledge and attitudes. Child Abuse & Neglect, 34(9), 659-

670. 

Block, R. A., Zakay, D., & Hancock, P. A. (1999). Developmental changes in human duration 

judgments: A meta-analytic review. Developmental Review, 19, 183–211. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1006/Drev.1998.0475 

Bracewell, T. E. (2018). Multidisciplinary team involvement and prosecutorial decisions in child 

sexual abuse cases. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 35, 567–576. 

Bracewell, T. E., & Greenwood, L. M. (2021). Child sexual assault nurse examinations and 

prosecutorial decisions to accept or reject cases of child sexual abuse. Journal of Forensic 

Nursing, 17(2), E10-E17. 

Brainerd, C. J., Reyna, V. F., & Ceci, S. J. (2008). Developmental reversals in false memory: A 

review of data and theory. Psychological Bulletin, 134(3), 343-82. 

https://www.doi.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.134.3.343. PMID: 18444700. 

Brennan, E., & McElvaney, R. (2020). What helps children tell? A qualitative meta‐analysis of 

child sexual abuse disclosure. Child Abuse Review, 29(2), 97-113. 

Brown, D. A., & Lamb, M. E. (2015). Can children be useful witnesses? It depends how they are 

questioned. Child Development Perspectives, 9(4), 250-255. 

Brown, D. A., Lamb, M. E., Lewis, C., Pipe, M.-E., Orbach, Y., & Wolfman, M. (2013). The 

NICHD investigative interview protocol: An analogue study. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Applied, 19(4), 367–382. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035143 

Brown, D.A., Walker, D., & Godden, E. (2021). Tele-forensic interviewing to elicit children’s 

evidence—Benefits, risks, and practical considerations. Psychology, Public Policy, and 

Law, 27(1), 17–29. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000288 

http://www.doi.org/10.1006/Drev.1998.0475
https://www.doi.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.134.3.343
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0035143
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000288


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 69 

Brubacher, S. P., Benson, M. S., Powell, M. B., Goodman-Delahunty, J., & Westera, N. J. 

(2020). An overview of best practice investigative interviewing of child witnesses of sexual 

assault. Child Sexual Abuse, 445-466. 

Brubacher, S. P. & Brown, D. A. (2025, forthcoming). Ground rules in child forensic interviews. 

The Handbook of Child Witnesses: Improving Psychological Science and Legal Practice. 

APA.   

Brubacher, S. P., Deck, S. L., Plater, D., Lamb, M. E., & Powell, M. B. (2025). Interviewers’ and 

intermediaries’ perceptions of problematic interview questions and their proposed 

solutions. International Journal of Evidence & Proof. Accepted July 8, 2025. 

Brubacher, S. P., & Earhart, B. (2019). Investigative interviewing about repeated experiences. In 

Evidence-Based investigative interviewing (pp. 216-233). Routledge. 

Brubacher, S. P., Earhart, B., Roberts, K. P., & Powell, M. B. (2018). Effects of label training 

and recall order on children's reports of a repeated event. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 

32, 600-609. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3440 

Brubacher, S. P., Glisic, U., Roberts, K. P., & Powell, M. (2011). Children's ability to recall 

unique aspects of one occurrence of a repeated event. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 

25(3), 351-358. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1696 

Brubacher, S. P., Kirkland-Burke, M., Gates, V., & Powell, M. B. (2024). Investigating a train-

the-trainer model of supervision and peer review for child interviewers in Canadian 

Police Services. Journal of Police and Criminal Psychology, 40, 427-441. 

Brubacher, S. P., Peterson, C., La Rooy, D., Dickinson, J. J., & Poole, D. A. (2019). How 

children talk about events: Implications for eliciting and analyzing eyewitness reports. 

Developmental Review, 51, 70-89. 

Brubacher, S. P., Poole, D. A., & Dickinson, J. J. (2015). The use of ground rules in 

investigative interviews with children: A synthesis and call for research. Developmental 

Review, 36, 15-33. 

Brubacher, S. P., Poole, D. A., Dickinson, J. J., La Rooy, D., Szojka, Z. A., & Powell, M. B. 

(2019). Effects of interviewer familiarity and supportiveness on children’s recall across 

repeated interviews. Law and Human Behavior, 43(6), 507-516. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000346 

Brubacher, S. P. & Powell, M. B. (2024).  Overview of best practices in interviewing children. In 

D. Walsh, R. Bull, & I. Areh (Eds.), International Handbook of Investigative Interviewing 

and Interrogation. Routledge 

Brubacher, S. P., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (2014). Recommendations for interviewing 

children about repeated experiences. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 20, 325-335. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/law0000011 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3440
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1696
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000346
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/law0000011


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 70 

Brubacher, S. P., Powell, M. B., Steele, L. C., & Boud, D. (2022). The use of a guided peer 

review assessment for investigative interviewers of child witnesses. The Journal of 

Forensic Practice, 24(1), 1-17. 

Brubacher, S. P., Roberts, K. P., & Powell, M. (2012). Retrieval of episodic versus generic 

information: Does the order of recall affect the amount and accuracy of details reported 

by children about repeated events. Developmental Psychology, 48, 111-122. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0025864 

Brubacher, S. P., Shulman, E. P., Bearman, M. J., & Powell, M. B. (2022). Teaching child 

investigative interviewing skills: Long-term retention requires cumulative training. 

Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 28(1), 123-136. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000332 

Brubacher, S. P., Timms, L., Powell, M., & Bearman, M. (2019). “She wanted to know the full 

story”: Children’s perceptions of open versus closed questions. Child Maltreatment, 

24(2), 222-231. 

Bruck, M., & Ceci, S. J. (1995). Amicus Brief for the case of State of New Jersey v. Michaels 

presented by Committee of Concerned Social Scientists. Psychology, Public Policy, and 

Law, 1, 272-322. 

Bruck, M., & Ceci, S. J. (1999). The suggestibility of children’s memory. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 50, 419-439. 

Bruck, M., & Melnyk, L. (2004). Individual differences in children's suggestibility: A review and 

synthesis. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 18(8), 947-996. 

Bruer, K. C., Evans, A. D., & Price, H. L. (2024). Does implying peer knowledge during an 

interview promote truthful disclosures from peer disclosure recipients and witnesses?. 

Applied Developmental Science, 1-14. 

Burrows, K. S., Powell, M. B., & Anglim, J. (2013). Facilitating child witness interviewers' 

understanding of evidential requirements through prosecutor instruction. International 

Journal of Police Science & Management, 15(4), 263-272. 

Bussey, K. (1992). Lying and truthfulness: Children’s definitions, standards, and evaluative 

reactions. Child Development, 63, 129–137. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

8624.1992.tb03601.x 

Bussey, K. (2010). The role of promises for children’s trustworthiness and honesty. In K. 

Rotenberg (Ed.), Interpersonal trust during childhood and adolescence (pp. 155–176). 

Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. 

Bussey, K., & Grimbeek, E. J. (2000). Children’s conceptions of lying and truth-telling: 

Implications for child witnesses. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 5, 187–199. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/135532500168083 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0025864
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000332
https://doi.org/10.1348/135532500168083


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 71 

Cabell, S. Q., Justice, L. M., McGinty, A. S., DeCoster, J., & Forston, L. D. (2015). Teacher–

child conversations in preschool classrooms: Contributions to children's vocabulary 

development. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 30, 80-92. 

Campbell, I. L., Rivard, J., & Compo, N. S. (2016). Mock jurors’ perception of blind vs. non-blind 

interviewing: The role of recantation. Journal of Psychological Inquiry, 21(2), 15-22. 

Carlson, S. M. (2005). Developmentally sensitive measures of executive function in preschool 

children. Developmental Neuropsychology, 28(2), 595–616. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326942dn2802_3 

Cannon, M. D., & Witherspoon, R. (2005). Actionable feedback: Unlocking the power of learning 

and performance improvement. Academy of Management Perspectives, 19(2), 120-134. 

Caruso, D., & Cross, T. (2012). The case in Australia for further reform to the cross-examination 

and court management of child witnesses. The International Journal of Evidence & Proof, 

16(4), 364-397. https://doi.org/10.1350/ijep.2012.16.4.4 

Cashmore, J., Taylor, A., & Parkinson, P. (2017). The characteristics of reports to the police of 

child sexual abuse and the likelihood of cases proceeding to prosecution after delays in 

reporting. Child Abuse & Neglect, 74, 49–61. 

Castelli, P., Goodman, G. S., & Ghetti, S. (2005). Effects of interview style and witness age on 

perceptions of children’s credibility in sexual abuse cases. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 35, 297-319. 

Ceci, S. J., Ross, D. F., & Toglia, M. P. (1987). Suggestibility of children's memory: Psycholegal 

implications. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 116(1), 38–49. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.116.1.38 

Cederborg, A. C., Lindholm, T., Lamb, M. E., & Norrman, E. (2021). Evaluating the quality of 

investigative interviews: Evaluating the quality of investigative interviews conducted after 

the completion of a training program. Investigative Interviewing: Research & Practice, 

11(1), 40-52. 

Cheung, H., Siu, T.-S. C., & Chen, L. (2015). The roles of liar intention, lie content, and theory of 

mind in children’s evaluation of lies. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 132, 1–

13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.12.002 

Child Advocacy Centres/Child & Youth Advocacy Centres across Canada. (2021). National 

Guidelines for Canadian Child Advocacy Centres/Child & Youth Advocacy Centres. 

Toronto, ON: National Child & Youth Advocacy Centres. 

Ciccetti, D., Rogosch, F. A., Maughan, A., Toth, S. L., & Bruce, J. (2003). False belief 

understanding in maltreated children. Development and Psychopathology, 15(4), 1067–

1091. http://www.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579403000440 

Clark, E. V. (1995). The lexicon in acquisition (No. 65). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326942dn2802_3
https://doi.org/10.1350/ijep.2012.16.4.4
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0096-3445.116.1.38
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.12.002
http://www.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579403000440


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 72 

Clubb, P. A., Nida, R. E., Merritt, K., & Ornstein, P. A. (1993). Visiting the doctor: Children's 

knowledge and memory. Cognitive Development, 8(3), 361-372. 

Collin-Vézina, D., De La Sablonnière-Griffin, M., Palmer, A. M., & Milne, L. (2015). A preliminary 

mapping of individual, relational, and social factors that impede disclosure of childhood 

sexual abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect, 43, 123-134. 

Connolly, D. A., & Gordon. H. M. (2014). Can order of general and specific memory prompts 

help children to recall an instance of a repeated event that was different from the others? 

Psychology, Crime, & Law, 20, 852-864. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2014.885969 

Connolly, D. A., Gordon, H. M., Woiwod, D., & Price, H. L. (2016). What children recall about a 

repeated event when one instance is different from the others. Developmental 

Psychology, 52, 1038-1051. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/dev0000137 

Connolly, D. A., & Lindsay, D. S. (2001). The influence of suggestions on children's reports of a 

unique experience versus an instance of a repeated experience. Applied Cognitive 

Psychology, 15, 205-223. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/1099-

0720(200103/04)15:2<205::AID-ACP698>3.0.CO;2-F 

Connolly, D. A., & Price, H. L. (2006). Children’s suggestibility for an instance of a repeated 

event versus a unique event: The effect of degree of association between variable 

options. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 93, 207-223. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2005.06.004 

Connolly, D. A., Price, H. L., & Gordon, H. M. (2009). Judging the credibility of historic child 

sexual abuse complainants: How judges describe their decisions. Psychology, Public 

Policy, and Law, 15(2), 102–123. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0015339 

Connolly, D. A., Price, H. L., & Gordon, H. M. (2010). Judicial decision making in timely and 

delayed prosecutions of child sexual abuse in Canada: A study on honesty and cognitive 

ability in assessments of credibility. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16, 177–199. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019050 

Connolly, D. A., Price, H. L., Lavoie, J. A. A., & Gordon, H. M. (2008). Perceptions and 

predictors of children’s credibility of a unique event and an instance of a repeated event. 

Law and Human Behavior, 32, 92-112. http://www.doi.org/10.1007/s10979-006-9083-3 

Côté, É., Cyr, M., Brillon, P., Dion, J., Daignault, I. V., & Gendron, A. (2024). Facility dogs during 

police investigative interviews: Does it decrease children’s reluctance?. Child Abuse & 

Neglect, 154, 106949. 

Craven, S., Brown, S., & Gilchrist, E. (2006). Sexual grooming of children: Review of literature 

and theoretical considerations. Journal of Sexual Aggression, 12(3), 287-299. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2014.885969
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/dev0000137
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/1099-0720(200103/04)15:2%3c205::AID-ACP698%3e3.0.CO;2-F
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/1099-0720(200103/04)15:2%3c205::AID-ACP698%3e3.0.CO;2-F
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2005.06.004
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0015339
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019050
http://www.doi.org/10.1007/s10979-006-9083-3


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 73 

Crawford, E. & Bull, R. (2006). Teenagers’ difficulties with key words regarding the criminal 

court process. Psychology, Crime & Law, 12, 653-667, 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/10236190500489970 

Cross, T. P., Jones, L. M., Walsh, W. A., Simone, M., & Kolko, D. (2007). Child forensic 

interviewing in Children’s Advocacy Centers: Empirical data on a practice model. Child 

Abuse & Neglect, 31, 1031–1052. 

Cross, T. P., Jones, L. M., Walsh, W. A., Simone, M., Kolko, D., Sczepanski, J., Lippert, T., 

Davison, K., Crynes, A., Sosnowski, P., Shadoin, A. L., & Magnuson, S. (2008). 

Evaluating Children’s Advocacy Centers’ response to child sexual abuse. Juvenile 

Justice Bulletin, 106. https://scholars.unh.edu/soc_facpub/106 

Crossman, A. M., Powell, M. B., Principe, G. F., & Ceci, S. J. (2002). Child testimony in custody 

cases: A review. Journal of Forensic Psychology Practice, 2(1), 1-31. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1300/J158v02n01_01 

Cyr, M. (2022). Conducting interviews with child victims of abuse and witnesses of crime: A 

practical guide. Routledge. 

Cyr, M., Dion, J., Daignault, I. V., Gendron, A., & Côté, É. (2024). How facility dogs impact 

interviewers’ questions and details provided by children in forensic interviews. 

Investigative Interviewing Research and Practice, 14(1), 1-23. 

Cyr, M., Dion, J., McDuff, P., & Trotier-Sylvain, K. (2012). Transfer of skills in the context of non-

suggestive investigative interviews: Impact of structured interview protocol and 

feedback. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 26(4), 516–524. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2822 

Dallaston, E., & Mathews, B. (2022). Reforming Australian criminal laws against persistent child 

sexual abuse. Sydney Law Review, 44, 77. 

Danby, M., Sharman, S. J., Brubacher, S. P., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (2017). Differential 

effects of general versus cued invitations on children’s reports of a repeated event 

episode. Psychology Crime & Law, 23, 794-811. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2017.1324028 

Danby, M., Sharman, S. J., Brubacher, S. P., & Powell, M. B. (2019). The effects of episode 

similarity on children’s reports of a repeated event. Memory, 27(4), 1-7. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2018.1529798 

Davidson, D. (2006). Memory for bizarre and other unusual events: Evidence from script 

research. In R. Hunt & J. B. Worthen (Eds.), Distinctiveness and memory (pp. 157-179). 

New York, NY, US: Oxford University Press.  

Davidson, D., & Hoe, S. (1993). Children’s recall and recognition memory for typical and 

atypical actions in script-based stories. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 55, 

104–126. http://www.doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1993.1005 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/10236190500489970
https://scholars.unh.edu/soc_facpub/106
http://www.doi.org/10.1300/J158v02n01_01
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/acp.2822
http://www.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2017.1324028
http://www.doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2018.1529798
http://www.doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1993.1005


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 74 

Davis, D., & Loftus, E. F. (2014). Internal and external sources of misinformation in adult 

witness memory. In Handbook of Eyewitness Psychology (pp. 195-237). Routledge. 

Deck, S. L., Brubacher, S. P., Dickinson, J. J., & Powell, M. B. (2023). Consistency amongst 

pairs: How consistent are child co‐witnesses with one another? Legal and Criminological 

Psychology, 28(2), 254-265. https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12243 

De Santisteban, P., Del Hoyo, J., Alc´azar-C´orcoles, M.´A., & G´amez-Guadix, M. (2018). 

Progression, maintenance, and feedback of online child sexual grooming: A qualitative 

analysis of online predators. Child Abuse & Neglect, 80, 203–215. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.03.026 

Deker, L. & Pathman, T. (2021). Did I visit the polar bear before the giraffe?Examining memory 

for temporal order and the temporal distance effect in early to middle childhood. Applied 

Cognitive Psychology, 35, 785-794. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3804 

Demers, L. A., Hunt, R. H., Cicchetti, D., Cohen-Gilbert, J. E., Rogosch, F. A., Toth, S. L., & 

Thomas, K. M. (2022). Impact of childhood maltreatment and resilience on behavioral and 

neural patterns of inhibitory control during emotional distraction. Development and 

Psychopathology, 34(4), 1260–1271. http://www.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579421000055 

Denne, E., Stolzenberg, S. N., & Neal, T. M. (2021). The effects of evidence-based expert 

testimony on perceptions of child sexual abuse involving recantation. PloS One, 16(8), 

e0254961. 

Department of Justice Canada (2001). The Child Witness Court Observation Study. The 

Department of Justice Canada, Statistics and Research Division (internal document). 

Diamond, A. (2006). The early development of executive functions. In E. Bialystok & F. I. M. 

Craik (Eds.), Lifespan cognition: Mechanisms of change (pp. 70–95). Oxford University 

Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195169539.003.0006 

Dickinson, J. J., Brubacher, S. P., & Poole, D. A. (2015). Children’s performance on ground 

rules questions: Implications for forensic interviewing. Law and Human Behavior, 39(1), 

87-97. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000119 

Dickinson, J. J., Lytle, N. E., & Poole, D. A. (2023). The emerging investigative practice of tele-

forensic interviewing: Implications for children's testimony. In D. DeMatteo & K. C. Scherr 

(Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Psychology and Law (pp. 449-463). 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780197649138.013.26 

Doak, J., Jackson, J., Saunders, C., Wright, D., Gomez Farinas, B., & Durdiyeva, S. (2021). 

Cross-examination in criminal trials towards a revolution in best practice? Nottingham Law 

School, Nottingham Trent University. Report for the Nuffield 

Foundation.https://irep.ntu.ac.uk/id/eprint/44924/1/1497281_Doak.pdf 

Dodier, O., Otgaar, H., & Mangiulli, I. (2024). Beyond repressed memory: Current alternative 

solutions to the controversy. Topics in Cognitive Science, 16(4), 574-589. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.03.026
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3804
http://www.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579421000055
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195169539.003.0006
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/lhb0000119
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780197649138.013.26
https://irep.ntu.ac.uk/id/eprint/44924/1/1497281_Doak.pdf


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 75 

Doherty-Sneddon, G., & McAuley, S. (2000). Influence of videomediation on adult– child 

interviews: Implications for the use of the live link with child witnesses. Applied Cognitive 

Psychology, 14, 379–392. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/10990720(200007/08)14:4_379::AIDACP664 

Dowsett, S. M., & Livesey, D. J. (2000). The development of inhibitory control in preschool 

children: Effects of “executive skills” training. Developmental Psychobiology, 36(2), 161-

174. 

Dromi, E. (1987). Early lexical development. Cambridge University Press. 

Dykstra, V. W., Harvey, M. B., Bruer, K. C., Price, H. L., & Evans, A. D. (2022). To disclose or 

not to disclose? The influence of consistently disclosing and disclosure recipient on 

perceptions of children’s credibility. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(17-18), 

NP16907-NP16930. 

Earhart, B., Danby, M. C., Brubacher, S. P., Powell, M. B., & Sharman, S. (2018). A comparison 

of responses to substantive transition prompts in interviews with children. Child 

Maltreatment, 23(3), 221-225. 

Earhart, B., La Rooy, D. J., Brubacher, S. P., & Lamb, M. E. (2014). An examination of “don't 

know” responses in forensic interviews with children. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 

32(6), 746-761. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2141 

Easton, S. D. (2013). Disclosure of child sexual abuse among adult male survivors. Clinical and 

Social Work Journal, 41, 344-355. http://www.doi.org/10.1007/s10615-012-0420-3 

Eastwood, C., & Patton, W. (2002). The experiences of child complainants of sexual abuse in 

the criminal justice system (p. 156). Canberra: Criminology Research Council. 

Eigsti, I. M., & Cicchetti, D. (2004). The impact of child maltreatment on expressive syntax at 60 

months. Developmental Science, 7(1), 88-102. 

Elliott, A. N., & Carnes, C. N. (2001). Reactions of nonoffending parents to the sexual abuse of 

their child: A review of the literature. Child Maltreatment, 6(4), 314-331. 

Elmi, M. H., Daignault, I. V., & Hébert, M. (2018). Child sexual abuse victims as witnesses: The 

influence of testifying on their recovery. Child Abuse & Neglect, 86, 22-32. 

Elmquist, J., Shorey, R. C., Febres, J., Zapor, H., Klostermann, K., Schratter, A., & Stuart, G. 

(2015). A review of Children’s Advocacy Centers’ (CACs) response to cases of child 

maltreatment in the United States. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 25, 26–34. 

Eltringham, S., & Aldridge, J. (2000). The extent of children’s knowledge of court as estimated 

by guardians ad litem. Child Abuse Review, 9, 275 286. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/10990720(200007/08)14:4_379::AIDACP664
http://www.doi.org/10.1007/s10615-012-0420-3


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 76 

Erskine, A., Markham, R., & Howie, P. (2001). Children's script-based inferences: Implications 

for eyewitness testimony. Cognitive Development, 16(4), 871–887. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2014(01)00068-5 

Evans, A. D., & Lee, K. (2010). Promising to tell the truth makes 6-to-8-year-olds more honest. 

Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 28, 801–811. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/bsl.960 

Evans, A. D., Stolzenberg, S. N., & Lyon, T. D. (2017). Pragmatic failure and referential 

ambiguity when attorneys ask child witnesses "do you know/remember" questions. 

Psychology, Public Policy and Law, 23(2), 191-199. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Law0000116.  

Evans, A. D., Stolzenberg, S. N., Lee, K., & Lyon, T. D. (2014). Young children's difficulty with 

indirect speech acts: Implications for questioning child witnesses. Behavioral Sciences & 

the Law, 32(6), 775-88. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2142 

Evans, A. D., & Talwar, V. (2024). Encouraging honesty: Developmental differences in the 

influence of honesty promotion techniques. Developmental Psychology, 60(3), 481–490. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001640 

Everson, M., Snider, S., Rodriguez, S., & Ragsdale, C. (2022). RADAR child forensic interview. 

www.radarmodels.com 

Fängström, K., Salari, R., Eriksson, M., & Sarkadi, A. (2017). The computer-assisted interview 

In My Shoes can benefit shy preschool children’s communication. PLoS ONE, 12(8), 

Article e0182978.  

Farrar, M. J., & Boyer-Pennington, M. E. (1999). Remembering specific episodes of a scripted 

event. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 73, 266–288. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1999.2507 

Farrar, M. J., & Goodman, G. S. (1990). Developmental differences in the relation between 

scripts and episodic memory: Do they exist? In R. Fivush & J. A. Hudson (Eds.), 

Knowing and remembering in young children (pp. 30-64). New York, NY: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Farrar, M. J., & Goodman, G. S. (1992). Developmental changes in event memory. Child 

Development, 63, 173-187. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130911 

Feltis, B. B., Powell, M. B., Snow, P. C., & Hughes-Scholes, C. H. (2010). An examination of the 

association between interviewer question type and story-grammar detail in child witness 

interviews about abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect, 34(6), 407-413. 

Fessinger, M. B. & McAuliff, B. D. (2022). A national survey of child forensic interviewers: 

Implications for research, practice, and law. Law and Human Behavior, 44(2), 113-127. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Lhb0000368.  

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/bsl.960
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Law0000116
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2142
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001640
http://www.doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1999.2507
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130911
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Lhb0000368


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 77 

Field, N., & Katz, C. (2023). The experiences and perceptions of sexually abused children as 

participants in the legal process: key conclusions from a scoping literature review. 

Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 24(4), 2758-2771. 

Fivush, R. (1984). Learning about school: The development of kindergartners’ school script. 

Child Development, 55, 1697-1709. http://www.doi.org/10.2307/1129917 

Fivush, R. (2002). Scripts, schemas, and memory of trauma. In N. L. Stein, P. J. Bauer, 

& M. Rabinowitz (Eds.), Representation, memory, and development: Essays in 

honor of Jean Mandler (pp. 53-74). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.  

Fivush, R., Sales, J. M., Goldberg, A., Bahrick, L., & Parker, J. (2004). Weathering the storm: 

Children’s long-term recall of Hurricane Andrew. Memory, 12, 104-118. 

Flavell, J. H. (1999). Cognitive development: Children's knowledge about the mind. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 50(1), 21-45. http://www.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.50.1.21 

Fleming, J. M. (1997). Prevalence of childhood sexual abuse in a community sample of 

Australian women. Medical Journal of Australia, 166(2), 65-68. 

Flin, R. H., Stevenson, Y., & Davies, G. M. (1989). Children’s knowledge of court proceedings. 

The British Journal of Psychology, 80, 285–297. 

Foley, M. A., & Johnson, M. K. (1985). Confusions between memories for performed and 

imagined actions: A developmental comparison. Child Development, 56, 1145-1155. 

Friedman, W. J. (1991). The development of children’s memory for the time of past events. 

Child Development, 62, 139-155. http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-

8624.1991.tb01520.x 

Friedman, W. J., Cederborg, A. C., Hultman, E., Änghagen, O., & Magnusson, K. F. (2010). 

Children's memory for the duration of a paediatric consultation. Applied Cognitive 

Psychology, 24(4), 545-556. 

Friedman, W. J., & Lyon, T. D. (2005). Development of temporal-reconstructive abilities. Child 

Development, 76, 1202-1216. http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.2005.00844.x-i1 

Friedman, W. J., Reese, E., & Dai, X. (2011). Children’s memory for the times of events from 

the past years. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 25, 156-165. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1656 

Friend, O. W., Henderson, H. M., & Lyon, T. D. (2022). 4- to 15-year-old children's 

misinterpretation of invitations asking "about the time" as requests for temporal 

information in forensic interviews. Child Abuse & Neglect, 129:105675. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/J.chiabu.2022.105675. 

http://www.doi.org/10.2307/1129917
http://www.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.50.1.21
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.1991.tb01520.x
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.1991.tb01520.x
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.2005.00844.x-i1
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1656
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/J.chiabu.2022.105675


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 78 

Friend, O. W., Nogalska, A. M., & Lyon, T. D. (2024). The utility of direct questions about 

actions with the hands in child forensic interviews. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 

30(2), 121–131. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000426 

Fritzley, V. H., & Lee, K. (2003). Do young children always say yes to yes–no questions? A 

metadevelopmental study of the affirmation bias. Child Development, 74(5), 1297-1313. 

Fritzley, V. H., Lindsay, R. C., & Lee, K. (2013). Young children's response tendencies toward 

yes–no questions concerning actions. Child Development, 84(2), 711-725. 

Gadoua, M., Daignault, I. V., Cyr, M., Lachambre, S., & Dufour, K. (2023). Le témoignage des 

mineurs à la cour: Profils et besoins des jeunes et apport d’un programme de préparation. 

Criminologie, 56(1), 37-60. 

Garcia, F. J., Powell, M. B., Brubacher, S. P., Eisenchlas, S. A., & Low-Choy, S. (2022). The 

influence of transition prompt wording on response informativeness and rapidity of 

disclosure in child forensic interviews. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 28(2), 255. 

Garven, S., Wood, J. M., & Malpass, R. S. (2000). Allegations of wrongdoing: The effects of 

reinforcement on children's mundane and fantastic claims. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

85(1), 38-49. 

Garven, S., Wood, J. M., Malpass, R. S., & Shaw III, J. S. (1998). More than suggestion: the 

effect of interviewing techniques from the McMartin Preschool case. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 83(3), 347-359. 

Geddie, L. F., Beer, J., Bartosik, S., & Wuensch, K. L. (2001). The relationship between 

interview characteristics and accuracy of recall in young children: Do individual differences 

matter? Child Maltreatment, 6(1), 59-68. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559501006001006 

Gee, S., Gregory, M., & Pipe, M. E. (1999). ‘What colour is your pet dinosaur?’ The impact of 

pre‐interview training and question type on children's answers. Legal and Criminological 

Psychology, 4(1), 111-128. 

George, S. S., Sullivan, C., Wylie, B. E., McWilliams, K., Evans, A. D., & Stolzenberg, S. N. 

(2022). Did your mom help you remember?: An examination of attorneys’ subtle 

questioning about suggestive influence to children testifying about child sexual abuse. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(15-16), NP13902-NP13927. 

Goldfarb, D., Goodman, G. S., Larson, R. P., Eisen, M. L., & Qin, J. (2019). Long-term memory 

in adults exposed to childhood violence: Remembering genital contact nearly 20 years 

later. Clinical Psychological Science, 7, 381–396. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702618805742 

Goodman, G. S., Bottoms, B.L., Schwartz-Kanney, B. M., & Rudy, I. (1991). Children's 

testimony for a stressful event: Improving children's reports. Journal of Narrative and Life 

History, 1, 69-99. https://doi.org/10.1075/jnlh.1.1.05chi 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000426
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702618805742
https://doi.org/10.1075/jnlh.1.1.05chi


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 79 

Goodman, G. S., Ghetti, S., Quas, J. A., Edelstein, R. S., Alexander, K. W., Redlich, A. D., ... & 

Jones, D. P. (2003). A prospective study of memory for child sexual abuse: New findings 

relevant to the repressed-memory controversy. Psychological Science, 14(2), 113-118. 

Goodman, G. S., & Quas, J. A. (1997). Trauma and memory: Individual differences in children’s 

recounting of a stressful experience. In N. L. Stein, P. A. Ornstein, B. Tversky, & C. 

Brainerd (Eds.), Memory for everyday and emotional events (pp. 267-294). Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates: New Jersey, USA.  

Goodman, G. S., Quas, J. A., Goldfarb, D., Gonzalves, L., & Gonzalez, A. (2019). Trauma and 

long‐term memory for childhood events: Impact matters. Child Development Perspectives, 

13(1), 3-9. 

Goodman, G. S., Taub, E. P., Jones, D. P. H., England, P., Port, L. K., Rudy, L., & Prado, L. 

(1992). Testifying in criminal court: Emotional effects on child sexual assault victims. 

Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 57 (5, Serial No. 229). 

Goodman-Brown, T. B., Edelstein, R. S., Goodman, G. S., Jones, D. P. H., & Gordon, D. S. 

(2003). Why children tell: A model of children’s disclosure of sexual abuse. Child Abuse & 

Neglect, 27, 525–540. http://www.doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(03)00037-1 

Gopnik, A., & Graf, P. (1988). Knowing how you know: Young children's ability to identify and 

remember the sources of their beliefs. Child Development, 56, 1366-1371. 

Greenhoot, A. F. (2000). Remembering and understanding: The effects of changes in 

underlying knowledge on children's recollections. Child Development, 71(5), 1309-1328. 

Guadagno, B. L., Hughes-Scholes, C. H., & Powell, M. B. (2013). What themes trigger 

investigative interviewers to ask specific questions when interviewing children?. 

International Journal of Police Science & Management, 15(1), 51-60. 

Hamilton, G., Whiting, E. A., Brubacher, S. P., & Powell, M. B. (2017). The effects of face-to-

face versus live video-feed interviewing on children’s event reports. Legal and 

Criminological Psychology, 22, 260–273. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12098 

Hamlyn, B., Phelps, A., Turtle, J., & Sattar, G. (2004). Are special measures working? Evidence 

from surveys of vulnerable and intimidated witnesses (Home Office Research Study 283). 

London, England: British Home Office. 

Hanna, K., Davies, E., Henderson, E., Crothers, C., & Rotherham, C. (2010). Child witnesses in 

New Zealand Criminal Courts: A review of practice and implications for policy. New 

Zealand Law Foundation, Auckland, 20-21. 

Hanson, R. F., Resnick, H. S., Saunders, B. E., Kilpatrick, D. G., & Best, C. (1999). Factors 

related to the reporting of childhood rape. Child Abuse & Neglect, 23(6), 559-569. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(03)00037-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12098


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 80 

Harvey, M. B., Price, H. L., & Luther, K. (2025). What happened that day? Recall for events of a 

day that later became important. Journal of Criminal Psychology, 15, 147-163. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1108/JCP-06-2023-0040 

Hashima, P. Y., Barton, K., & Steward, M. S. (1988). What does “touch” mean to young 

children?: An empirical study. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 67(3), 683-690. 

Hayes, D., & Bunting, L. (2013). Just be brave’ - The experiences of young witnesses in criminal 

proceedings in Northern Ireland. Child Abuse Review, 22(6), 419–431. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/CAR.2242 

Henderson, E. (2002). Persuading and controlling: The theory of cross-examination in relation to 

children. In H. L. Westcott, G. M. Davies, & R. Bull (Eds.), Children’s testimony: A 

handbook of psychological research and forensic practice (pp. 279–294). Chichester, 

England: John Wiley. 

Henderson, H., Sullivan, C. E., Wylie, B. E., Stolzenberg, S. N., Evans, A. D., & Lyon, T. D. 

(2023). Child witnesses productively respond to "how" questions about evaluations but 

struggle with other "how" questions. Child Maltreatment, 28(3), 417-426. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1177/10775595231175913 

Hendriks, P. (2014). Asymmetries between Language Production and Comprehension, Studies 

in Theoretical Psycholinguistics. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. 

Herbert, J. L., & Bromfield, L. (2019). Better together? A review of evidence for multi-disciplinary 

teams responding to physical and sexual child abuse. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 

20(2), 214-228. 

Herbert, J. L., Walsh, W., & Bromfield, L. (2018). A national survey of characteristics of child 

advocacy centers in the United States: Do the flagship models match those in broader 

practice?. Child Abuse & Neglect, 76, 583-595. 

Hershkowitz, I. (2002). The role of facilitative prompts in interviews of alleged sex abuse victims. 

Legal and Criminological Psychology, 7(1), 63-71. 

Hershkowitz, I., Ahern, E. C., Lamb, M. E., Blasbalg, U., Karni‐Visel, Y., & Breitman, M. (2017). 

Changes in interviewers' use of supportive techniques during the Revised Protocol 

training. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 31(3), 340-350. 

Hershkowitz, I., Horowitz, D., & Lamb, M. E. (2005). Trends in children's disclosure of abuse in 

Israel: A national study. Child Abuse & Neglect, 29(11), 1203-1214. 

Hershkowitz, I., Lamb, M. E., & Katz, C. (2014). Allegation rates in forensic child abuse 

investigations: Comparing the revised and standard NICHD protocols. Psychology, Public 

Policy, and Law, 20(3), 336. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1108/JCP-06-2023-0040
https://doi.org/10.1002/CAR.2242
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/10775595231175913


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 81 

Hershkowitz, I., Lamb, M. E., Orbach, Y., Katz, C., & Horowitz, D. (2012). The development of 

communicative and narrative skills among preschoolers: Lessons from forensic interviews 

about child abuse. Child Development, 83(2), 611-622. 

Hershkowitz, I., Lanes, O., & Lamb, M. E. (2007). Exploring the disclosure of child sexual abuse 

with alleged victims and their parents. Child Abuse & Neglect, 31, 111–123. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.09.004 

Hershkowitz, I., Orbach, Y., Lamb, M. E., Sternberg, K. J., & Horowitz, D. (2006). Dynamics of 

forensic interviews with suspected abuse victims who do not disclose abuse. Child Abuse 

& Neglect, 30(7), 753-769. 

Hoff, S., Powell, M. B., & Plater, D. (2022). When good intentions are not enough: 

Professionals’ perceptions of the South Australian communication partner scheme. 

Australian Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 970-986. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.208 

Howe, M. L. (2011). The adaptive nature of memory and its illusions. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 20(5), 312-315. 

Howe, M. L. (2012). Feats of early memory: Courtroom tales of what adults claim to remember 

about early childhood events. In R. E. Holliday & T. Marche (Eds.), Child Forensic 

Psychology: Victim and Eyewitness Memory (pp. 39-64). Bloomsbury. 

Howe, M. L., Knott, L. M., & Conway, M. A. (2018). Memory and miscarriages of justice. 

Psychology Press. 

Howell, T. J., Hodgkin, S., Modderman, C., & Bennett, P. C. (2021). Integrating facility dogs into 

legal contexts for survivors of sexual and family violence: Opportunities and challenges. 

Anthrozoös, 34(6), 863-876. 

Hudson, J. A., Fivush, R., & Kuebli, J. (1992). Scripts and episodes: The development of event 

memory. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 6(6), 483-505. 

Hudson, J. A., & Mayhew, E. M. Y. (2011). Children's temporal judgments for autobiographical 

past and future events. Cognitive Development, 26, 331-342. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2011.09.005 

Huttenlocher, J. (1998). Language input and language growth. Preventive Medicine, 27(2), 195–

199. 

Hwa-Froelich, D. (2012). Childhood maltreatment and communication development. 

Perspectives on School-Based Issues, 13(2), 43-53. 

Jack, F., Leov, J., & Zajac, R. (2014). Age‐related differences in the free‐recall accounts of 

child, adolescent, and adult witnesses. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 28(1), 30-38. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2011.09.005


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 82 

Jack, F., Friedman, W. J., Reese, E., & Zajac, R. (2016). Age-related differences in memory for 

time, temporal reconstruction, and the availability and use of temporal landmarks. 

Cognitive Development, 37, 53-66. http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2015.12.003 

Jack, F., & Zajac, R. (2014). The effect of age and reminders on witnesses’ responses to cross-

examination-style questioning.  Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognitions, 

3, 1-6. http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2013.12.001 

Jay, T. (2002). The psychology of language. Pearson Education. 

Johnson, M. K., Hashtroudi, S., & Lindsay, D. S. (1993). Source monitoring. Psychological 

Bulletin, 114(1), 3-28. 

Johnstone, K. L., Martin, C., & Blades, M. (2024). The digital witness: Exploring gestural 

misinformation in tele-forensic interviews with 5-8-year-old children. Journal of Nonverbal 

Behavior, 48, 571-87. 

Jones, L. M., Cross, T. P., Walsh, W. A., & Simone, M. (2007). Do Children’s Advocacy Centers 

improve families’ experiences of child sexual abuse investigations? Child Abuse & 

Neglect, 31, 1069–1085. 

Jones, D. P. H., & Krugman, R. D. (1986). Can a three-year-old child bear witness to her sexual 

assault and attempted murder? Child Abuse & Neglect, 10, 253-258. 

Justice Canada (2018). Understanding the development and impact of Child Advocacy Centres 

(CACs). 

Keysar, B., Barr, D. J., & Horton, W. S. (1998). The egocentric basis of language use: Insights 

from a processing approach. Current Directions in Psychological Sciences, 7, 46–50. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep13175613 

Kidd, E., Stewart, A. J., & Serratrice, L. (2011). Children do not overcome lexical biases where 

adults do: the role of the referential scene in garden-path recovery. Journal of Child 

Language, 38(1), 222-234.  

Kirke‐Smith, M., Henry, L., & Messer, D. (2014). Executive functioning: Developmental 

consequences on adolescents with histories of maltreatment. British Journal of 

Developmental Psychology, 32(3), 305-319. 

Klassen, N., Price, H. L., & Connolly, D. A. (2025, June). The impact of the online environment 

on tele-forensic interviews with children. Paper presented at the Biennial meeting of the 

Society for Research in Memory and Cognition. Dublin, Ireland.  

Klemfuss J. Z., Quas J. A., & Lyon T. D. (2014). Attorneys’ questions and children’s productivity 

in child sexual abuse criminal trials. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 28, 780-788. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3048 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2015.12.003
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2013.12.001
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep13175613
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3048


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 83 

Kloess, J. A., Seymour-Smith, S., Hamilton-Giachritsis, C. E., Long, M. L., Shipley, D., & Beech, 

A. R. (2017). A qualitative analysis of offenders’ modus operandi in sexually exploitative 

interactions with children online. Sexual Abuse, 29(6), 563–591. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063215612442 

Kogan, S. M. (2004). Disclosing unwanted sexual experiences: Results from a national sample 

of adolescent women. Child Abuse & Neglect, 28, 147–65. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2003.09.014 

Korkman, J., Juusola, A., & Santtila, P. (2014). Who made the disclosure? Recorded 

discussions between children and caretakers suspecting child abuse. Psychology, Crime 

& Law, 20(10), 994-1004. 

Korkman, J., Otgaar, H., Geven, L. M., Bull, R., Cyr, M., Hershkowitz, I., ... & Volbert, R. (2024). 

White paper on forensic child interviewing: research-based recommendations by the 

European Association of Psychology and Law. Psychology, Crime & Law, 1-44. 

Kovera, M. B., & Borgida, E. (1998). Expert scientific testimony on child witnesses in the age of 

Daubert. n S. J. Ceci & H. Hembrooke (Eds.), Expert witnesses in child abuse cases: 

What can and should be said in court (pp. 185–215). American Psychological Association. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/10272-009 

Krause-Parello, C. A., Thames, M., Ray, C. M., & Kolassa, J. (2018). Examining the effects of a 

service-trained facility dog on stress in children undergoing forensic interview for 

allegations of child sexual abuse. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 27(3), 305-320. 

La Rooy, D., Lamb, M. E., & Pipe, M.-E. (2009). Repeated interviewing: A critical evaluation of 

the risks and potential benefits. In K. Kuehnle & M. Connell (Eds.), The evaluation of child 

sexual abuse allegations: A comprehensive guide to assessment and testimony (pp. 327-

361). Hoboken, NJ, US: John Wiley & Sons Inc. 

La Rooy, D., Pipe, M. E., & Murray, J. E. (2005). Reminiscence and hypermnesia in children’s 

eyewitness memory. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 90(3), 235-254. 

Lalayants, M., & Epstein, I. (2005). Evaluating multidisciplinary child abuse and neglect teams: 

A research agenda. Child Welfare, 84(4), 433–458. 

Lamb, M. E., & Brown, D. A. (2006). Conversational apprentices: Helping children become 

competent informants about their own experiences. British Journal of Developmental 

Psychology, 24(1), 215-234. 

Lamb, M. E., Brown, D. A., Hershkowitz, I., Orbach, Y., & Esplin, P. W. (2018). Tell me what 

happened: Questioning children about abuse. John Wiley & Sons. 

Lamb, M. E., Orbach, Y., Hershkowitz, I., Esplin, P. W., & Horowitz, D. (2007). A structured 

forensic interview protocol improves the quality and informativeness of investigative 

interviews with children: A review of research using the NICHD Investigative Interview 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2003.09.014
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/10272-009


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 84 

Protocol. Child Abuse & Neglect, 31(11-12), 1201-1231. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2007.03.021 

Lamb, M. E., Sternberg, K. J., & Esplin, P. W. (2000). Effects of age and delay on the amount of 

information provided by alleged sex abuse victims in investigative interviews. Child 

Development, 71(6), 1586–1596. http://www.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00250 

Lamb, M. E., Sternberg, K. J., Orbach, Y., Esplin, P. W., Stewart, H., & Mitchell, S. (2003). Age 

differences in young children's responses to open-ended invitations in the course of 

forensic interviews. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71(5), 926-934. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.71.5.926 

Landström, S., & Granhag, P. A. (2010). In-court versus out-of-court testimonies: Children's 

experiences and adults' assessments. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 24, 941-955. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1606 

Landström, S., Granhag, P. A., & Hartwig, M. (2007). Children’s live and videotaped 

testimonies: How presentation mode affects observers’ perception, assessment and 

memory. Legal and Criminological Psychology,12, 333–348. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/135532506X133607 

Laumann, E. O., Gagnon, J. H., Michael, R. T., & Michaels, S. (1992). National Health and 

Social Life Survey, 1992: [United States]. https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR06647.v2 

Lavoie, J., Nagar, P. M., & Talwar, V. (2017). From Kantian to Machiavellian deceivers: 

Development of children’s reasoning and self-reported use of secrets and lies. Childhood, 

24(2), 197–211. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568216671179 

Lawrie, M., Brubacher, S. P., Earhart, B., Powell, M. B., Steele, L. C., & Boud, D. (2021). 

Testing the effectiveness of a blended vulnerable witness training for forensic 

interviewers. Journal of Family Trauma, Child Custody & Child Development, 18(3), 279-

297. 

Lawson, M., Rodriguez Steen, L. A., London, K., & Coleman, E. (2024). The effect of parental 

bias on the reliability of children’s event reports and children’s memory for suggestive 

parental questioning. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 13(1), 91-

102. https://doi.org/10.1037/mac0000108 

Lee, K., Xu, F., Fu, G., Cameron, C., & Chen, S. (2001). Taiwan and Mainland Chinese and 

Canadian children’s categorization and evaluation of lie- and truth-telling: A modesty 

effect. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 19(4), 525–545. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/026151001166236 

Leichtman, M. D., & Ceci, S. J. (1995). The effects of stereotypes and suggestions on 

preschoolers' reports. Developmental Psychology, 31(4), 568-578. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.568 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2007.03.021
http://www/
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00250
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-006X.71.5.926
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/135532506X133607
https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR06647.v2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568216671179
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/mac0000108
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151001166236
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.31.4.568


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 85 

Leippe, M., & Romanczyk, A. (1989). Reactions to child (versus adult) eyewitnesses: The 

influence of jurors’ preconceptions and witness behavior. Law and Human Behavior, 

13(2), 103–132. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01055919 

Levickis, P., Reilly, S., Girolametto, L., Ukoumunne, O.C., & Wake, M. (2014). Maternal 

behaviors promoting language acquisition in slow-to-talk toddlers: Prospective community-

based study. Journal of Developmental and Behavioral Pediatrics, 35(4), 274-281. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/DBP.0000000000000056 

Lindsay, D. S. (2002). Children’s source monitoring. In H.L. Westcott, G. Davies, R.H.C. Bull 

(Eds.), Children’s testimony: A handbook of psychological research and forensic practice, 

(pp. 83-98). John Wiley and Sons, Sussex, England. 

Lindsay, D. S., Johnson, M. K., & Kwon, P. (1991). Developmental changes in memory source 

monitoring. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 52(3), 297-318. 

London, K., Bruck, M., Ceci, S. J., & Shuman, D. W. (2005). Disclosure of child sexual abuse: 

What does the research tell us about the ways that children tell? Psychology, Public 

Policy, and Law, 11, 194–226. 

London, K., Bruck, M., Wright, D. B., & Ceci, S. J. (2008). Review of the contemporary literature 

on how children report sexual abuse to others: Findings, methodological issues, and 

implications for forensic interviewers. Memory, 16, 29-47. 

London, K., Bruck, M., Miller, Q. C., & Ceci, S. J. (2020). Analyzing the scientific foundation of 

Child Sexual Abuse Accommodation Syndrome: A reply to Lyon et al. Behavioral 

Sciences & the Law, 38(6), 648-653. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2489 

London, K., Hall, A. K., & Lytle, N. E. (2017). Does it help, hurt, or something else? The effect of 

a something else response alternative on children’s performance on forced-choice 

questions. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 23(3), 281-289. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000129 

Lund, J. I., Toombs, E., Radford, A., Boles, K., & Mushquash, C. (2020). Adverse childhood 

experiences and executive function difficulties in children: A systematic review. Child 

Abuse & Neglect, 106, 104485. 

Lundon, G. M., Sargent, J. E., Henderson, H. M., Gongola, J., & Lyon, T. D. (2020). USC Child 

Interviewing Lab Tele-Forensic Interview Protocol. 

https://works.bepress.com/thomaslyon/168/  

Lyon, T. D. (2007). False denials: Overcoming methodological biases in abuse disclosure 

research. In M. Pipe, M. Lamb, Y. Orbach, & A. Cederborg (Eds.), Disclosing abuse: 

Delays, denials, retractions and incomplete accounts (pp. 41–62). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.  

Lyon, T. D. (2014). Interviewing children. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 10(1), 73-

89. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01055919
https://doi.org/10.1097/DBP.0000000000000056
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000129


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 86 

Lyon, T. (2005). Ten step investigative interview. 

http://www.caichildlaw.org/Misc/Ten_Step_Investigative_Interview.pdf 

Lyon, T. D., Ahern, E. C., & Scurich, N. (2012). Interviewing children versus tossing coins: 

Accurately assessing the diagnosticity of children’s disclosures of abuse. Journal of Child 

Sexual Abuse, 21(1), 19–44. https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2012.642468  

Lyon, T. D., Ahern, E. A., Malloy, L. A., & Quas, J. A. (2010). Children’s reasoning about 

disclosing adult transgressions: Effects of maltreatment, child age, and adult identity. Child 

Development, 81, 1714–1728. http://www.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01505.x 

Lyon, T. D., & Dorado, J. S. (2008). Truth induction in young maltreated children: The effects of 

oath-taking and reassurance on true and false disclosures. Child Abuse & Neglect, 32, 

738–748. http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2007.08.008 

Lyon, T. D., & Evans, A. D. (2014). Young children’s understanding that promising guarantees 

performance: The effects of age and maltreatment. Law and Human Behavior, 38, 162-

170. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000061 

Lyon, T. D., Malloy, L. C., Quas, J. A., & Talwar, V. (2008). Coaching, truth induction, and young 

maltreated children’s false allegations and false denials. Child Development, 79, 914–929. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.2008.01167.x 

Lyon, T. D., & Saywitz, K. J. (1999). Young maltreated children’s competence to take the oath. 

Applied Developmental Science, 3(1), 16–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0301_3 

Lyon, T. D., Scurich, N., Choi, K., Handmaker, S., & Blank, R. (2012). "How did you feel?": 

Increasing child sexual abuse witnesses' production of evaluative information. Law and 

Human Behavior, 36(5), 448-457. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/H0093986.  

Lyon, T. D., Quas, J. A., & Carrick, N. (2013). Right and righteous: Children’s incipient 

understanding and evaluation of true and false statements. Journal of Cognition and 

Development, 14(3), 437–454. https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2012.673187 

Lytle, N. E., Dickinson, J. J., & Poole, D. A. (2019). Techniques for interviewing reluctant child 

witnesses. In J. J. Dickinson, N. S. Compo, R. N. Carol, B. L. Schwartz, & M. R. 

McCauley (Eds.), Evidence-based investigative interviewing: Applying cognitive 

principles (pp. 193–215). Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315160276-11 

Malloy, L. C., Brubacher, S. P., & Lamb, M. E. (2011). Expected consequences of disclosure 

revealed in investigative interviews with suspected victims of child sexual abuse. Applied 

Developmental Science, 15, 8–19. http://www.doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2011.538616 

Malloy, L. C., Brubacher, S. P., & Lamb, M. E. (2013). ‘Because she’s one who listens’: Children 

discuss disclosure recipients in forensic interviews. Child Maltreatment, 18, 245–251. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1177/1077559513497250 

http://www.caichildlaw.org/Misc/Ten_Step_Investigative_Interview.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2012.642468
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01505.x
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2007.08.008
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000061
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.2008.01167.x
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0301_3
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/H0093986
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2012.673187
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.4324/9781315160276-11
http://www/
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/1077559513497250


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 87 

Malloy, L. C., & Lyon, T. D. (2006). Caregiver support and child sexual abuse: Why does it 

matter? Journal of Child Sexual Abuse: Research, Treatment, & Program Innovations for 

Victims, Survivors, & Offenders, 15(4), 97–103. https://doi.org/10.1300/J070v15n04_06 

Malloy, L., Lyon, T., & Quas, J. (2007). Filial dependency and recantation of child sexual abuse 

allegations. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 46, 

162-170. http://www.doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000246067.77953.f7 

Malloy, L. C., & Mugno, A. P. (2016). Children’s recantation of adult wrongdoing: An 

experimental investigation. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 145, 11–21. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2015.12.003 

Malloy, L. C., Mugno, A. P., Rivard, J. R., Lyon, T. D., & Quas, J. A. (2016). Familial influences 

on recantation in substantiated child sexual abuse cases. Child Maltreatment, 21(3), 

256-261. http://www.doi.org/10.1177/1077559516650936. 

McAlinden, A. M. (2012). 'Grooming' and the Sexual Abuse of Children: Institutional, Internet, 

and Familial Dimensions. Oxford University Press. 

McCormack, T. (2015). The development of temporal cognition. In R. M. Lerner, L. S. Lisben, & 

U. Mueller, Handbook of child psychology and developmental science (pp. 624-70). John 

Wiley & Sons. 

McDonald, S., & Poulin, N. (2022). “Pawsitive” directions: An update on dogs supporting victims 

of crime. Victims of Crime Research Digest, 15. https://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/cj-

jp/victim/rd15-rr15/p1.htm 

McDonald, S., Scrim, K., & Rooney, L. (2013). Building our capacity: Children’s advocacy 

centres in Canada. We All Have a Role, 2. 

McDonald, S., Stumpf, B., & Gallant, L. (2024). Virtual testimony from Child Advocacy Centres 

and Child and Youth Advocacy Centres. Department of Justice Canada. 

McElvaney, R., Greene, S., & Hogan, D. (2014). To tell or not to tell? factors influencing young 

people's informal disclosures of child sexual abuse. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 29(5), 928–947. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513506281 

McGuire, K., & London, K. (2017). Common beliefs about child sexual abuse and disclosure: A 

college sample. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 26(2), 175-194. 

McNally, R. J., & Geraerts, E. (2009). A new solution to the recovered memory debate. 

Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4(2), 126-134. 

McWilliams, K., Stolzenberg, S. N., Williams, S., & Lyon, T. (2021). Increasing maltreated and 

nonmaltreated children’s recall disclosures of a minor transgression: The effects of back-

channel utterances, a promise to tell the truth, and a post-recall putative confession. 

Child Abuse & Neglect, 116, 104073. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1300/J070v15n04_06
http://www.doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000246067.77953.f7
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2015.12.003
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/1077559516650936
https://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/cj-jp/victim/rd15-rr15/p1.htm
https://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/cj-jp/victim/rd15-rr15/p1.htm
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513506281


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 88 

McWilliams, K., Williams, S., Henderson, H. M., Evans, A. D., & Lyon, T. D. (2023). 

Pseudotemporal invitations: 6- to 9-year-old maltreated children's tendency to misinterpret 

invitations referencing "time" as solely requesting conventional temporal information. Child 

Maltreatment, 28(2), 265-274. http://www.doi.org/10.1177/10775595221104829 

Mehrani, M. B., & Peterson, C. (2015). Recency tendency: Responses to forced‐choice 

questions. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 29(3), 418-424. 

Melinder, A., Endestad, T. O. R., & Magnussen, S. (2006). Relations between episodic memory, 

suggestibility, theory of mind, and cognitive inhibition in the preschool child. Scandinavian 

Journal of Psychology, 47(6), 485-495. 

Melton, G. B., Limber, S. P., Jacobs, J. E., Oberlander, L., Berliner, L., & Yamamoto, M. (1992, 

April). Preparing sexually abused children for testimony: Children’s perception of the legal 

process. Final report to the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect. Grant No. 90-

CA-1274.  

Miller, Q. C., Call, A. A., & London, K. (2022). Mock jurors’ perceptions of child sexual abuse 

cases: Investigating the role of delayed disclosure and relationship to the perpetrator. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(23-24), NP23374-NP23396. 

Miller, Q. C., & London, K. (2020). Forensic implications of delayed reports from child witnesses. 

In Memory and sexual misconduct (pp. 100-131). Routledge. 

Miller, A., & Rubin, D. (2009). The contribution of children’s advocacy centers to felony 

prosecutions of child sexual abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect, 33, 12–18. 

Ministry of Justice (2022). Achieving best evidence in criminal proceedings: Guidance on 

interviewing victims and witnesses, and guidance on using special measures. London. 

Retrieved from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/achieving-best-evidence-in-

criminal-proceedings 

Mojdehi, A. S., Shohoudi, A., & Talwar, V. (2020). Children’s moral evaluations of different types 

of lies and parenting practices and across cultural contexts. Current Psychology, 41(8), 

5420-5433. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01059-7 

Morgan, C. A., & Southwick, S. (2014). Perspective: I believe what I remember, but it may not 

be true. Neurobiology of Learning and Memory, 112, 101-103. 

Moriguchi, Y., Evans, A. D., Hiraki, K., Itakura, S., & Lee, K. (2012). Cultural differences in the 

development of cognitive shifting: East–West comparison. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 111(2), 156-163.  

Morison, S., & Greene, E. (1992). Juror and expert knowledge of child sexual abuse. Child 

Abuse & Neglect, 16(4), 595-613. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1177/10775595221104829
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01059-7


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 89 

Mothes, L., Kristensen, C. H., Grassi‐Oliveira, R., Fonseca, R. P., de Lima Argimon, I. I., & 

Irigaray, T. Q. (2015). Childhood maltreatment and executive functions in 

adolescents. Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 20(1), 56-62. 

Myers, J. E. (2017). Cross-examination: A defense. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 23(4), 

472–477. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000131. 

Myers, J. E., Redlich, A. D., Goodman, G. S., Prizmich, L. P., & Imwinkelried, E. (1999). Juror’ 

perceptions of hearsay in child sexual abuse cases. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 

5, 388-419. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8971.5.2.388 

Nathanson, R., & Saywitz, K. J. (2003) The effects of the courtroom context on children’s 

memory and anxiety. Journal of Psychiatry and Law 31(1), 67–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/009318530303100105 

Nathanson, R., & Saywitz, K. J. (2015) Preparing children for court: Effects of a model court 

education program on children’s anticipatory anxiety. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 

33(4), 459–475. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2191 

National Children’s Advocacy Center (2019). National Children’s Advocacy Center’s Child 

Forensic Interview Structure. Huntsville, AL: Author. 

Nesbitt, M., & Markham, R. (1999). Improving young children's accuracy of recall for an 

eyewitness event. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 20(3), 449-459. 

Nikulina, V., & Widom, C. S. (2013). Child maltreatment and executive functioning in middle 

adulthood: A prospective examination. Neuropsychology, 27(4), 417-427. 

O’Connell, R. (2003). A typology of cybersexploitation and on-line grooming practices. UK: 

Cyberspace Research Unit, University of Central Lancashire. 

O’Connor, A. M., Dykstra, V. W., & Evans, A. D. (2020). Executive functions and young 

children’s lie-telling and lie maintenance. Developmental Psychology, 56, 1278-1289. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000955 

O’Neill, S., & Zajac, R. (2013). Preparing children for cross-examination: How does intervention 

timing influence efficacy? Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 19, 307–320. 

Orbach, Y., Hershkowitz, I., Lamb, M. E., Sternberg, K. J., Esplin, P. W., & Horowitz, D. (2000). 

Assessing the value of structured protocols for forensic interviews of alleged child abuse 

victims. Child Abuse & Neglect, 24(6), 733-752. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-

2134(00)00137-X 

Orbach, Y., & Lamb, M. E. (2007). Young children’s references to temporal attributes of 

allegedly experienced events in the course of forensic interviews. Child Development, 78, 

1100-1120. http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.2007.01055.x 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000131
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8971.5.2.388
https://doi.org/10.1177/009318530303100105
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2191
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000955
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(00)00137-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(00)00137-X
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-8624.2007.01055.x


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 90 

Ornstein, P. A. (1995). Children's long‐term retention of salient personal experiences. Journal of 

Traumatic Stress, 8(4), 581-605. 

Ornstein, P. A., Baker-Ward, L., Gordon, B. N., & Merritt, K. A. (1997). Children’s memory for 

medical experiences: Implications for testimony. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 11, S87-

S104. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291099-

0720%28199712%2911:7%3CS87::AID-ACP556%3E3.0.CO;2-Z 

Ornstein, P. A., Baker-Ward, L., Gordon, B. N., Pelphrey, K. A., Tyler, C. S., & Gramzow, E. 

(2006). The influence of prior knowledge and repeated questioning on children's long-

term retention of a pediatric examination. Developmental Psychology, 42, 332–344. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.42.2.332 

Ornstein, P. A., Ceci, S. J., & Loftus, E. F. (1998). Adults’ recollections of childhood abuse: 

Cognitive and developmental perspectives. Psychology, Public Policy and Law, 4, 1025 

– 1051. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.4.4.1025  

Ornstein, P. A., Gordon, B. N., & Larus, D. M. (1992). Children’s memory for a personally 

experienced event: Implications for testimony. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 6, 49-60. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/Acp.2350060103 

Ornstein, P. A., Larus, D. M., & Clubb, P. A. (1991). Understanding children's testimony: 

Implications of research on the development of memory. Annals of Child Development, 

8, 145-176. 

Otgaar, H., Howe, M. L., & Patihis, L. (2022). What science tells us about false and repressed 

memories. Memory, 30(1), 16-21. 

Paine, M. L., & Hansen, D. J. (2002). Factors influencing children to self-disclose sexual abuse. 

Clinical Psychology Review, 22(2), 271-295. 

Park, L., & Renner, K. E. (1998). The failure to acknowledge differences in developmental 

capabilities leads to unjust outcomes for child witnesses in sexual abuse cases. Canadian 

Journal of Community Mental Health, 17, 5-19. 

Parker, N. J., Elenko, J., Cullen, O., Alaggia, R., Bélanger, R., Biener, C., Binford, W., Blake, 

M., Collin-Vezina, D., Daignault, I., Hews-Girard, J., Kimber, M., Koshan, J., Madigan, 

S., Ornstein, A., Price, H. L., Shaffer, C., Zwicker, J., & Dimitropoulos, G. (2025). 

Strengthening Canadian Child and Youth Advocacy Centres through coordinated 

research and knowledge sharing: Establishing a Canadian Research and Knowledge 

Centre. Child Protection and Practice, 4. 

Pathirana, B. D. (2017). Guidelines for conducting child forensic interviews in Sri Lanka. 

International Journal of Scientific Research in Science and Technology, 3(6), 173-183. 

Patihis, L., Ho, L. Y., Loftus, E. F., & Herrera, M. E. (2021). Memory experts’ beliefs about 

repressed memory. Memory, 29(6), 823-828. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291099-0720%28199712%2911:7%3CS87::AID-ACP556%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/%28SICI%291099-0720%28199712%2911:7%3CS87::AID-ACP556%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.42.2.332
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8971.4.4.1025
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/Acp.2350060103


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 91 

Pathman, T., Deker, L., Coughlin, C., & Ghetti, S. (2022). Examining temporal memory and 

flexible retrieval of conventional time knowledge across middle to late childhood. Journal 

of Cognition and Development, 23, 571-589. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2022.2072846 

Perner, J. (1988). Higher-order beliefs and intentions in children’s understanding of social 

interaction. In J. W. Astington, P. L. Harris & D. R. Olson, (Eds.). Developing Theories of 

Mind. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 271–294. 

Peterson, C. (2012). Children’s autobiographical memories across the years: Forensic 

implications of childhood amnesia and eyewitness memory for stressful events. 

Developmental Review, 32(3), 287-306. 

Perry, N., McAuliff, B., Tam, P., Claycomb, L., Dostal, C., & Flannagan, C. (1995). When 

lawyers question children: Is justice served? Law and Human Behavior, 19, 609-629. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1007/BF01499377 

Peterson, C. (1996). The preschool child witness: Errors in accounts of traumatic injury. 

Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue canadienne des sciences du 

comportement, 28(1), 36-42. 

Peterson, C. (2002). Children’s long-term memory for autobiographical events. Developmental 

Review, 22(3), 370-402. 

Peterson, C., & Biggs, M. (1997). Interviewing children about trauma: Problems with “specific” 

questions. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 10(2), 279-290. 

Peterson, C., & Grant, M. (2001). Forced-choice: Are forensic interviewers asking the right 

questions?. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue canadienne des sciences du 

comportement, 33(2), 118-127. 

Pickering, S. J., & Gathercole, S. E. (2001). The Working Memory Test Battery for Children. 

Pipe, M. E., Lamb, M. E., Orbach, Y., Stewart, H., Sternberg, K. J., & Esplin, P. (2007). Factors 

associated with nondisclosure of suspected abuse during forensic interviews. In Child 

sexual abuse (pp. 87-106). Psychology Press. 

Pipe, M. E., Orbach, Y., Lamb, M. E., Abbott, C. B., & Stewart, H. (2013). Do case outcomes 

change when investigative interviewing practices change?. Psychology, Public Policy, and 

Law, 19(2), 179-190. 

Plotnikoff, J. & Woolfson, R. (2009). Measuring up? Evaluating implementation of government 

commitments to young witnesses in criminal proceedings. London, NSPCC and Nuffield 

Foundation. https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/11/measuring_up_report_wdf665791.pdf 

Poole, D. A. (2016). Interviewing children: The science of conversation in forensic contexts. 

American Psychological Association. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2022.2072846
http://www.doi.org/10.1007/BF01499377
https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/measuring_up_report_wdf665791.pdf
https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/measuring_up_report_wdf665791.pdf


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 92 

Poole, D. A., & Bruck, M. (2012). Divining testimony? The impact of interviewing props on 

children’s reports of touching. Developmental Review, 32(3), 165-180. 

Poole, D. A., Dickinson, J. J., Brubacher, S. P., Liberty, A. E., & Kaake, A. M. (2014). Deficient 

cognitive control fuels children’s exuberant false allegations. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 118, 101-109. 

Poole, D. A., & Lamb, M. E. (1998). A flexible interview protocol. In D. A. Poole & M. 

E. Lamb, Investigative interviews of children: A guide for helping professionals (p. 105–

148). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10301-004 

Poole, D. A., & Lindsay, D. S. (1995). Interviewing preschoolers: Effects of nonsuggestive 

techniques, parental coaching, and leading questions on reports of nonexperienced 

events. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 60(1), 129-154. 

Poole, D. A., & Lindsay, D. S. (2001). Children's eyewitness reports after exposure to 

misinformation from parents. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 7(1), 27. 

Poole, D. A., & White, L. T. (1991). Effects of question repetition on the eyewitness testimony of 

children and adults. Developmental Psychology, 27(6), 975-986. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.6.975 

Powell, M. B. (2013). An overview of current initiatives to improve child witness interviews about 

sexual abuse. Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 25(2), 711-720. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2013.12035992 

Powell, M. B. (2020). Investigative interviewing #askgoodquestions. Retrieved from: 

https://psychology.org.au/for-members/publications/inpsych/2020/april-may-issue-

2/investigative-interviewing 

Powell, M. B., & Brubacher, S. P. (2020). The origin, experimental basis, and application of the 

standard interview method: An information‐gathering framework. Australian Psychologist, 

55(6), 645-659. 

Powell, M. B., & Guadagno, B. (2008). An examination of the limitations in investigative 

interviewers' use of open-ended questions. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 15(3), 382-

395. 

Powell, M. B., Roberts, K. P., Ceci, S. J., & Hembrooke, H. (1999). The effects of repeated 

experience on children’s suggestibility. Developmental Psychology, 35, 1462-1477. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.6.1462 

Powell, M., Roberts, K., & Guadagno, B. (2007). Particularisation of child abuse offences: 

Common problems when questioning child witnesses. Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 

19(1), 64-74. 

Powell, M. B., & Snow, P. C. (2007). Guide to questioning children during the free‐narrative 

phase of an investigative interview. Australian Psychologist, 42(1), 57-65. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/10301-004
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.27.6.975
https://psychology.org.au/for-members/publications/inpsych/2020/april-may-issue-2/investigative-interviewing
https://psychology.org.au/for-members/publications/inpsych/2020/april-may-issue-2/investigative-interviewing
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.6.1462


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 93 

Powell, M. B., & Thomson, D. M. (1997). Contrasting memory for temporal-source and memory 

for context in children’s discrimination of repeated events. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 

11, 339-360. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0720(199708)11:4%3C339::AID-

ACP460%3E3.3.CO;2-F 

Powell, M. B., Thomson, D. M., & Ceci, S. J. (2003). Children’s memory of recurring events: Is 

the first event always the best remembered? Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17, 127-

146. http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.864 

Powell, M., Wright, R., & Hughes-Scholes, C. (2011). Contrasting the perceptions of child 

testimony experts, prosecutors and police officers regarding individual child abuse 

interviews. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 18(1), 33–43. 

Pozzulo, J. D., Dempsey, J. L., & Crescini, C. (2010). Factors affecting juror decisions in historic 

child sexual abuse cases involving continuous memories. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 

37(9), 951-964. 

Premack, D., & Woodruff, G. (1978). Does the chimpanzee have a theory of mind?. Behavioral 

and Brain Sciences, 1(4), 515-526. 

Price, H. L., & Connolly, D. A. (2013). Suggestibility effects persist after one year in children 

who experienced a single or repeated event. Journal of Applied Research in Memory 

and Cognition, 2, 89-94. http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2013.03.001 

Price, H. L., Connolly, D. A., & Gordon, H. M. (2006). Children’s memory for complex 

autobiographical events: Does spacing of repeated instances matter? Memory, 14, 977-

989. http://www.doi.org/10.1080/09658210601009005 

Price, H. L., Connolly, D. A., & Gordon, H. M. (2016). Children who experienced a repeated 

event only appear less accurate in a second interview than those who experienced a 

unique event. Law and Human Behavior, 40, 362-373. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Lhb0000194 

Price, H. L., Dion, J., Earhart, B., & Brubacher, S. P. (2019). The role of Crown prosecutors in 

Child Advocacy Centres in Canada. Department of Justice Canada: Ottawa. Available at: 

https://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/jr/cacs-caes/index.html 

Price, H. L., & Evans, A. D. (2021). With support, children can accurately sequence within‐event 

components. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 35, 890-899. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3816 

Price, H. L., Evans, A. D., & Bruer, K. C. (2021). Transmission of children’s disclosures of a 

transgression from peers to adults. Applied Developmental Science, 25(3), 228-239. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2019.1586544 

Price, D. W., & Goodman, G. S. (1990). Visiting the wizard:  Children's memory for a recurring 

event. Child Development, 61, 664-680. http://www.doi.org/10.2307/1130952 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0720(199708)11:4%3C339::AID-ACP460%3E3.3.CO;2-F
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0720(199708)11:4%3C339::AID-ACP460%3E3.3.CO;2-F
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.864
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2013.03.001
http://www.doi.org/10.1080/09658210601009005
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Lhb0000194
https://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/jr/cacs-caes/index.html
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3816
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2019.1586544
http://www.doi.org/10.2307/1130952


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 94 

Price, H. L. & Roberts, K. P. (2011). The effects of an intensive training and feedback program 

on police and social workers’ investigative interviews of children. Canadian Journal of 

Behavioural Sciences, 43, 235–244. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0022541 

Price, H. L., Roberts, K. P., & Collins, A. (2013). The quality of children's allegations of abuse in 

investigative interviews containing practice narratives. Journal of Applied Research in 

Memory and Cognition, 2(1), 1-6. 

Price, H. L., & Ornstein, P. A. (2022). The influence of prior knowledge on inexperienced 

interviewers' questioning of children. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 36(4), 758-766. 

Principe, G. F. (2021). Everyday conversations as a source of false memories in children. In L. 

E. Baker-Ward, D. F. Bjorklund, & J. L. Coffman (Eds.), The development of children's 

memory: The scientific contributions of Peter A. Ornstein (pp. 132-151). Cambridge 

University Press. 

Principe, G. F., DiPuppo, J., & Gammel, J. (2013). Effects of mothers’ conversation style and 

receipt of misinformation on children's event reports. Cognitive Development, 28(3), 260-

271. 

Principe, G. F., & London, K. (2022). How parents can shape what children remember: 

Implications for the testimony of young witnesses. Journal of Applied Research in Memory 

and Cognition, 11(3), 289-302. https://doi.org/10.1037/mac0000059 

Principe, G. F., Ornstein, P. A., Baker‐Ward, L., & Gordon, B. N. (2000). The effects of 

intervening experiences on children's memory for a physical examination. Applied 

Cognitive Psychology, 14(1), 59-80. 

Principe, G. F., Trumbull, J., Gardner, G., Van Horn, E., & Dean, A. M. (2017). The role of 

maternal elaborative structure and control in children’s memory and suggestibility for a 

past event. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 163, 15-31. 

Pynoos, R. S., & Nader, K. (1989). Children’s memory and proximity to violence. Journal of the 

American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 28, 236-241. 

Quas, J. A., & Goodman. G. S. (2012). Consequences of criminal court involvement for child 

victims. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 18, 392-414. 

http://dx.doi.org/(10.1037/:u0026146 

Quas, J. A., Goodman, G. S., Ghetti, S., Alexander, K. W., Edelstein, R., Redlich, A. D., Cordon, 

I. M, & Jones, D. P. H. (2005). Childhood sexual assault victims: Long-term outcomes 

after testifying in criminal court. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child 

Development, 70, Serial No. 280. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2005.00336.x  

Quas, J. A., Stolzenberg, S. N., & Lyon, T. D. (2018). The effects of promising to tell the truth, 

the putative confession, and recall and recognition questions on maltreated and non-

maltreated children’s disclosure of a minor transgression. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 166, 266-279. http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.08.014 

http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0022541
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/mac0000059
http://dx.doi.org/(10.1037/:u0026146
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2005.00336.x
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.08.014


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 95 

Quas, J. A., Wallin, A., Horwitz, B., Davis, E., & Lyon, T. (2009). Maltreated children’s 

understanding of and emotional reactions to dependency court involvement. Behavioral 

Sciences and the Law, 27, 97–117. 

Raj, V., & Bell, M. A. (2010). Cognitive processes supporting episodic memory formation in 

childhood: The role of source memory, binding, and executive functioning. Developmental 

Review, 30(4), 384-402. 

Randell, I., Seymour, F., McCann, C., & Blackwell, S. (2021). The experiences of young 

witnesses and caregivers in Aotearoa New Zealand’s Sexual Violence Pilot Courts. 

Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 29(1), 134–153. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2021.1904449 

Read, J. D., Connolly, D. A., & Welsh, A. (2006). An archival analysis of actual cases of historic 

child sexual abuse: A comparison of jury and bench trials. Law and Human Behavior, 

30(3), 259-285. 

Repacholi, B. M., & Gopnik, A. (1997). Early reasoning about desires: Evidence from 14-and 18-

month-olds. Developmental Psychology, 33(1), 12-21. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-

1649.33.1.12 

Rezmer, B. E., Trager, L. A., Catlin, M., & Poole, D. A. (2020). Pause for effect: A 10-s 

interviewer wait time gives children time to respond to open-ended prompts. Journal of 

Experimental Child Psychology, 194, 104824. 

Righarts, S., O’Neill, S., & Zajac, R. (2013). Addressing the negative effect of cross-examination 

questioning on children’s accuracy: Can we intervene? Law and Human Behavior, 37, 

354-365. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000042 

Ringenberg, T. R., Seigfried-Spellar, K. C., Rayz, J. M., & Rogers, M. K. (2022). A scoping 

review of child grooming strategies: Pre-and post-internet. Child Abuse & Neglect, 123, 

105392. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105392 

Roberts, K. P. (2002). Children’s ability to distinguish between memories from multiple sources: 

Implications for the quality and accuracy of eyewitness statements. Developmental 

Review, 22, 403-435. 

Roberts, K. P., Brubacher, S. P., Drohan-Jennings, D., Glisic, U., Powell, M. B., & Friedman, W. 

J. (2015). Developmental differences in the ability to provide temporal information about 

repeated events. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 29, 407–417. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3118 

Roberts, K. P., Brubacher, S. P., Powell, M. B., & Price, H. L. (2011). Practice narratives. In M. 

E. Lamb, D. J. La Rooy, L. C. Malloy, & C. Katz (Eds.) Children's Testimony: A Handbook 

of Psychological Research and Forensic Practice (pp. 129-145). John Wiley & Sons. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2021.1904449
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.33.1.12
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.33.1.12
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000042
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.3118


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 96 

Roberts, K. P., & Powell, M. B. (2001). Describing individual incidents of sexual abuse: A review 

of research on the effects of multiple sources of information on children’s reports. Child 

Abuse & Neglect, 25(12), 1643-1659. 

Roberts, K. P., & Powell, M. B. (2005). The relation between inhibitory control and children's 

eyewitness memory. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 19(8), 1003-1018. 

Robinson, J. (2015). The experience of the child witness: Legal and psychological issues. 

International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 42, 168-176. 

Rock, S., & Gately, N. (2024). Kids, courts and canines: Evaluating the Justice Facility Dog 

Program through a therapeutic lens in the Perth Children's Court. Journal of Criminology, 

57(4), 469-487. 

Rodríguez-Pellejero, J. M., Mulero-Henríquez, I., & Santana Amador, Z. (2024). Real-time 

stress monitoring in a child-friendly court: A repeated measures field study. Humanities 

and Social Sciences Communications, 11(1), 1-10. 

Rossi-Arnaud, C., & Angelini, G. (2017). Accuracy and completeness in children’s testimony: 

Relationships with working memory. Rassegna di Psicologia, 34(3), 67-81. 

Ruffman, T., Rustin, C., Garnham, W., & Parkin, A. J. (2001). Source monitoring and false 

memories in children: Relation to certainty and executive functioning. Journal of 

Experimental Child Psychology, 80(2), 95-111. 

Rush, E. B., Stolzenberg, S. N., Quas, J. A., & Lyon, T. D. (2017). The effects of the putative 

confession and parent suggestion on children's disclosure of a minor transgression. 

Legal and Criminological Psychology, 22(1), 60-73.  https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12086 

Sas, L. (2002). The interaction between children’s developmental capabilities and the courtroom 

environment: The impact on testimonial competency. Research Report, Department of 

Justice, Canada.  

Sas, L., Austin, G., Wolfe, D. A., & Hurley, P. (1991). Reducing the system-induced trauma for 

child sexual abuse victims through court preparation, assessment, and follow-up. Final 

Report for the National Welfare Grants Division. Health and Welfare (Project# 4555-1-

125), Canada. 

Sas, L. D., Hurley, P., Hatch, A., Malla, S., & Dick, T. (1993). Three years after the verdict: A 

longitudinal study of the social and psychological adjustment of child witnesses referred 

to the child witness project. London, ON: London Family Court Clinic Inc. 

Sas, L. D., Wolfe, D. A., & Gowdey, K. (1996). Children and the courts in Canada. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 23(2), 338-357. http://www.doi.org/10.1177/0093854896023002006 

Saywitz, K. J., & Camparo, L. B. (2014). Evidence-based child forensic interviewing: The 

developmental narrative elaboration interview. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/lcrp.12086
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/0093854896023002006


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 97 

Saywitz, K., Goodman, G. S., Nicholas, E., & Moan, S. F. (1991). Children’s memories of 

physical examinations involving genital touch: Implications for reports of child sexual 

abuse. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 59, 682-691. 

Saywitz, K., Jaenicke, C., & Camparo, L. (1990). Children’s knowledge of legal terminology. 

Law and Human Behavior, 14, 523–535. 

Saywitz, K. J., Lyon, T. D., & Goodman, G. S. (2017). When interviewing children: A review and 

update. In J. Conte & B. Klika (Eds.), The APSAC Handbook on Child Maltreatment (pp. 

310-329). Newbury Park, CA: Sage 

Saywitz, K. J., Larson, R. P., Hobbs, S. D., & Wells, C. R. (2015). Developing rapport with 

children in forensic interviews: Systematic review of experimental research. Behavioral 

Sciences & the Law, 33(4), 372-389. 

Saywitz, K. J., & Moan-Hardie, S. (1994). Reducing the potential for distortion of childhood 

memories. Consciousness and Cognition, 3(3-4), 408-425. 

Saywitz, K. J., & Nathanson, R. (1993). Children's testimony and their perceptions of stress in 

and out of the courtroom. Child Abuse & Neglect, 17, 613- 622. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(93)90083-H 

Saywitz, K. J., & Snyder, L. (1993). Improving children’s testimony with preparation. In Child 

Victims, Child Witnesses: Understanding and Improving Testimony (pp. 117–146), G. S. 

Goodman & B. L. Bottoms (Eds). Guilford: New York. 

Saywitz, K. J., Wells, C. R., Larson, R. P., & Hobbs, S. D. (2019). Effects of interviewer support 

on children’s memory and suggestibility: Systematic review and meta-analyses of 

experimental research. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 20(1), 22-39. 

Schaeffer, P., Leventhal, J. M., & Asnes, A. G. (2011). Children’s disclosures of sexual abuse: 

Learning from direct inquiry. Child Abuse & Neglect, 35, 343–352. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2011.01.014 

Schneider, L., Price, H. L., Roberts, K. P., & Hedrick, A. H. (2011). Children’s episodic and 

generic reports of alleged abuse. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 25, 862-870. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1759 

Shadoin, A. L., Magnuson, S. N., Overman, L. B., Formby, J. P. & Shao, L. (2006). Executive 

summary: Findings from the NCAC cost-benefit analysis of community responses to child 

maltreatment. National Children’s Advocacy Center. 

Schank, R. C. & Abelson, R. P. (1977). Scripts, plans, goals & understanding. Erlbaum. 

Sharman, S. J., Powell, M. B., & Roberts, K. P. (2011). Children's ability to estimate the 

frequency of single and repeated events. International Journal of Police Science & 

Management, 13(3), 234-242. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1016/0145-2134(93)90083-H
http://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2011.01.014
http://www.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1759


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 98 

Shead, K. (2014). Responding to historical child sexual abuse: A prosecution perspective on 

current challenges and future directions. Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 26, 55–73. 

Sheppard, D., & Zangrillo, P. (1996). Coordinating investigations of child abuse. Public Welfare, 

54(1), 21–31. 

Siegal, M., & Peterson, C. C. (1996). Breaking the mold: A fresh look at children’s 

understanding of questions about lies and mistakes. Developmental Psychology, 32(2), 

322–334. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.32.2.322 

Smith, D. W., Witte, T. H., & Fricker-Elhai, A. E. (2006). Service outcomes in physical and 

sexual abuse cases: A comparison of child advocacy center-based and standard 

services. Child Maltreatment, 11, 354–360. 

Smith, D. W., Letourneau, E. J., Saunders, B. E., Kilpatrick, D. G., Resnick, H. S., & Best, C. L. 

(2000). Delay in disclosure of childhood rape: Results from a national survey. Child 

Abuse & Neglect, 24(2), 273–287.  

Snedeker, J., & Trueswell, J. C. (2004). The developing constraints on parsing decisions: The 

role of lexical-biases and referential scenes in child and adult sentence processing. 

Cognitive Psychology, 49(3), 238-299.  

Sobrilsky, L., Wylie, B. E., McWilliams, K., Evans, A. D., & Stolzenberg, S. N. (2025). U.S. 

Defense attorneys’ implicit questioning of children in child sexual assault trials. Journal 

of Interpersonal Violence. https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605251327393 

Spencer, J. R., & Lamb, M. (Eds.). (2012). Children and cross-examination: Time to change the 

rules?. Bloomsbury Publishing. 

Sprondel, V., Kipp, K. H., & Mecklinger, A. (2011). Developmental changes in item and source 

memory: Evidence from an ERP recognition memory study with children, adolescents, and 

adults. Child Development, 82(6), 1938–1953. http://www.jstor.org/stable/41289892 

Spruin, E., Mozova, K., Dempster, T., & Mitchell, S. (2020). Exploring the impact of specially 

trained dogs on the court experiences of sexual offence survivors in England and Wales: 

An exploratory case study. European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research, 26(4), 

501–527. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-019-09419-1 

Steele, L.C. (2018). Continuous skill building for child forensic interviewers. A research-to-

practice summary. National Children’s Advocacy Center. Retrieved from 

http://www.srcac.org 

Steele, L. C., Brubacher, S., Stewart, H., Rouse, C., Brazil, C., Chamberlin, A., Ghilardi, L., 

Kirkland-Burke, M., Madden, K., McCulloch, L., Nelson, M. B., Taylor-Porter, K., & 

Thames, M. (2025). The forensic interviewer’s toolkit: Crafting expertise at every level. 

Huntsville, AL: National Children’s Advocacy Center.  

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.32.2.322
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605251327393
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41289892
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-019-09419-1
http://www.scrac.org/


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 99 

Sternberg, K. J., Lamb, M. E., Hershkowitz, I., Yudilevitch, L., Orbach, Y., Esplin, P. W., & 

Hovav, M. (1997). Effects of introductory style on children’s abilities to describe 

experiences of sexual abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect, 21, 1133–1146. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(97)00071-9 

Stolzenberg, S. N., & Lyon, T. D. (2015). Repeated self-and peer-review leads to continuous 

improvement in child interviewing performance. Journal of Forensic Social Work, 5(1-3), 

20-28. 

Stolzenberg, S. N., & Lyon, T. D. (2017). 'Where were your clothes?' Eliciting descriptions of 

clothing placement from children alleging sexual abuse in criminal trials and forensic 

interviews. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 22(2), 197-212. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1111/Lcrp.12094.  

Stolzenberg, S. N., McWilliams, K., & Lyon, T. D. (2017a). Ask versus tell: Potential confusion 

when child witnesses are questioned about conversations. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Applied, 23(4), 447–459. https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000136 

Stolzenberg, S. N., McWilliams, K., & Lyon, T. D. (2017b). The effects of the hypothetical 

putative confession and negatively valenced yes/no questions on maltreated and 

nonmaltreated children’s disclosure of a minor transgression. Child Maltreatment, 22(2), 

167-173. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559516673734 

Stolzenberg, S. N., McWilliams, K., & Lyon, T. D. (2017c). Spatial language, question type, and 

young children's ability to describe clothing: Legal and developmental implications. Law 

and Human Behavior, 41(4), 398-409. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Lhb0000237  

Stolzenberg, S. N., Morse, S. J., Haverkate, D. L., & Garcia‐Johnson, A. M. (2020). The 

prevalence of declarative and indirect yes/no questions when children testify in criminal 

cases of child sexual abuse in the United States. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 34(1), 

194-204. 

Strichartz, A. F., & Burton, R. V. (1990). Lies and truth: A study of the development of the 

concept. Child Development, 61(1), 211–220. https://doi.org/10.2307/1131060 

Stumpf, B. (2024). A portrait of Canadian Child Advocacy Centres and Child and Youth 

Advocacy Centres in 2021–22. Department of Justice Canada. 

Stumpf, B. (2024). Results from the 2022–2023 Child Advocacy Centre/Child and Youth 

Advocacy Centre National Operational Survey. Department of Justice Canada. 

Sullivan, C., George, S. S., Stolzenberg, S. N., Williams, S., & Lyon, T. D. (2022a). Imprecision 

about body mechanics when child witnesses are questioned about sexual abuse. Journal 

of Interpersonal Violence, 37(13-14), NP12375-NP12397. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1177/0886260521997941  

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(97)00071-9
http://www.doi.org/10.1111/Lcrp.12094
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/xap0000136
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1077559516673734
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/Lhb0000237
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131060
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/0886260521997941


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 100 

Sullivan, C. E., Stolzenberg, S. N., Williams, S., & Lyon, T. D. (2022b). Children's 

underextended understanding of touch. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 28(4), 505–

514. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000374 

Sumalla, J. M. T., & Hernández-Hidalgo, P. (2018). Victims of child sexual abuse: 

Understanding their need for justice. International Journal of Law, Crime and Justice, 54, 

11-20. 

 Summit, R. C. (1983). The child sexual abuse accommodation syndrome. Child Abuse & 

Neglect, 7, 177–193. 

Szojka, Z. A., Moussavi, N., Burditt, C., & Lyon, T. D. (2023). Attorneys’ questions and 

children’s responses referring to the nature of sexual touch in child sexual abuse trials. 

Child Maltreatment, 28(3), 438-449. 

Talwar, V., Crossman, A., & Wyman, J. (2017). The role of executive functioning and theory of 

mind in children’s lies for another and for themselves. Early Childhood Research 

Quarterly, 41, 126–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2017.07.003 

Talwar, V., & Lee, K. (2008). Social and cognitive correlates of children’s lying behavior. Child 

Development, 79(4), 866-881. 

Talwar, V., Lee, K., Bala, N., & Lindsay, R. C. L. (2002). Children’s conceptual knowledge of 

lying and its implications for court competence examinations. Law and Human Behavior, 

26, 395–415. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1016379104959 

Talwar, V., Lee, K., Bala, N., & Lindsay, R. C. L. (2004). Children’s lie-telling to conceal a 

parent’s transgression: Legal implications. Law and Human Behavior, 28, 411-435. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1023/B:LAHU.0000039333.51399.f6 

Thompson, W. C., Clarke-Stewart, K. A., & Lepore, S. J. (1997). What did the janitor do? 

Suggestive interviewing and the accuracy of children's accounts. Law and Human 

Behavior, 21(4), 405-426. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024859219764 

Tillman, K. A., & Barner, D. (2015). Learning the language of time: Children’s acquisition of 

duration words. Cognitive Psychology, 78, 57-77. 

Tjaden, J., & Anhalt, J. (1994). The impact of joint law enforcement child protective services 

investigations in child maltreatment cases. Denver, CO: Center of Policy Research. 

Ullman, S. E. (2002). Social reactions to child sexual abuse disclosures: A critical review. 

Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 12, 89-121. http://www.doi.org/10.1300/J070v12n01_05 

Urm, A., & Tulviste, T. (2016). Sources of individual variation in Estonian toddlers’ expressive 

vocabulary. First Language, 36(6), 580-600. https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723716673951 

Vandenberg, M. (2022). Process evaluation of the witness intermediary scheme pilot in 

Tasmania. Report for Sprout Labs and WISP, Department of Justice, Tasmania. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/law0000374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2017.07.003
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1023/A:1016379104959
http://www.doi.org/10.1023/B:LAHU.0000039333.51399.f6
http://www.doi.org/10.1300/J070v12n01_05
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723716673951


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 101 

https://www.justice.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/710264/WISP-12-Month-

Evaluation-Report.PDF 

Vendetti, C., Kamawar, D., & Andrews, K. E. (2019). Theory of mind and preschoolers’ 

understanding of misdeed and politeness lies. Developmental Psychology, 55(4), 823–

834. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000666 

Vieth, V., Farrell, R., Johnson, R., & Peters, R. (2020). Conducting and defending a pandemic-

era forensic interview. The Zero Abuse Project. https://cdn2.zeroabuseproject.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/05/Conducting-and-Defending-Pandemic-Era-Forensic-Interview-

FINAL-1 

Walsh, W. A., Cross, T. P., Jones, L. M., Simone, M., & Kolko, D. J. (2007). Which sexual abuse 

victims receive a forensic medical examination? The impact of Children’s Advocacy 

Centers. Child Abuse & Neglect, 31, 1053–1068.  

Walsh, W. A., Lippert, T., Cross, T. P., Maurice, D. M., & Davison, K. S. (2008). How long to 

prosecute child sexual abuse for a community using a Children’s Advocacy Center and 

two comparison communities? Child Maltreatment, 13, 3–13.  

Wandrey, L., Lyon, T. D., Quas, J. A., & Friedman, W. J. (2012). Maltreated children’s ability to 

estimate temporal location and numerosity of placement changes and court visits. 

Psychology, Public Policy, and Law,18, 79-104. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0024812 

Wandrey, L., Quas, J. A., & Lyon, T. D. (2012). Does valence matter? Effects of negativity on 

children’s early understanding of the truth and lies. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 113(2), 295–303. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2012.04.006 

Waterman, A., H., Blades, M., & Spencer, C. (2000). Do children try to answer nonsensical 

questions? British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 18, 211-225. 

Weighall, A. R. (2008). The kindergarten path effect revisited: Children’s use of context in 

processing structural ambiguities. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 99(2), 75-

95. 

Welch-Ross, M. K. (1995). An integrative model of the development of autobiographical 

memory. Developmental Review, 15(3), 338-365. 

Wellman, H. M., & Liu, D. (2004). Scaling of theory-of-mind tasks. Child Development, 75(2), 

523–541. 

Westera, N. J., Powell, M. B., Goodman-Delahunty, J., & Zajac, R. (2020). Special measures in 

child sexual abuse cases: Views of Australian criminal justice professionals. Current 

Issues in Criminal Justice, 32(2), 224–242.  

Whiting, B. F., & Price, H. L. (2017). Practice narratives enhance children’s memory reports. 

Psychology, Crime & Law, 23(8), 730-747. 

https://www.justice.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/710264/WISP-12-Month-Evaluation-Report.PDF
https://www.justice.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/710264/WISP-12-Month-Evaluation-Report.PDF
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000666
https://cdn2.zeroabuseproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Conducting-and-Defending-Pandemic-Era-Forensic-Interview-FINAL-1
https://cdn2.zeroabuseproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Conducting-and-Defending-Pandemic-Era-Forensic-Interview-FINAL-1
https://cdn2.zeroabuseproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Conducting-and-Defending-Pandemic-Era-Forensic-Interview-FINAL-1
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/a0024812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2012.04.006


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 102 

Williams, R., Elliott, I. A., & Beech, A. R. (2013). Identifying sexual grooming themes used by 

internet sex offenders. Deviant Behavior, 34(2), 135–152. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2012.707550 

Williams, S., Moore, K., Crossman, A. M., & Talwar, V. (2016). The role of executive functions 

and theory of mind in children’s prosocial lie-telling. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 141, 256–266. 

Williams, B. R., Ponesse, J. S., Schachar, R. J., Logan, G. D., & Tannock, R. (1999). 

Development of inhibitory control across the life span. Developmental Psychology, 35(1), 

205-213. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.1.205 

Williamson, L. (2022). Grooming for the purposes of exploitation and abuse: A literature review. 

Saskatchewan Prevention Institute. https://skprevention.ca/resource-catalogue/sexual-

health/grooming-for-the-purposes-of-exploitation-and-abuse-a-literature-review/. 

Wilson, C., & Powell, M. (2012). A guide to interviewing children. Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203390023 

Wimmer, H., Gruber, S., & Perner, J. (1984). Young children’s conception of lying: Lexical 

realism—moral subjectivism. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 37(1), 1–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(84)90055-9 

Winters, G. M., Colombino, N., Schaaf, S., Laake, A. L., Jeglic, E. L., & Calkins, C. (2020). Why 

do child sexual abuse victims not tell anyone about their abuse? An exploration of 

factors that prevent and promote disclosure. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 38(6), 586-

611. 

Winters, G. M., & Jeglic, E. L. (2017). Stages of sexual grooming: Recognizing potentially 

predatory behaviors of child molesters. Deviant Behavior, 38(6), 724–733. 

Woiwod, D. M., Fitzgerald, R. J., Sheahan, C. L., Price, H. L., & Connolly, D. A. (2019). A meta-

analysis of differences in children’s reports of single and repeated events. Law and 

Human Behavior, 43(1), 99-116. https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000312 

Woiwod, D. M., & Connolly, D. A. (2017). Continuous child sexual abuse: Balancing defendants’ 

rights and victims’ capabilities to particularize individual acts of repeated abuse. Criminal 

Justice Review, 42, 206-225. http://www.doi.org/10.1177/0734016817704700 

Wolfteich, P., & Loggins, B. (2007). Evaluation of the Children’s Advocacy Center model: 

Efficiency, legal and revictimization outcomes. Child and Adolescent Social Work 

Journal, 24, 333–352. 

Wolfman, M., Brown, D., & Jose, P. (2016). Talking past each other: Interviewer and child verbal 

exchanges in forensic interviews. Law and Human Behavior, 40(2), 107-117. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.35.1.205
https://skprevention.ca/resource-catalogue/sexual-health/grooming-for-the-purposes-of-exploitation-and-abuse-a-literature-review
https://skprevention.ca/resource-catalogue/sexual-health/grooming-for-the-purposes-of-exploitation-and-abuse-a-literature-review
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/lhb0000312
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/0734016817704700


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 103 

Woodard, K., Pozzan, L., & Trueswell, J. C. (2016). Taking your own path: Individual differences 

in executive function and language processing skills in child learners. Journal of 

Experimental Child Psychology, 141, 187-209. 

Wright, R., & Powell, M. B. (2006). Investigative interviewers’ perceptions of their difficulty in 

adhering to open-ended questions with child witnesses. International Journal of Police 

Science & Management, 8(4), 316–325. http://www.doi.org/10.1350/ijps.2006.8.4.316 

Wylie, B. E., George, S. S., McWilliams, K., Evans, A. D., & Stolzenberg, S. N. (2022). 

Children's acquiescence to polysemous implicature questions about coaching: The role 

of parental support. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 78, 101370. 

Wylie, B. E., Lyon, T. D., O'Connor, A. M., Lapytskaia, C., & Evans, A. D. (2019). Adults' 

perceptions of children's referentially ambiguous responses. Psychology, Crime, & Law, 

25(7), 729-738. http://www.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2018.1552757 

Wylie, B.E., Merriwether, E.P., Olaquez, A.P., Lieber, M., Klemfuss, J.Z. Lyon, T.D. & 

McWilliams, K. (2024). Adults’ interpretation of invitations using the word “time.” Child 

Abuse Review, 33, e2869. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2869 

Wylie, B. E., Stolzenberg, S. N., & Evans, A. D. (2021). Children’s accuracy in answering Why 

and How Come questions. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 45(3), 238-

243. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025420979364 

Wylie, B., Stolzenberg, S. N., McWilliams, K., Evans, A. D., & Lyon, T. D. (2021). Young 

children’s ability to describe intermediate clothing placement. Child Maltreatment, 26(1), 

87-94. http://www.doi.org/10.1177/1077559520930825 

Yeats, M. A. (2004, July). The West Australian experience: A judicial perspective. Paper 

presented at the conference of the Australian Institute of Judicial Administration, 

Parramatta, Australia.  

Yuille, J. C., Cooper, B. S., & Hervé, H. F. (2009). The step-wise guidelines for child interviews: 

The new generation. In Casonato, M. and Pfafflin, F. (Eds), Pedoparafile: Psychological 

Perspectives, Forensic Psychiatric. Franco Angeli, Milan, pp. 120-41 (published in Italian). 

Zajac, R., Gross, J., & Hayne, H. (2003). Asked and answered: Questioning children in the 

courtroom. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 10, 199–209. 

Zajac, R., & Hayne, H. (2003). I don’t think that’s what really happened: The effect of cross-

examination on the accuracy of children’s reports. Journal of Experimental Psychology: 

Applied, 9, 187–195. http://www.doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.9.3.187 

Zajac, R., & Hayne, H. (2006). The negative effect of cross-examination on children’s accuracy: 

Older children are not immune. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 20, 3–16. 

http://www.doi.org/10.1350/ijps.2006.8.4.316
http://www.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2018.1552757
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2869
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025420979364
http://www.doi.org/10.1177/1077559520930825
http://www.doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.9.3.187


Children and the Justice System in Canada: Developmental Considerations for Enhancing Evidence | 104 

Zajac, R., Jury, E., & O’Neill, S. (2009). The role of psychosocial factors in young children’s 

responses to cross-examination style questioning. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 23, 

918–935. 

Zajac, R., O’Neill, S., & Hayne, H. (2012). Disorder in the courtroom? Child witnesses under 

cross-examination. Developmental Review, 32(3), 181-204. 

Zajac, R., Westera, N., & Kaladelfos, A. (2018). The “good old days” of courtroom questioning: 

Changes in the format of child cross-examination questions over 60 years. Child 

Maltreatment, 23(2), 186-195. 

Zellman, G. L. (1992). The impact of case characteristics on child abuse reporting decisions. 

Child Abuse & Neglect, 16, 57–74. https://doi.org/10.1016 /0145-2134(92)90008-F 

 

 


