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CHAPTER I. 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the present study was to validate the evaluation tool that is a part 

of the The 24-Hour Food Recall In-Service Training Program. The 24-Hour Food Recall 

In-Service Training Program is an educational curriculum developed by Oklahoma State 

University Cooperative Extension Service. The program consists of an instructional 

video and accompanying booklet. The purpose of the curriculum is to train Nutrition 

Education Assistants (NEA's) to conduct effective 24-hour food recall interviews. The 

training includes an evaluation tool used to determine if the NEA has achieved the skills 

needed to conduct an effective 24-hour recall interview. This study will help to evaluate 

the NEA's ability to perform effective 24-hour food recall interviews. By improving 

interview techniques, food intake data and program evaluation data will be more accurate 

and valid. 

A 24-hour food recall is a method to determine what a person has recently eaten. 

During the recall, an interviewer asks the respondent questions to help the respondent 

remember everything the respondent ate in the previous 24-hours. Twenty-four hour 

recalls are often used to estimate nutrient intake for populations. If multiple recalls are 

conducted for one respondent, the recalls can also estimate nutrient intake for that 

individual. If using information from multiple recalls, the interview is one part of 

nutrition assessment. 

1 



The quality of the data obtained during a recall interview is dependent on the 

interviewer's skill. Training and monitoring interviewers is crucial to the validity of the 

data obtained in the interview (Barrett-Connor, 1991) because a skilled interviewer can 

minimize misreporting (Williams, 1997). A major weakness of the 24-hour recall is the 

misreporting of dietary intake (Barrett-'-Connor, 1991; Mela and Aaron, 1997). 

Misreporting can be minimized by building rapport between the interviewer and 

respondent and by asking questions to help the respondent remember what was eaten 

(Williams, 1997). 

There are multiple reasons to validate the evaluation tool. A valid tool is 

necessary to reduce subjectivity in evaluating interviewers. By using a valid tool 

evaluators can only rate given characteristics, ignoring characteristics which may have no 

bearing on the validity of the interview data. When using a tool each skill can be 

weighed evenly. Assessing the validity of the tool will help to be certain it measures the 

desired characteristics. Because training and monitoring interviewers is crucial to 

increase the accuracy of the recall it is necessary to have an appropriate method of 

evaluating interviewers' skill. If the tool is not valid, it cannot be used to adequately 

determine interviewers' skill level. 

This study had three phases. In phase one, the literature was reviewed to 

determine what characteristics are necessary to perform an effective 24-hour recall. Any 

characteristic mentioned at least three times was included in a primary trait analysis 

(PTA). In phase two, the PTA and desired characteristics were used to create three 

videotaped interviews using good, fair or poor interview techniques. To validate the 

videotaped interviews, subjects then used the PTA to make sure the interviews were at 
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the intended quality level. For phase three, experts used the Evaluation of Food Recall 

Techniques (EFRT) tool to evaluate the interviews. To determine intrarater reliability, 

each expert evaluated one interview twice. 

The three hypotheses: 

• Hypothesis 1: Scores on the PTA will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor 

interview. 

• Hypothesis 2: Scores on the EFRT will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor 

interview 

• Hypothesis 3: For each expert, the scores of the first viewing of each interview 

will differ from the scores on the second viewing of the same interview .. 
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CHAPTER II. 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This review of the literature will discuss the advantages of the 24-hour food. 

recall, the expense involved with the 24-hour recall, disadvantages of the recall, the 

importance of interviewer training, and assessing the validity of an interviewer evaluation 

tool. 

Advantages of the 24-hour Food Recall 

Ease of administration is one advantage of 24-hour recall. The 24-hour recall 

does not require the participant to be able to read English (Thompson and Byers, 1994), 

because the interviewer verbally asks questions and writes the answers. However, the 

interviewer and respondent should be able to fluently speak the same language (IOM, · 

2000). The recall can be done quickly; an acceptable 24-hour recall can take 

approximately 20 minutes (Lee and Nieman, 1996; Thompson and Byers, 1994; Wolper 

et al, 1995). The recall does not require the respondent to keep lengthy food records 

(Williams, 1997; IOM, 2000). 

Another advantage of the 24-hour recall is minimal respondent burden. Other 

dietary assessment methods, such as weighed food records, observed intake, or multiple­

day diet records carry a large amount of perceived work for the respondent. The 

respondent does not need any training or preparation prior to doing a 24-hour food recall 
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interview. Respondents are more likely to participate in a study if the method of dietary 

assessment requires minimal respondent burden (Lee and Nieman, 1996; Thompson and 

Byers, 1994; Wolper et al, 1995). 

The 24-hour recall interview relies on short-term memory (Thompson and Byers, 

1994; Wolper et al, 1995). This is an advantage of the 24-hour recall because most 

people cannot remember what they ate more than 24 hours previously (Baranowski and 

Dome 1, 1994) 

Because the 24-hour recall is retrospective, there is less chance of change in 

eating behavior (Lee and Nieman, 1996; Thompson and Byers, 1994; Wolper et al, 

1995). Altering intake for positive self-presentation or to decrease the amount of food to 

weigh or record is the Guinea Pig Effect (Frank et al, 1977; Windsor et al, 1994). In the 

Guinea Pig Effect, the act of measurement is a change agent because knowing a 

measurement is going to occur may lead to a change in behavior. Not knowing when the 

recall will occur means there will not be a Guinea Pig Effect. 

Compared to other methods of estimating dietary intake, the 24-hour recall can 

produce more complete data. During a 24-hour food recall, everything a respondent eats 

or drinks can be recorded. In the 24-hour recall, the interviewer can ask specific 

questions about each food or beverage to ascertain specific information, such as how the 

food was prepared or what might have been added during or after cooking. If the 

respondent is using a generated list of foods, such as in a food frequency, information 

about the actual foods consumed may be missing or incorrect. In a food frequency 

questionnaire, only the foods listed can be reported (IOM, 2000). In any food intake 

recall method, including food frequency questionnaires and 24-hour recall interviews, 
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when a respondent is asked a question either verbally or on paper, the respondent will 

give one of three options, no answer, a wrong answer, or a correct answer (Kohlmeier, 

1994). In a face-to-face or telephone 24-hour food recall there is less chance of no 

response because the interviewer should pursue the question until an answer is given. 

Expense of the 24-hour Recall Interview 

There is disagreement as to the expense involved in performing 24-hour recall 

interviews. In contrast to Lee and Neiman (1996) and Frank et al (1977), some 

researchers believe the 24-hour recall is expensive in terms of time and money (Barrett­

Connor, 1991; Buzzard, 1994; Windsor et al, 1994). The manpower and financial cost of 

the 24-hour recall can be considered both an advantage and disadvantage, depending on 

perspective. Because weighed food records require extensive training and weighing 

equipment for each respondent, the 24-hour recall method is considerably less expensive 

than weighed food records (Lee and Nieman, 1996). However, effective 24-hour recall 

interviews require extensive time to train the interviewer (Barrett-Connor, 1991), which 

can increase cost. When collecting data on a large sample, a relatively small number of 

trained staff can collect data (Frank et al, 1977). Training and monitoring interviewers is 

crucial to increase the accuracy of the recall and increases the cost (Barrett-Connor, 1991; 

Buzzard, 1994; Windsor et al, 1994). Time and money is wasted when an inaccurate 

interview is conducted because the inaccurate interview creates unusable data. The 

proportion of interviewers to respondents is the determining factor in deciding the 

expense of conducting the interviews. 
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Disadvantages of the 24-hour Recall Interview 

The most prominent disadvantage to the 24-hour food recall is inaccuracy in 

reporting (Barrett-Connor, 1991; IOM, 2000; Lee and Neiman, 1996; Mela and Aaron, 

1997; Thompson and Byers, 1994; Wolper et al, 1995). When compared to observation 

of intake, Karvetti and Knuts (1985) found there are three key sources of inaccuracies in 

reporting: omissions, additions and misidentification. Omissions include not reporting 

foods that were consumed and under reporting of portion size. Additions include 

reporting foods that were not consumed and over reporting of portion size. 

Misidentification occurs when the food the respondent consumed is not what food the 

interviewer records. Unknown foods, such as foods from ethnic restaurants, also lead to 

misidentification in reporting (Baranowski and Domel, 1994; Kohlmeier, 1994). 

Because every respondent's behavior is based on different motivations, there are 

many intentional reasons for misreporting that can make the data obtained from the recall 

inaccurate (Kohlmeier, 1994). The three primary reasons the respondent may 

intentionally misreport intake are the question or interviewer is threatening, the 

respondent wants to give a "desirable" answer, or the respondent wants to give a positive 

self-presentation (IOM, 2000; Kohlmeier, 1994). 

There are several reasons for unintentional misreporting of dietary intake. One 

source of unintentional misreporting is lapse in memory or inaccurate memory of what 

was eaten (Kohlmeier, 1994). Most adults cannot visually estimate quantity and will 

therefore, incorrectly estimate portion sizes of foods eaten (Baranowski and Domel, 
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1994; Howat et al, 1994). Another source of unintentional misreporting is decreased 

respondentconcentration (Kohlmeier, 1994). Decreased respondent concentration can 

include fatigue, inattention or apathy toward the interview as well as toward the act of 

eating (Baranowski and Darnel, 1994; Kohlmeier, 1994). Decreased interest in eating 

due to mood, or concurrent activities also leads to underreporting (Baranowski and 

Darnel, 1994). Another source of unintentional misreporting is the Flat Slope Syndrome 

(Baranowski and Darnel, 1994). The Flat Slope Syndrome states that as intake increases, 

either by larger portion sizes, or a large number of foods eaten, people tend to 

underestimate intake of foods (Baranowski and Darnel, 1994; Karvetti and Knuts, 1985). 

As intake decreases, over reporting increases (Baranowski and Darnel, 1994; Karvetti 

and Knuts, 1985). 

One 24-hour recall interview cannot show usual intake. Similarly, one 24-hour 

recall interview on one day cannot show seasonal variations of individual intake (IOM, 

2000; Lee and Nieman, 1996; Thompson and Byers, 1994). However, an interview on 

one occasion can describe the usual portion sizes of the foods eaten by an individual on 

the day of measurement (Kohlmeier, 1994). 

The 24-hour recall interview is not appropriate for all participants. Because of the 

need to rely on short-term memory, the 24-hour recall is not appropriate for anyone with 

cognitive deficits (Baranowski and Darnel, 1994; Van Staveren et al, 1994; Wolper et al, 

1995). In addition, it is a disadvantage if the interviewer and the respondent do not 

fluently speak the same language (IOM, 2000; Wolper et al, 1995). Because respondents 

tend to build better rapport with interviewers who they perceive as similar to themselves, 

differences between interviewer and respondent, such as gender and perceived 
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socioeconomic status, may cause variations in responses (IOM, 2000; Windsor et al, 

1994 Wolper et al, 1995). 

Because interviewer training is important to lessen the disadvantages of the 

interview (Wolper et al, 1995) ineffective interviewer training can be viewed as a 

disadvantage. The24-Hour Food Recall In-Service Training Program is designed to train 

former program participants to perform interviews, to reduce differences in demographics 

of the interviewer and respondent. 

Interviewer Training to Decrease Disadvantages 

The value of the 24-hour recall interview and the data it produces is dependent on 

the interviewers' skills (Barrett-Connor-, 1991). To perform effective 24-hour recall 

interviews interviewers should be extensively trained (Barrett-Connor, 1991; McNutt et 

al, 1998) and should have frequent feedback from trainers after the data collection 

process has begun (McNutt et al, 1998). If interviewers are not adequately trained, the 

data from one respondent on one date is difficult to reproduce When interviewed by more 

than one interviewer (Frank et al, 1977; Wolper et al, 1995). To reduce measurement 

error between interviewers, interviewers should be trained by a standardized protocol 

(Frank et al, 1977; Lee and Nieman, 1996). 

A skilled interviewer can minimize misreporting by building rapport with the 

respondent (McNutt et al, 1998). Clearly explaining the purpose of the interview, 

speaking the same language as the respondent (IOM, 2000), and being patient with the 
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respondent are ways the interviewer can build rapport with the respondent and decrease 

error. 

Interviewers must be trained to ask appropriate open-ended and probing questions 

to help the respondent remember additions (such as salt and butter), beverages and snacks 

(Kohlmeier, 1994; Thompson and Byers, 1994). An example of a probing question is 

"what did you add to your food at the table?" Without probing respondents tend to omit 

additions and beverages (Lee and Neiman, 1996). If the respondent is elderly, fading 

memory requires the interviewer to be especially diligent in asking probing questions 

(Van Staveren et al, 1994). Interviewer probing can increase reported intake by 25% 

(Thompson and Byers, 1994). 

Responses carry perceived social desirability (Windsor et al, 1994; Wolper et al, 

1995), and respondents generally like to give a positive self-presentation (Baranowski 

and Domel, 1994; Kohlmeier, 1994). A skilled interviewer can reduce this by not 

showing approval or disapproval of responses during the interview (Johnson et al, 1998; 

Lee and Neiman, 1996; Wolper et al, 1995). 

Unintentional misreporting is somewhat predictable and can be easily addressed 

by a skilled interviewer. An interviewer who is trained to remain focused can reduce 

error caused by decreased respondent concentration (IOM, 2000; Williams, 1997). 

Interviewers must be trained to help respondents estimate the amount of foods 

eaten. Because most adults find it difficult to visually estimate quantity (Baranowski and 

Domel, 1994; Howat et al, 1994; IOM, 2000), using two and three dimensional models, 

household measures and utensils can help the respondent more accurately estimate 

portion size (Howat, 1994; Jonnalagadda et al, 2000; Karvetti and Knuts, 1985; Lee and 

10 



Neiman, 1996; McNutt et al, 1998; Wolper et al, 1995). When a respondent can see a 

visual representation of a specific quantity of food, they can more accurately compare 

their intake with the provided representation. 

The 24-Hour Recall In-Service Training Program is a program created by 

Oklahoma State University Extension to train Nutrition Education Assistants (NEA'S), 

who are not nutrition professionals, to conduct effect 24-hour food recall interviews 

(Williams, 1997). This program uses standardized training materials to assist the 

interviewer in conducting an effective 24-hour recall. 

Assessing the Validity of an Evaluation Tool 

Assessing the validity of a 24-hour food recall interviewer evaluation tool is 

necessary to be certain the evaluation tool has measured the desired characteristics based 

on the objectives of the original education program. The tool must be properly designed 

to correctly assess the desired characteristics (Windsor et al, 1994). If the evaluation tool 

is not valid, it will not accurately measure that which it was designed to measure. 

The present study was designed to assess the content validity and criterion 

validity of The 24-Hour Food Recall In-Service Training Program Evaluation of Food 

Recall Techniques (EFRT) tool. For the tool to have content validity it should have items 

that measure all characteristics that are considered important to perform a thorough 24-

hour food recall interview (Schutt, 1999; Vogt, 1999; Windsor et al, 1994). Content 

validity is based on expert opinion and the research literature. Content validity is 

assessed by identifying interviewer characteristics necessary to conduct an effective 
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recall interview and developing an instrument to measure the characteristics. For the tool 

to have criterion validity it should measure similar results when compared to an 

acceptable criterion (Schutt, 1999; Vogt, 1999; Windsor et al, 1994). In the present 

study, the criterion against which the EFRT was compared was the three videotaped 

interviews created representing three skill levels of recalls made after conducting a 

primary trait analysis (PTA). The PTA can be considered more accurate than the EFRT 

because the PT A assesses desirable characteristics that were identified in the literature. 

This study used concurrent criterion validity. The PTA and EFRT were not used at the 

same time, but were used to measure the same videotaped interviews. 
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CHAPTER III. 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of the present study was to assess the reliability and validity of the 

evaluation of food recall techniques (EFRT) tool that is part of The 24-Hour Food Recall 

In-Service Training Program developed by Oklahoma State University Cooperative 

Extension. The EFRT tool is used in evaluating the ability of a paraprofessional to 

perform an effective 24-hour food recall interview. For the EFRT tool to have content 

validity it should address all traits that are considered necessary to perform an effective 

24-hour recall interview (Schutt, 1999; Vogt, 1999). The traits needed to perform an 

effective 24-hour food recall interview were determined by examining previous research. 

All aspects of the study were examined and approved by the Institutional Review Board 

of Oklahoma State University. The IRB approval form and continuation approval forms 

are in Appendix A and B. 

Research Design 

This study had three phases. In phase one, the literature was reviewed to 

determine what characteristics are necessary to perform an effective 24-hour recall. Any 

characteristic mentioned at least three times was included in a primary trait analysis 

(PTA). In the second phase, the PTA and desired characteristics were used to create 

three videotaped interviews using good, fair or poor interview techniques. To validate 

the videotaped interviews, subjects then viewed the videotaped interviews and evaluated 
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the quality of the interview using the PT A. The PTA was used to ensure the videotaped 

interviews were at the intended quality level. For the third phase, a second population of 

subjects or experts was selected to validate the evaluation tool. The experts viewed the 

videotaped interviews and used the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques (EFRT) tool to 

evaluate the interviews. To determine intrarater reliability, each expert evaluated one 

interview twice. The non-experimental, correlational research design used a self­

administered evaluation tool and videotapes of 24-hour food recall interviews to test the 

hypotheses. 

The three hypotheses: 

• Hypothesis 1: Scores on the PTA will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor 

interview. 

• Hypothesis 2: Scores on the EFRT will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview; in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor 

interview~ 

• Hypothesis 3: For each expert, the scores of the first viewing of each interview 

will differ from the scores on the second viewing of the same interview. 

Primary Trait Analysis 

There were four purposes of the primary trait analysis (PTA). One purpose was to 

define explicit criteria to be used in creating three videotaped interviews. Reviewing the 

research literature identified the criteria. Any characteristic mentioned at least three 
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times was included in the PT A. Characteristics on the PT A were used when filming three 

videotaped interviews of varying interviewer skill level. Another purpose of the PT A 

was to reduce subjectivity in evaluating the interviewer's skill (Walvoord and Anderson, 

1998). By using the PTA, the evaluators could only rate the interviewer's skill on given 

characteristics. Without the PTA the evaluator would be able to rate the interviewer 

based on any characteristic, such as physical appearance, which may have no bearing on 

the validity of the interview data. In addition, by using the PTA each skill was weighed 

evenly. A third purpose of the PTA was to make sure the videotaped interviews were at 

the intended quality level. Subjects viewed the interviews and used the PTA to evaluate 

the interviewer's skill. The fourth purpose of the PTA was to create a numeric scale for 

evaluating each videotaped interview. 

In creating the PT A for this study a list of characteristics were needed. The 

characteristics were skills needed to conduct an effective 24-hour recall. Reviewing the 

research literature identified the characteristics. As the literature was read, a matrix of 

desirable characteristics was produced. Each time a study mentioned a characteristic 

necessary for an effective 24-hour recall, the characteristic it was tallied on the matrix. 

Any characteristic mentioned in at least three sources was used for the PTA. 

Eighteen characteristics were identified and used for the PT A. The interview 

should cover 24 Hours. The interviewer should introduce self, explain the purpose of 

interview, and explain the importance of reporting actual intake. Interviewer should not 

verbally or nonverbally indicate any approval or disapproval of the respondent's answer. 

Interviewer should guide the respondent through the interview using open-ended 

questions, without suggesting responses. Interviewer should use verbal questions and 
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visual cues and ask about activities performed during the day to help respondent 

remember what foods were eaten. Interviewer should obtain estimates of the portion size 

of foods that were eaten. Interviewer should use two-dimensional visual aids and three­

dimensional visual aids to help the respondent visualize the type of food and portion sizes 

consumed. The models should realistically represent food or portion sizes. Interviewer 

should use measuring cups, measuring spoons, common size plates, bowls or drinking 

glasses to help the respondent estimate portion size. Interviewer should ask the specific 

name of foods that were eaten, and clarify that the interviewer and respondent are 

visualizing and conceptualizing the same food. Interviewer should obtain brand names of 

foods that were not prepared from a home recipe, including names of restaurants where 

foods might have been purchased. Interviewer should ask how foods were prepared and 

ask what cooking methods (bake, fry, raw)were used including asking what was added to 

foods before eating. Interviewer should keep interview focused and on track and avoid 

meal labeling unless done by the respondent. 

For the PTA, most characteristics were given a four-point scale. The points were 

"Interviewer usually performs", "Interviewer occasionally performs", "Interviewer rarely 

performs", "Interviewer does not perform''. Four characteristics were evaluated using 

yes or no questions. To score four points, the interviewer had to usually perform the skill 

or behavior to conduct an effective 24-hour recall. If the interviewer occasionally 

performed a skill the interviewer scored three points. If the interviewer rarely performed 

a skill, the interviewer scored two points. If the interviewer did not perform a skill, the 

interviewer received one point. For the 'Yes" or "No" questions four points were given 

for a yes answer, and one point for a no answer. 
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There were 18 characteristics on the PT A. Because the format of the first 

question on the PTA ("Covers 24 hours") was confusing, many subjects did not answer it. 

For most of the characteristics the skill level words (for example, "Interviewer usually 

performs") were above the rows of questions and subjects were to indicate their choice by 

making a mark in a box. For "Covers 24-hours" the words "yes" and "no" were on the 

same row as the question and subjects were to circle their choice. This format imitated 

the format of the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques tool. The problem was not 

corrected, because the all subjects had returned all materials before the problem was 

noticed. The question "Covers 24 hours" was not included in any statistical analyses. 

After throwing out one question, the minimum score was 17 and the maximum 

score was 68 and created by summing the value for each item. A score of 68-51 points 

on the PTA was considered a good interview, 50-34 points for a fair interview, and 33-17 

points for a poor interview. The PTA form is in Appendix C. 

Development of Videotaped Interviews 

After the PT A was completed three scripts and videotapes were developed. The 

purpose of the videotaped interviews was to have a consistent and uniform interview for 

all subjects to view. The subjects in the second phase would validate that the interviews 

were at the intended quality level. The subjects in the third phase would use the 

interview of predetermined quality to validate the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques 

tool. Each script and videotaped interview depicted one of three interviews: a good (PTA 

score 68-51 ), a fair (PT A score 50-34 ), and a poor (PTA score 33-17). The actors were a 

professional actress (the respondent) and the primary researcher (the interviewer). The 

actress was employed through a professional talent agency. Because the actress was 
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paid, she did not sign a consent and release form. The interviews were videotaped in a 

private home and the actress and researcher wore their own clothing and did their own 

hair and makeup. The actress was told her recall should include one meal at a restaurant 

and microwave popcorn; she could chose any other foods she wished. The script the 

actress was given is Appendix D. She was encouraged to report the foods she actually 

ate. She was not to reveal any information that was not solicited by the interviewer. The 

poor interview was filmed first, followed by the fair interview, filming the good 

interview last. They were filmed in this order because as the interviewing skills 

increased the actress would be aware of more detailed information about her foods. 

Because the lower quality interviews were filmed first, she only knew the foods she ate 

and approximately what portion sizes; she could not accidentally volunteer information 

that was not uncovered by the interviewer. The videotaped interviews included time 

when the interviewer was writing responses. This time increases with each interview. It 

was important to show the interviewer writing responses, because that can be considered 

part of the interview. 

The good interview was approximately 17 minutes in length. The fair interview 

was about 7 minutes and poor interview was about 3 minutes in length. The videotape 

labels and video jackets were color-coded and forms were color coded to correspond with 

the videotapes. This was done to lessen confusion and to make it easy for the researchers 

to see which form should be sent with each tape. The good interview was coded "Q" and 

colored orange. The fair interview was coded "F", colored blue. The poor interview was 

"W", coded black. The letter and number codes were selected to reduce the possibility of 
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bias due to common letters such as A, B, C or the colors red, yellow, green for traffic 

light color schemes. 

Validation of Videotaped Interviews 

To validate whether the created videotaped interviews accurately reflected the 

three quality levels of 24-hour food recall interviews, undergraduate and graduate 

students from Oklahoma State University Department of Nutritional Sciences validated 

the videos. 

Subjects 

The subjects were recruited through two courses, NSCI 4853, Medical Nutrition 

Therapy I and NSCI 5713, Community Dietetics. These two courses were selected 

because their curricula included training in performing and evaluating 24-hour food recall 

interviews. One male and 50 females were recruited as subjects. The response rate was 

100% of students in each course. Receiving extra credit points compensated subjects. 

Students could choose not to participate and complete an alternative project for the same 

number of extra credit points. All subjects signed a consent form (Appendix E). 

Methods 

Fifty-one subjects chose to participate. The subjects were given written instructions. The 

written instructions gave the order in which the interviews were to be viewed. There 

were three different instruction sheets, each giving a different order in which to view the 
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interviews (Appendices F through H). The subjects were randomly assigned the order to 

view the interviews. There was no method to make sure the videotaped interviews were 

viewed in the given order. The subjects watched each interview and scored the actions of 

the interviewer with the PT A criteria sheet (Appendix C). 

Statistical Analysis 

• Hypothesis 1: Scores on the PTA will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor 

interview. 

A score was created for each subjects' PTA tool by summing the value for 17 items on 

the PTA tool, and a mean generated for each interview. Cronbach's alpha was used to 

determine the internal reliability of the scale across the three interviews. The general 

linear model method was used to determine if the mean score on each videotaped 

interview was significantly different among all three interviews. Spearman's rank 

correlation was used to determine the correlation between the PT A mean scores on the 

three videotapes. This was to determine if scales for each interview were related. Results 

were analyzed using SPSS version 10.0 with significance atp<0.05. 

Validation of Evaluation Tool 

Subjects and Recruitment 

The subjects or experts were members of the Food and Nutrition Extension 

Educators and Higher Education Divisions of the Society for Nutrition Education. The 
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names and addresses of members of the two divisions were purchased from the Society 

for Nutrition Education for $100. After removing members with foreign addresses and 

duplicates between the two lists, there were 245 members of the Food and Nutrition 

Extension Educators Division and 137 members of Higher Education Division. Two 

members were removed because they were faculty of the Nutritional Sciences 

Department at Oklahoma State University, leaving 135 Division of Higher Education 

members. The total population was 380. 

The sample was defined as a purposive sample because potential subjects were 

selectively recruited. The first group of subjects was recruited by sending a letter to a 

random selection of 200 members of both divisions. Due to the inadequate number of 

subjects from the first 200 selected, recruitment packets were sent to the remaining 180 

members of each division using the same procedures as the original recruitment packet. 

The packet contained a letter that asked them to participate in the study, described the 

purpose of the study and how recipients were selected, and addressed confidentiality and 

voluntary participation (Appendix I). Included with the letter was a schedule of 

participation (Appendix J). Demographic information (Appendix K) was collected to be 

able to describe the subjects. Subjects signed an informed consent form (Appendix L). 

All volunteers who met the inclusion criteria were accepted for the study. The inclusion 

criteria included membership in either Division, returning a signed consent form and 

completing all study materials. However, three subjects were not members of Society for 

Nutrition Education, but mid-level managers for the Expanded Food and Nutrition 

Education Program on the state or county level. They were recruited after the person to 

whom the mailing was sent passed on the recruitment packet. Estimated minimum time 
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involvement for the subjects was 12 weeks with two to five total hours to view the 

interviews. At the end of the study subjects were compensated by receiving the three 

videotapes. 

Distribution of Videotaped Interviews and Evaluation Tools 

Each expert viewed three interviews in random order, and viewed one interview 

twice to determine intra-observer reliability. The order of viewing was determined for 

each subject by using a repeated cycle. The repeated video each subject viewed was 

determined by including the repeated interview into the order cycle (Appendix M). Each 

subject number had an assigned viewing order, and each subject was assigned a subject 

number as they returned enrollment materials. Experts were instructed to watch each 

videotaped interview. After viewing each interview, the experts rated the interviewer's 

food recall skills using the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques (EFRT) tool, developed 

by Sheik and Williams (Appendix N). With each videotaped interview we sent an 

instruction letter (Appendix 0) and a color-coded copy of the EFRT tool. The color of 

the paper used for the EFRT tool matched the color of the video jacket and the same 

colored dot on the videotape. Each expert viewed the interviews in one of several 

orders. The subjects only had one videotaped interview in their possession at any time. 

As completed materials were returned, the next videotape and EFRT tool were mailed. If 

subjects did not return materials within 15 mailing days, a reminder postcard was sent 

(Appendix P). A second reminder postcard was sent 15 mailing days after the first 

reminder postcard. 
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Evaluation Tool Scores 

The EFRT tool is presented in Appendix N. Glenna Williams and Brenda Sheik 

created the form. The EFRT tool consisted of twelve questions concerning the quality of 

the interviewers skills. However, for this study only nine questions were chosen for 

analysis. The question "Did food recall cover a 24-hour period?" was not inducted in any 

statistical analyses because the format of the form was confusing and many subjects did 

not answer the question. For most of the characteristics the skill level words (for 

example, "Needs improvement") were above the rows of questions and subjects were to 

indicate their choice by making a mark in a box. For "Covers 24-hours" the words "yes" 

and "no" were on the same row as the question and subjects were to circle their choice. 

The problem could only be corrected by altering the format of the tool. If the format 

were altered it would not be the same as the tool being validated. Because so few 

subjects answered the question, "Covers 24 hours" was not included in any statistical 

analyses. One question asked if forms were completed properly. The forms were not 

considered part of this study, so the question "Was Food Recall form properly and 

thoroughly completed?" was excluded. Another excluded question was "Was overall 

Food Recall accurate?" Subjects did not have the actual intake data available to them, 

and therefore were unable to assess the accuracy of the interview. These three questions 

were ignored in all analyses. 

After removing the three questions, scores on nine items were analyzed. When 

the experts evaluated each interview, summing a value from each characteristic on the 
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evaluation tool created a composite score. The rating on each item received a score 

ranging from one to four. One meant "Needs Improvement", two meant "Fair", three 

meant "Good", and four meant "Good Job!". The highest possible score was 36, while 

the lowest possible score was 9. Summing the values for each item generated the score. 

After the first wave of EFRT tools was mailed out, a mistake was noticed on the EFRT 

tool. For the first viewing one question was omitted from the EFRT tool. When the 

EFRT tool was used for the second, third and fourth viewings the question was included. 

For statistical analysis, a value was generated for the omitted question by averaging the 

score on that question for each of the three individual videotapes. 

There were three levels of interview quality on three different videotapes: good, 

fair, and poor. Scores on the evaluation tool were a composite measurement based on 

ratings on nine items of the evaluation tool. The expected range of scores for each 

interview was 36-28 for the good interview, 27-18 for the fair interview, and 17-9 for the 

poor interview. 

Statistical Analysis 

• Hypothesis 2: Scores on the EFRT will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor 

interview. 

• Hypothesis 3: For each expert, the scores of the first viewing of each interview 

will differ from the scores on the second viewing of the same interview. 

A score was generated for each expert's EFRT by summing the values on nine EFRT 

items and generating a mean for each interview. Cronbach's alpha was used to 

determine the internal reliability of the scale across the three interviews. The general 
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linear model method was used to detennine if the mean score on each videotaped 

interview differed significantly among all three interviews. Spearman's rank 

correlation was used to detennine the correlation between the EFR T mean scores on 

the three videotaped interviews. This was to determine if scales for each interview 

were related. A paired t-test between the scores of the first and second viewings of the 

same videotape was used to detennine if the scores differed significantly between the 

first and second viewing. Results were analyzed using SPSS version 10.0. 
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CHAPTERN. 

RESULTS 

Primary Trait Analysis 

The purpose of validating the videotaped interviews was to be sure the interviews 

were atthe intended quality level. The subjects for the validation of videotaped 

interviews were nutritional sciences students from Oklahoma State University. The 

subjects were enrolled in either a senior level Medical Nutrition Therapy course, or a 

graduate level Community Dietetics course. These two courses were selected because 

the coursework included training in performing and evaluating 24-hour food recall 

interviews. One male and 50 females were subjects (n=51 ). Some subjects did not 

answer every question on all three primary trait analysis (PTA) forms. When analyzing 

data, ifa PTA form was not complete, the data was not included in analysis. Therefore, 

the sample size is not always 51. 

On the primary trait analysis (PTA) the format of the question "Covers 24 hours" 

was confusing, and many subjects did not answer it. For this reason, the question 

"Covers 24 Hours" was excluded from statistical analyses. After removing this question, 

there were 17 items included in the statistical analysis of the PT A tool 

Cronbach's alpha score greater than 0.70 implies the scores are reliable (Vogt, 

1999). Cronbach's alpha for all items from all three interviews (n=41) was 0.84. 

Cronbach's alpha for the poor interview (n=47) was 0.84 and for the fair interview 
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(n=45) was 0.73, suggesting the PTA scores for the poor and fair interviews were reliable 

(Vogt, 1999). For the good interview(n=48) alpha was 0.64. The reliability scores 

indicate the subjects were more consistent when evaluating the fair and poor interviews 

than when evaluating the good interview. 

The expected score range for each videotape was 51-68 for the good interview, 

34-50 for the fair interview, and 17-3 3 for the poor interview. All three mean PT A scores 

were within the desired ranges (Table 1). Using general linear model and ANOVA the 

poor, fair and good interview scores were significantly different (p<0.05) (Table 1). 

Spearinan's rho correlation (Table 2) between the poor and fair interviews was 

significant (p<0.01). This indicates the scores for the poor interview and the scores for 

the fair interview are not discrete. There was no correlation between the good and fair 

interviews or between the good and poor interviews. 

The scores for each individual item on the PTA are presented in.Table 3. The 

overall trend was lowest ratings on the poor interview, intermediate ratings on the fair 

interview, and highest ratings on the good interview. 

Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques Tool Validation 

Of the 380 members of Society for Nutrition Education Higher Education and 

Food and Nutrition Extension Educators Divisions, 81 subjects initially volunteered. The 

response rate was 21 %. Only 66 subjects returned usable data (response rate 88%). Two 

subjects withdrew from the study, while 12 subjects did not complete the evaluation for 

all four videotapes. One subject signed a consent form, but never completed any 
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evaluations. When analyzing data, if an EFRT tool was not complete, the data was not 

included in analysis. Therefore the sample size is not always 66. 

Demographic information of the experts is presented in Table 4. Because some 

questions on the demographic form allowed subjects to select more than one answer, 

some totals are more than 100%. The majority of experts were employed as full-time 

faculty with either cooperative extension or a university. The job function for most 

experts was nutrition education. Many experts reported having earned a Master's or 

Doctoral degree. The focus of continuing education for most experts was coinmunity 

nutrition issues (82%) or adult education issues (44%). The question "How often do you 

conduct 24-hour recall interviews?" was open-ended and experts could fill in any 

response. The responses were compiled into two categories: more often than once a 

week, and less often than once a week. Most experts perform 24-hour recalls interviews 

less than once a week. Because 74% of the experts were responsible for training others 

to conduct 24-hour recall interviews, the population was appropriate for evaluating the 

tool, even though the experts perform recall interviews less than once a week. 

Cronbach's alpha for the EFRT tool for all three interview quality levels was 0.83 

(n=50). For the good interview (n=60), Cronbach's alpha was 0.80. Alpha scores greater 

than 0.70 are considered reliable (Vogt, 1999). For the poor (n=58) and fair (n=60) 

interviews Cronbach's alphas were 0.54 and 0.67, respectively. The reliability scores 

indicate the experts were more consistent when evaluating the good interview than when 

evaluating the poor and fair interviews. 

The second hypothesis was that when the experts evaluated the interviews using 

the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques (EFRT) tool scores on the evaluation tool 
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would differ significantly among interviews. The scores would also be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor interview. 

The expected ranges of EFRT scores were 28-36 for the good interview, 18-27 for the 

fair, and 9-17 for the poor interview. The scores were all within the expected range 

(Table 5). Using general linear model and ANOV A each mean score was significantly 

different (p=0.000). Individual item scores for each interview are presented in Table 6. 

Using Spearman's rho correlation, the scores on the fair interview were related to 

the scores on the poor and good interviews (Table 7). This indicates the fair and poor 

interview scores were not dissimilar when compared to each other, and the fair and good 

interview scores were not dissimilar when compared to each other. The scores for the 

good and poor interviews were not correlated. 

Each interviewer evaluated one interview twice to determine intrarater reliability. 

The third hypothesis was for each evaluator, the scores of the first viewing of each 

interview would differ from the scores on the second viewing of the same videotape. 

Using paired t-test, comparing the mean scores for the first and second viewings of the 

poor and fair interview did not differ significantly, Table 8. The mean scores of the good 

interview at the first viewing were significantly greater than the second viewing (p<0.01). 

Rejection of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: Scores on the PTA will differ significantly and be highest for the 

good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor interview. 

We failed to reject hypothesis one because the scores on the primary trait analysis were 
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significantly different across all three interviews. Scores were lowest for the poor 

interview, intermediate for the fair interview, and highest for the good interview. 

Hypothesis 2: When subjects used the EFRT tool to evaluate the interviewer's 

skill, scores will differ significantly, and scores on the EFRT will be highest for the 

highest for the good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for the 

poor interview. We failed to reject hypothesis two because scores on the evaluation tool 

were significantly different. The scores were highest for the good interview, in the mid­

range for the fair interview, and lowest for the poor interview. 

Hypothesis 3: For each evaluator or expert, the scores of the first viewing of each 

videotaped interview will differ from the scores on the second viewing of the same 

interview. We failed to reject hypothesis three for the good videotaped interview because 

scores of the first viewing of the good interview differed significantly from the scores on 

the second viewing. We rejected hypothesis three for the poor and fair videotapes 

because the scores of the first viewing of the poor and fair videotaped interviews did not 

differ significantly from the scores on the second viewing of the same videotape. 
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Table 1. Primary Trait Analysis (PTA} scores of three 24-hour food 
recall interviews 1, n=41 

Poor 
PTA Score2 31.5 ± 7.2a 

Values are mean ± standard deviation. 

Videotapes 
Fair 

48.6±7.36 
Good 

64.7±3.5c 

2 Minimum score=17, maximum score 68. The higher the score the 
better the quality of interview. 

a,b,cMeans with different superscripts are significantly different at 
p<0.05. 
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Table 2. Spearman' s correlations among PT A scores of three 
interviews. 
Videotapes 

Poor 

Fair 

Fair 
0.44** . 

n=43 
1.00 

n=45 
Spearman's rho is significant at p<0.01. 

Good 
0.19 
n=45 
0.22 
n=43 
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Table 3. Individual PTA item scores for three 24-hour recall interviews. 
PTA Item or Skill 

Introduces self a 
Explains purpose of interview a 
Explained importance of reporting actual intake a 
Does not show approval/disapproval b 
Uses open ended questions b 
Helps respondent remember what was eaten b 
Asks about activities during the day b 
Obtains estimates of portion size b 
Uses 2D visual aids b 
Uses 3D visual aids b 
Uses measuring cups, etc b 
Ask specific names of foods b 
Asks specific brand names of foods b 
Asks how foods were prepared b 
Asks what was added before eating b 
Keeps focused and on trackb 
A voids meal labeling b 

Values are mean ± standard deviation 
al=no and 4=yes 

Poor1 

1.2±0.8 
1.4±1.1 
1.2±0.7 
2.2±0.9 
2.0±0.9 
2.1±0.8 
1.5±0.8 
2.3±0.8 
1.4±0.6 
1.8±0.8 
1.3±0.5 
2.2±0.9 
2.1±1.1 
2.4±0.9 
1.8±0.9 
3.5±0.7 
1.3+0.5 

Fair1 

3.9±0.7 
2.0±1.4 
2.9±1.5 
2.4±1.0 
2.6±0.8 
3.2±0.7 
3.0±0.9 
3.4±0.7 
2.0±1.2 
3.4±0.8 
2.7±1.0 
3.0±0.9 
2.3±0.9 
3.0±0.8 
2.8±1.0 
3.6±0.8. 
2.8+0.9 

Good1 

4.0±0.0 
4.0±0.0 
3.4±1.3 
3.6±0.9 
3.7±0.5 
3.9±0.4 
3.9±0.4 
4.0±0.2 
3.2±1.0 
3.8±0.6 
4.0±0.0 
4.0±0.3 
3.9±0.3 
3.8±0.6 
3.9±0.3 
4.0±0.0 
3.7+0.7 

bl=Does not perform, 2=Rarely performs, 3=0ccasionally performs, and 4=Usually 
performs 
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Table 4. Demogra:ehic characteristics of ex:eerts, n=66 
Demograehic Characteristic n :eercent 
Employment status 

full time 55 83.3 
part time 4 6.1 
retired 4 6.1 
other 2 3.0 
not employed 1 1.5 

Employment setting * 

cooperative extension 45 68.2 
college/university faculty 30 45.5 
community/public health 6 9.1 
acute care 2 3.0 
consultation primarily to other 
organizations, industries or media 2 3.0 
long term care 1 1.5 
school food service 1 1.5 
commercial food service 1 1.5 
HMO, physician or other healthcare 
provider 1 1.5 

Job functions * 

nutrition education 56 84.8 
nutrition 
information/communication 32 48.5 
public health 27 40.9 
higher education 21 31.8 
research 17 25.8 
wellness/disease prevention 17 25.8 
personnel training 11 16.7 
clinical services 2 3.0 
foodservices 1 1.5 

Highest degree earned 
master's degree 32 48.5 
doctoral degree 24 36.4 
bachelor's degree 7 10.6 
associate' s degree 3 4.5 
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Table 4. Continued 
Focus of continuing education 

community nutrition 54 81.8 
adult education 29 43.9 
education 23 34.8 
research 14 21.2 
foods/food sciences 11 16.7 
clinical nutrition 10 15.2 
management 6 9.1 
foodservices 2 3.0 

Job position 
cooperative extension faculty at the 26 39.4 
state level 
cooperative extension faculty at the 18 27.3 
county level 
resident university faculty 16 24.2 

Are you responsible for training 
personnel to do 24-hour food 
recall interviews? 

yes 49 74.2 
no 17 25.8 

How often do you conduct 24-
hour food recall interviews? 

less than once a week 48 72.7 
more than once a week 18 27.3 

Total is more than 100% because question on the demographic form allowed subjects to 
select more than one answer. 
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Table 5. Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques (EFRT) tool scores after viewing 
three 24-hour food recall interviews1, n=50 

Poor 
EFRT Score 2 13.6 +2.5a 

Values are mean + standard deviation 

Videotapes 
Fair 

6 20.2 + 3.8 
Good 

31.9 + 3.6c 

2 Minimum score=9, maximum score=36. The higher the score, the better the 
characteristic was performed. 
a,b,c Means with different superscripts are significantly different at p=0.000. 
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Table 6. EFRT tool individual item score after viewing three 24-hour food recall 
interviews. 
Characteristic 

Did NEA prepare homemaker? 

How well did NEA avoid using approval or 
disapproval? 

Did NEA avoid getting "off track" 

Did NEA use proper tools and visuals? 

Did NEA ask open-ended questions? 

Did NEA relate food to activity? 

Did NEA include added ingredients? 

Did NEA avoid meal labeling? 

Did NEA avoid leading questions? 

l=Needs improvement, 2=Fair, 3=Good, 4=Greatjob! 

Poor 
n=58 

Videotapes 
Fair 
n=60 

Good 
n=60 

1.2±0.4 1.9±0.8 3.2±0.9 

1.2±0.5 1.0±0.2 3.4±0.6 

3.2±0.7 3.2±0.8 3.8±0.4 

1.3±0.5 2.9±0.9 3.5±0.8 

1.7±0.7 2.3±0.8 3.5±0.7 

1.3±0.6 2.5±0.9 3.7±0.6 

1.3±0.5 2.8±0.8 3.7±0.5 

1.1±0.4 1.8±0.9 3.5±0.7 

1.4±0.6 1.6±0.7 3.4±0.7 
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Table 7. Spearrnan's correlations among EFRT tool scores after viewing three 24-hour 
food recall interviews. 
Videotape 
Poor 

Fair 

Fair 
.52** 

n=52 
1.0 

n=60 
Spearrnan's rho is significant at p<0.1. 

Good 
.22 

n=54 
.46** 

n=56 
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Table 8. Intrarater reliability of experts based on viewing same · 
videotaped 24-hour food recall interview twice1• 

Viewing Videotape 
Poor Fair 
n=16 n=21 

First 13.2±1.9a 19.5±4.2 a 

Second 13.6±2.2 a 20.4±3.8 a 

Values are means + standard deviation 

Good 
n=lO 

a,b Means with diffe;nt superscripts by viewing time are significantly 
different using paired t-test at p<0.01 
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CHAPTERV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the Evaluation of Food Recall 

Techniques (EFRT) tool could be used to accurately and reliably measure an 

interviewer's ability to conduct an effective 24-hour food recall. The validity of the 

EFRT was important because training and monitoring interviewers is crucial to increase 

the accuracy of the recall (Barrett-Connor, 1991; Buzzard, 1994; Windsor et al, 1994). If 

the EFRT is not valid, it cannot be used to adequately determine interviewers' skill level 

in conducting a 24-hour food recall. For this study we used two tools, the EFRT created 

by Glenna Williams and Brenda Sheik, and the primary trait analysis tool produced for 

this study. 

The purpose of conducting the primary trait analysis was to have a comparison to 

determine what characteristics were needed for the EFRT tool to have content validity. 

Content validity was determined by identifying characteristics needed to conduct an 

effective 24-hour food recall interview and developing a primary trait analysis (PTA) tool 

to measure those characteristics. The PT A was also necessary for determining criterion 

validity of the EFRT tool. To determine criterion validity scores of the EFRT tool would 

score the interviews in a similar manner as the PT A. In addition, the two tools needed to 

be used for evaluating identical interviews of known interviewer skill quality, and the 

PTA was used to make sure the videotapes did portray the desired level of interview 

skills. 
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The videotaped interviews were necessary for two reasons. When using two tools· 

to determine criterion validity, the EFRT and PTA needed to be used to evaluate identical 

interviews. In addition, when validating the EFRT tool, all of the experts needed to 

evaluate identical interviews. By creating the videotaped interviews, we controlled the 

variaole of interview quality and produced uniform, consistent interviews. 

While filming the fair interview the interviewer made an obviously judgmental 

statement. The respondent reported eating a chicken sandwich from McDonald's. The 

interviewer asked if the respondent had a grilled or fried chicken sandwich. When the 

respondent answered, "fried" the interviewer replied, "Yuck, didn't you hear those stories 

about the chicken head getting fried in the chicken McNuggets? Don't eat the fried 

chicken at McDonald's." After this statement the respondent was much more distant than 

earlier in the interview. The interviewer's statement could not be edited out of the · 

videotape, because without it, a person viewing it would not understand why the 

respondent was suddenly so distant. This disapproving statement may have affected the 

results of the study. 

For the PTA, the reliability for the poor and fair interviews was greater than the 

reliability for the good interview. This implies that when using the PT A the subjects 

were more consistent when evaluating the interviewer's skills in the poor and fair 

interviews than when evaluating the interviewer's skills in the good interview. This 

could have been caused by fatigue while watching the good videotaped interview ( 17 

minutes), as the good interview was ten minutes longer than the fair interview and 14 

minutes longer than the poor interview. Each videotaped interview included portions 

when the interviewer was writing down responses. As the interview quality increased, 
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the length of time spent writing increased, because the interviewer acquires more 

information to record. This writing time increased the length of each interview and was 

tedious to watch. However, it was important to show the interviewer writing the 

responses since it is considered part of the interview. This was an important finding since 

in a real-life situation a good 24-hour recall interview should take 20 minutes or more to 

conduct (Lee and Nieman, 1996; Thompson and Byers, 1994; Wolper et al, 1995). 

PT A scores for the poor interview and scores for the fair interview correlated 

(Table 2). The judgmental statement made by the interviewer during the fair interview be 

the reason. This statement may have affected how that particular interview was evaluated 

by experts and made it difficult to differentiate between the fair and poor videotapes. 

This may have lowered the reliability and validity of the fair videotape. 

Even though the reliability for the good interview was relatively low and the fair 

and poor scores were correlated, the scores did differ significantly and scores were in the 

expected ranges. Scores were lowest for the poor interview, intermediate for the fair 

interview, and highest for the good interview. The scores indicated that the videotaped 

interviews were at the intended quality level and could be used for the EFR T validation 

study. 

For the EFRT tool the reliability for the good interview was greater than the 

reliability for the fair and poor interviews. The reliability scores indicated the experts 

were more consistent when evaluating the good interview than when evaluating the poor 

and fair interviews. These findings are in contrast with the reliability for the PTA tool. 

When using the PT A the reliability was lowest for the good interview, but when 

using the EFRT reliability was highest for the good interview. For all three interviews 
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the reliability of the primary trait analysis (PTA) was higher than the reliability of the 

EFRT. The PTA was used to measure an interviewer's skill on 17 characteristics, while 

the EFRT was used to measure only nine characteristics. As the number of 

characteristics measured increased, the reliability increased. 

When using the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques (EFRT) tool, scores from 

the fair interview were correlated with scores from the poor interview and scores from the 

fair interview were correlated with scores from the good interview (Table 7). These 

results suggest that when using the EFRT it was difficult for the experts to differentiate 

between the fair interview and the other interviews. However, the function of the fair 

interview was to be at a quality level between the poor and the good interviews. 

Fortunately, the poor and good EFRT scores were not correlated, indicating that the 

experts did not have a problem differentiating between the two. 

The second hypothesis was that when the experts used the EFRT tool to evaluate 

the interviewer's skill, scores would differ significantly, and scores on the EFRT would 

be highest for the good interview, in the mid-range for the fair interview, and lowest for 

the poor interview. The scores differed significantly and were in the expected range. 

To determine intrarater reliability each expert viewed one interview twice, and 

evaluated the interviewer's skills using the EFRT. The third hypothesis was that for 

each expert, the scores of the first viewing of each videotaped interview would differ 

from the scores on the second viewing of the same interview. We rejected hypothesis 

three for the poor interview and for the fair interview. The scores did not differ 

significantly between viewings which implies the scores between each viewing were 

reliable and consistent. We failed to reject hypothesis three for the good videotaped 
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interview. The scores of the first viewing of the good interview did differ significantly 

from the scores on the second viewing. 

The EFRT scores from the two viewings of the good interview did differ 

significantly, but this may not be a concern. The good interview sample size was only 

ten. The sample size was low because only one-third of the original sample of 81 was 

assigned to view the good video twice. A disproportionate number of the experts who 

viewed the good video twice either withdrew from the study or did not return two 

complete EFRT tools. In addition to the small sample size, although the scores did differ 

significantly, both scores were in the expected range. In a real-world application this 

variation may be insignificant. 

It is possible the methods used for distributing and viewing videotaped interviews 

may have affected the data. When using the PT A to evaluate the interviews, the 

videotapes were sent home with the subjects and they had in their possession all three 

videotaped interviews. All interviews were viewed within a few days of each other, most 

within 48 hours. In addition, even though the subjects were given instructions as to what 

order the interviews should be viewed, there was no method of ensuring the subjects 

followed instructions. In contrast, when the experts used the EFRT, they had only one 

videotaped interview in their possession. Videotapes were only sent in the order in which 

they were to be viewed. The experts viewed the interviews with a break of several weeks 

between each videotaped interview. 
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Limitations of the Study 

The purposive and convenience sample may be a limitation. Subjects could chose 

to participate, but know little about desirable characteristics of a 24-hour food recall 

interview. This is probably a minor issue because 74% of subjects reported training other 

personnel to conduct 24-hour food recall interviews. This could be beneficial because 

through training they may know what a good interview should include. They may also be 

accustomed to evaluating interviewers. Their experience may create more accurate 

evaluations for this study that would generate more accurate data. 

Another limitation was to use the fair videotaped interview. The judgmental 

statement during the interview may have affected how that particular interview was 

evaluated and made it difficult to discriminate the difference between the fair videotape 

and the other two videotapes. The mistake could not be edited out of the videotape 

because without it a person would not understand why the relationship between the 

interviewer and respondent had changed. After the study, if the experts choose to use the 

interviews when training their personnel, the fair interview can be used to illustrate how 

one mistake can alter the interviewer-respondent relationship. 

An additional limitation was during the filming of the interviews the interviewer 

rarely lost focus of the interview. For both the PTA and EFRT, keeping interview on 

track is a desired characteristic. For all three interviews 6n both tools the question 

regarding focus had consistently high scores. 

The effect of viewing order was not considered in this study. To compare the 

scores based on viewing order, the sample would have needed to be much larger. Had it 
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been possible, it would have been interesting to analyze how scores on both the EFRT 

and PTA varied with viewing order. 

We had two subject populations, but each population only used one evaluation 

tool. Each subject used only the PTA or EFRT, not both. We did not have the students 

use the EFRT because when we conducted phase one of the study we needed a quick and 

easy validation of the videotaped interviews. The experts did not use the PTA because 

we did not realize how valuable that data could be until after the study was concluded. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS 

To increase reliability and to obtain more detailed food recall data the EFRT 

should include additional items. For this study the primary trait analysis (PTA) measures 

an interviewer's skill on 17 items, while the EFRT measures only nine items. The 

reliability of the PTA was slightly higher than the reliability of the EFRT because 

multiple items on a composite measurement improve reliability (Schutt, 1999). Rather 

than asking if the interviewer used visual aids, the EFRT should include at least one 

question about the type of visual aid used. Items should be included to address how food 

was prepared, the precise names ( or brand names) of foods, or if food was commercially 

prepared. An item should be included to address portion size. 

On the EFRT the item, "Was overall food recall accurate?" should be deleted. 

Unless the interviewer is in training and the respondent has been given a precise list of all 

foods eaten, the evaluator will have no idea of what is necessary to be considered 

accurate. Without comparison to a more precise food intake method, no 24-hour food 

recall interview can be considered accurate (Howat et al, 1994; Olendzki et al, 1999; Tran 

et al, 2000). 

To reduce confusion of the EFRT tool the format should be changed. On the 

current EFRT most subjects did not answer the yes/no item. The item was confusing 

because it required the user to circle a choice, rather than check a box. All items should 

have the same format. 
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The fair videotaped interview included the negative comment about the 

respondent's intake of fried food items. For training purposes the fair videotaped 

interview can be used to show how one mistake can alter the relationship between the 

interviewer and respondent. Trust and rapport are important to reduce intentional 

misreporting (IOM, 2000; Windsor et al, 1994 Wolper et al, 1995). Trust can be easily 

broken by one disapproving statement. 

The EFRT was created to be a quick and easy method of evaluating an 

interviewer's 24-hour food recall skill; it does not require previous training to use. The 

tool is designed to be used with the The 24-Hour Recall In-Service Training Program, 

but could be used in other situations. The EFRT could be extremely useful in teaching 

trainees to evaluate interviews. If the evaluator were trained in using the tool, the 

evaluation would be more reliable and accurate. The tool could be used to train or 

educate students in college level nutrition assessment courses. The tool would be an 

acceptable example for developing tools for evaluating other skills. The tool would be 

very useful in producing numeric data to monitor the effectiveness of a particular 

interviewer over multiple interviews or the effectiveness of a 24-hour recall interview 

training program. For personnel managers, the tool could be used for personnel decisions 

such as performance reviews. Current trends are to conduct interviews over the phone or 

one paraprofessional simultaneously interviews a group. The'EFRT tool could be 

adapted to evaluate a telephone or group interview, but it should be validated before 

being used in that capacity (Casey et al, 1999). The multiple pass method of interviewing 

is considered more accurate than a single pass interview. This form does not address any 

aspect of the multiple pass interview, and would not be an appropriate evaluation tool. 
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The EFRT, PTA and videotaped interviews could be used for further research. If 

a large enough population sample could be acquired, the affect of viewing order on EFRT 

or PTA score should be investigated. In addition, one population could view the 

interviews using both the EFRT and PTA. This study could be repeated, with a revised 

version of the fair interview, omitting the negative statement about the respondent's 

intake. The tool should be validated for either group or telephone interviews. The tool 

could be adjusted and validated for multiple pass interviews. 

The purpose of this study was to validate a tool to used to evaluate a 

paraprofessional's ability to conduct an effective 24-hour recall interview. Although the 

reliability is somewhat limited, the Evaluation of Food Recall Techniques is valid. It 

should only be used to measure the ability of a paraprofessional to perform a face-to-face 

24-hour food recall interview for one individual. 
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Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2001 

Oklahoma State University 
Institutional Review Board 

Protocol Expires: 6/6{02 

lRB Application No HE0166 

Proposal Title: VALIDATION OF AN INSTRUMENT TO MEASURE PARAPROFESSIONALS' ABILITY 
TO CONDUCT A 24-HOUR FOOD RECALL INTERVIEW 

Principal 
tnvesligalor(s): 

Krista Hamilton 

414W. 3rd #4 

Stillwater. OK 74075 

Reviewed and 
Processed as: Expedited 

Kathryn Keim 

421 HES 

Stillwater, OK 7 4078 

Approval Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved 

Dear Pl: 

Your IRB application referenced above has been ,ipproved for one calendar year. Please make note of the 
expiration date indicated above. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the rights and welfare of individuals 
who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that the research will be conducted in a 
manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45 CFR 46. · 

As Principal Investigator, _it is your responsibility to do the following: 

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol 
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval. 

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar year. 
This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue. 

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are 
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and 

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete. 

Please note that approved projects are subject to monitoring by the lRB. If you have questions about the IRB 
procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Sharon Bacher, the Executive Secretary to 
the IRB. in 203 Whitehurst (phone: 405-744-5700, sbacher@okstate.edu). 

~~ 
Carol Olson, Chair 
Institutional Review Board 
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research proiect approved by the IRB must be submitted for approval with the advisoc's signature. The IRB office MUST be 
notified In wnting v.tien a pro,lect Is complete. Approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB. El<pedited and exempt· 
projects mav be reviewed by the full Institutional Review Bd!'rll . 
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Primary Trait Analysis of Interviewer Characteristics 

Covers 24 Hours Yes No 

Interviewer introduces self. 
Interviewer explained purpose of 
interview. 
Interviewer explained the importance 
of reporting actual intake. 

Interviewer Characteristics Usually Occasionally Rarely Does Not 
Performs Performs Performs Perform 

Interviewer does not verbally or 
nonverbally indicate any approval or 
disapproval of the respondent's 
answer. 
Interviewer guides the respondent 
through the interview using open-
ended questions, without suggesting 
responses. 

Interviewer uses verbal questions and 
visual cues to help respondent 
remember what foods were eaten. 

Interviewer asks about activities 
performed during the day to improve 
memory of foods eaten. 

Interviewer obtains estimates of the 
portion size of foods that were eaten. 

Interviewer uses two-dimensional 
visual aids to help the respondent 
visualize the type of food eaten and 
portion size consumed. The models 
should realistically represent food or 
portion sizes. 

Interviewer uses three-dimensional 
visual aids to help the respondent 
visualize the type of food and portion 
sizes consumed. The models should 
realistically represent food or portion ' 

sizes. 

Continued other side. 
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Primary Trait Analysis of Interviewer Characteristics 

Interviewer uses measuring cups, 
measuring spoons, common size 
plates, bowls or drinking glasses to 
help the respondent estimate 
portion size. 
Interviewer asks the specific name 
of foods that were eaten, and 
clarifies that the interviewer and 
respondent are 
visualizing/ conceptualizing the 
same food. 
Interviewer obtains brand names 
of foods that were not prepared 
from a home recipe, including 
names of restaurants where foods 
might have been purchased. 
Interviewer asks how foods were 
prepared and asks what cooking 
methods (bake, fry, raw) were 
used. 
Interviewer asks what was added 
to foods before eating. 
Interviewer keeps interview 
focused and on track. 
Interviewer avoids meal labeling 
unless done by the respondent. 
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Poor Interview 

Interviewer Respondent 
Hi. I'm going to ask you about what you Ok. 
ate yesterday. 
What did you eat for breakfast yesterday? Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 

down answer on pad in lap. 
Asks one probing question about answer Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
given. on pad. 
Did you eat anything between breakfast Gives one word answer. 
and lunch? 
What did you eat? Give brief, one or two word answer. 

Interviewer writes down response. 
You ate fruit for a snack? That's a great 
snack! Goodjob! 
Where did you go for lunch? Gives answer, doesn't bother to correct 

assumption if necessary. 
Gives shocked look at mention of 
restaurant name. Tells story about 
restaurant interviewee mentions. 
After a few minutes asks about what was Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
eaten down answer. 
Interviewer does not ask specific questions 
about "lunch". 
What did you have for dinner? Gives brief answer, Interviewer writes 

down answer. 
Reaches into bag near feet, pulls out poor Gives answer, Interviewer writes down. 
food model. Was the food you ate about 
this size or was it bigger? 
You added something to your food at the Gives answer, Interviewer guickly writes 
table didn't you? 

down answer. 

After dinner did you eat popcorn or chips Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
or anything while you watched tv? down answer. 
You know how many calories are in a bag 
of microwave popcorn?! Especially if it's 
that "movie theater butter" kind; that stuff 
will kill you. 
Ok, did we forget anything? Did you I think so. 
remember all the drinks and candy and 
gum you ate during the day? 
Good. Then we're done here. It was nice 
to meet you. See you next time. 
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Fair Interview 
Interviewer Respondent 
Hi. My name is Krista, and I'm going to Ok. 
ask you about what you ate yesterday. It's 
really important that tell me what you ate. 
What was the first thing you ate when you Gives answer, Interviewer writes down 
got up? answer on pad in lap. 
Asks one probing question about answer Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
given. on pad. 
Did you drink anything with that? Gives one word answer. 
What did you drink? Gives one or two word answer. 

Interviewer writes down response. 
What did you do next? Did you go to Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
work, get in the shower? What did you do? on pad. 
Did you eat or drink anything while you Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
were doing that? on pad. 
Shows approval about whatever answer 
interviewee ~ives. 
Where was the next thing you did? I had lunch at a restaurant. . 
What restaurant, and what did you have? Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 

on pad. 
Gives shocked look at mention of 
restaurant name. Tells story about 
restaurant interviewee mentions. 
After a few minutes asks specific questions Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
about what was eaten down answer. 
Interviewer pulls from under pad a paper Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
with poor two dimensional pictures of on pad. 
foods. Was your food bigger than this, 
smaller than this, about the same size? 
What did you have for dinner? Gives brief answer, Interviewer writes 

down answer. 
Reaches into bag near feet, pulls out good Gives answer, Interviewer writes down. 
food model. Was the food you ate about 
this size or was it bigger or smaller? 
You added salt to your food at the table Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
didn't you? down answer. 
After dinner did you eat popcorn or chips Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
or anything while you watched TV? down answer. 
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Fair Interview Continued 
You know how many calories are in a bag 
of microwave popcorn?! Especially if it's 
that "movie theater butter" kind; that stuff 
will kill you. 
Ok, did we forget anything? Did you I think so. 
remember all the drinks and candy and 
gum you ate during the day? 
What if anything did you eat during the Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
night? on pad. 
Did you get up at the same time this I don't understand the question. 
morning that you got up yesterday? 
Yesterday you said you got up about 10:30, Yes I did. 
did you get up at 10:30 today? 
Good. Then we're done here. It was nice 
to meet you. See you next time. 
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Good Interview 
Interviewer Respondent 
Hi. My name is Krista, and I'm going to Ok. 
ask you about what you ate yesterday. It's 
really important that tell me what you ate. 
The information I collect today will be 
compared to the information I collect in 
another interview. I'll do the other 
interview after you attend nutrition classes. 
I don't need this information to look at 
what you're eating, but to look at how 
things change after nutrition education. 
This interview is what we call "baseline" 
information. 
What was the first thing you ate or drank Gives answer, Interviewer writes down 
when you got up? answer on pad in lap. 
Asks at least one probing question about Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
each item mentioned. on pad. 
What did you do next? Gives answer. 
What, if anything, did you eat or drink Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
while you were doing that? on pad. 
Where was the next thing you did? I had lunch at a restaurant. . 
What restaurant, and what did you have? Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 

on pad. 
Asks at least one probing question about 
each item mentioned. 
Interviewer pulls from bag near feet the Points to one of the pictures. 
good 2D pictures of foods Which one of 
these pictures looks closest to the size of 
the food you ate? 
Was your food bigger than this, smaller Gives answer. 
than this, about the same size? 
Could you show me with your hands about Demonstrates a circle with hands. 
how big it was? Interviewer writes this down. 
What did you do next? Gives answer. 
What, if anything, did you eat or drink Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
while you were doing that? on pad. 
Asks at least one probing question about Answers each question, Interviewer writes 
each item mentioned all responses on pad. 
Reaches into bag near feet, pulls out good Gives answer, Interviewer writes down. 
food model. Was the food you ate about 
this size or was it bigger or smaller? 
What was the next thing you did? Gives answer. 
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Good Interview Continued 
What, if anything, did you eat or drink Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
while you were doing that? down answer. 
What , if anything, did add to your food at Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
the table? down answer. 
What was the next thing you did? Gives answer. 
What, if anything, did you eat or drink Gives answer, Interviewer quickly writes 
while you were doing that? down answer .. 

What if anything did you eat during the Gives answer, Interviewer writes response 
night? on pad. 
Did you get up at the same time this I don't understand the question. 
morning that you got up yesterday? 
Yesterday you said you got up about 10:30, Yes I did. 
did you get up at 10:30 today? 
Ok, did we forget anything? Can you think I can't think of any thing. 
of anything we might have forgotten during 
the day? 

Then we're done here. It was nice to meet 
you. See you next time. 
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DOCUMENTATION FOR WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT 

Validation of Videotapes 

I, , hereby authorize or direct Dr. Kathryn S. Keim and Krista 
Hamilton, or associates their choosing, to perform the following treatment or procedure. 

DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH 

This study is to validate videotapes to be used for Validation of an Instrument to Measure 
Paraprofessionals' Ability to Conduct a 24-hour Food Recall. The study involves research and is 
being conducted through Oklahoma State University Department of Nutritional Sciences and 
Cooperative Extension Service. The principle investigator is Krista Hamilton, graduate student in 
the Department of Nutritional Sciences. The purpose of the validation study is to evaluate 
videotaped interviews. 

Procedure 
1. View 10-15 minute segments of three videos of 24-hour food recall interviews. 

2. Evaluate the videotaped interviewer's skills using the provided primary trait analysis tool. 

3. Return all materials to investigators. 

Duration of subject's participation 
To view and evaluate all three videos will take 30-60 minutes. 

Confidentiality of records 
Subjects' names will only be written on this consent form. No names will appear on any forms or 
in any reports. 

Possible discomforts or risks 
There are no anticipated discomforts or risks due to participation in the present study. 

Possible benefits for subjects/society 
By conducting this study we will collect data to help Nutrition Education Assistants perform 
more effective 24-hour food recall interviews. By improving interview techniques, food intake 
data and program evaluation data will be more accurate and valid. 

I understand that participation is voluntary and that I will not be penalized if I choose not 
to participate. I also understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and end my 
participation in this project at any time without penalty after I notify the project director. 
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For further information regarding: 

Research: Krista Hamilton, Department of Nutritional Sciences, 425 HES, Oklahoma 
State University, Stillwater, OK, 74078. Phone: 405-624-8296 e-mail: 
hamiltk@okstate.edu 

Research subjects' rights and additional information: Institutional Review Board, 

Sharon Bacher, IRB Executive Secretary, Oklahoma State University, 203 
Whitehurst, Stillwater, OK 74078. Phone: 405-744-5700 

I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign it freely and voluntarily. 

Date: __________ _ Time: ________ (a.m./p.m). 

Signed: ___________________________ _ 

Signature of Subject 

I certify that I have personally explained all elements of this form to the subject before 
requesting the subject to sign it. 

Signed:-------------------------
Project director or authorized representative 
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Instructions to Subjects for Validation of 
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October l, 2001 

Dear Participant: 

Thank you for participating in this study. This research is being conducted through Oklahoma 
State University Department of Nutritional Sciences and Cooperative Extension Service. The 
purpose of the research is to evaluate videotaped interviews of 24-hour food recalls. 

The packet you have received today contains several items. After you have viewed all three 
videos, please return all items to Dr. Keim. 

1) An informed consent form: This details all information regarding confidentiality, possible 
risks and benefits to society. It also gives information on who to contact regarding this 
study. Please sign this form and immediately return it to Dr. Keim. 

2) Three videos: Each video is labeled with a letter and color. 
3) Three evaluation forms: Each form is labeled with a letter and color. 

Please view each video in the following order: 

Video Ta e W-Black Label Prim 

After you view each video, evaluate the interviewer by completing the corresponding form. 

After completing the evaluation, please return all materials, including the videotapes within 7 
days to Dr. Keim. 

If you have questions, please contact Krista Hamilton (918-296-3153, evenings; 
hamiltk@okstate.edu), or Kathryn S. Keim (405-744-8293, kkathry@okstate.edu). 

Thank you for helping. 
Sincerely, 

Krista Hamilton 
Graduate Student 
Nutritional Sciences 

Kathryn S. Keim 
Assistant Professor 
Nutritional Sciences 

Glenna Williams 
Coordinator 
CNEP/FCS 
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Instructions to Subjects for Validation of 
Videotaped Interviews: Version 2 
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October 1, 2001 

Dear Participant: 

Thank you for participating in this study. This research is being conducted through Oklahoma 
State University Department of Nutritional Sciences and Cooperative Extension Service. The 
purpose of the research is to evaluate videotaped interviews of 24-hour food recalls. 

The packet you have received today contains several items. After you have viewed all three 
videos, please return all items to Dr. Keim. 

1) An informed consent form: This details all information regarding confidentiality, possible 
risks and benefits to society. It also gives information on who to contact regarding this 
study. Please sign this form and immediately return it to Dr. Keim. 

2) Three videos: Each video is labeled with a letter and color. 
3) Three evaluation forms: Each form is labeled with a letter and color: 

Please view each video in the following order: 

Prim Trait Anal sis Form F-Blue Pa er 
Primary Trait Analysis Form Q-Orange Paper 

After you view each video, evaluate the interviewer by completing the corresponding form. 

After completing the evaluation, please return all materials, including the videotapes within 7 
days to Dr. Keim. 

If you have questions, please contact Krista Hamilton (918-296-3153, evenings; 
hamiltk@okstate.edu), or Kathryn S. Keim (405-744-8293, kkathry@okstate.edu). 

Thank you for helping. 
Sincerely, 

Krista Hamilton 
Graduate Student 
Nutritional Sciences 

Kathryn S. Keim 
Assistant Professor 
Nutritional Sciences 

Glenna Williams 
Coordinator 
CNEP/FCS 
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Instructions to Subjects for Validation of 
Videotaped Interviews: Version 3 
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October 1, 2001 

Dear Participant: 

Thank you for participating in this study. This research is being conducted through Oklahoma 
State University Department of Nutritional Sciences and Cooperative Extension Service. The 
purpose of the research is to evaluate videotaped interviews of 24-hour food recalls. 

The packet you have received today contains several items. After you have viewed all three 
videos, please return all items to Dr. Keim. 

1) An informed consent form: This details all information regarding confidentiality, possible 
risks and benefits to society. It also gives information on who to contact regarding this 
study. Please sign this form and immediately return it to Dr. Keim. 

2) Three videos: Each video is labeled with a letter and color. 
3) Three evaluation forms: Each form is labeled with a letter and color. 

Please view each video in the following order: 

Video Tape Q-Orange Label Primary Trait Analysis Form Q-Orange Paper 
Video Tape W-Black Label Primary Trait Analysis Form W-Grey Paper 
Video Tape F-Blue Label Primary Trait Analysis Form F-Blue Paper 

After you view each video, evaluate the interviewer by completing the corresponding form. 

After completing the evaluation, please return all materials, including the videotapes within 7 
days to Dr. Keim. 

If you have questions, please contact Krista Hamilton (918-296-3153, evenings; 
harniltk@okstate.edu), or Kathryn S. Keim (405-744-8293, kkathry@okstate.edu). 

Thank you for helping. 
Sincerely, 

Krista Hamilton 
Graduate Student 
Nutritional Sciences 

Kathryn S. Keim 
Assistant Professor 
Nutritional Sciences 

Glenna Williams 
Coordinator 
CNEP/FCS 
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«Subject_Name» 
«Address» 
«Address_2» 
«City», «State» «Zip» 

April 1, 2001 

Dear «Subject_Name», 

We would like to take this opportunity to request your help in a study to be conducted at 
Oklahoma State University. You were selected because you are a member of the «Division» 
Division of the Society for Nutrition Education. The 24-Hour Food Recall In-Service Training 
Program was developed by OSU Cooperative Extension Service. The purpose of the program is 
to train Nutrition Education Assistants (NEA's) to conduct a through 24-hour food recall. The 
program consists of an instructional video and accompanying booklet. At the end of the booklet 
is a tool to evaluate the NEA' s food recall skills. The purpose of the present study is to validate 
the NEA 24-hour food recall skill level evaluation tool. 

Subjects who volunteer for this study will be asked to view four videotapes of 24-hour food recall 
interviews and use the evaluation tool to evaluate the interviewers 24-hour recall skills. Each 
videotape is approximately 60 minutes in length. The tapes will be sent to you one at a time. The 
minimum time involvement is 12 weeks. Time involvement is dependent on how quickly 
videotapes are reviewed and returned. Please see attached proposed schedule for more 
information. 

If you choose to participate, the first of four evaluation packets will be mailed to you 
after you return the enclosed consent form and complete the demographic information 
form. Each packet will consist of a videotape of an interview and an evaluation tool. If 
you would like to participate, please return the signed consent form and demographic 
information form in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. 

If you have questions, please contact Krista Hamilton ( 405-624-8296, evenings; 
hamiltk@okstate.edu), or Kathryn S. Keim (405-744-8293, kkathry@okstate.edu). 

Thank you for helping. 
Sincerely, 

Krista Hamilton 
Graduate Student 
Nutritional Sciences 

Kathryn S. Keim 
Assistant Professor 
Nutritional Sciences 

Glenna Williams 
Associate Professor 
Cooperative Extension 
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Schedule of Subject's Involvement 

Materials will be sent eight mailing days after materials from previous step have been 
returned 

Step 1 Recruitment packet mailed to subjects 

Step 2 Subjects return signed consent and demographic information form 

Step 3 Video #1 and evaluation tool sent to subject 

Step 4 Video #1 with participant 

Step 5 Video #1 returned 

Step 6 Video #2 and evaluation tool sent to subjects 

Step 7 Video #2 with participant 

Step 8 Video #2 returned 

Step 9 Video #3 and evaluation tool sent to subjects 

Step 10 Video #3 with participant 

Step 11 Video #3 returned 

Step 12 Video #4 and evaluation tool sent to subjects 

Step 13 Video #4 with participant 

Step 14 Video #4 returned 

Step 15 Any necessary follow-up; send all videos to participants to keep 
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Subject# ___ _ Subject Name ________ _ 
Name will be removed after number is assigned 

Demographic Information 

1. Your employment status is best described as ... Circle one letter. 
a. Full-time 
b. Part-time 
c. Retired 
d. Not employed, Go to question 4. 

2. Which of the following best describes the settings in which you spend your work 
time? Please circle all settings where you spend at least 20% of your work time. 

a. Community/public health facility or organization 
b. Acute-care facility 
c. Long-term care facility 
d. Home care agency 
e. School foodservice operation 
f. College/university foodservice 
g. Commercial foodservice operation 
h. Ambulatory/outpatient clinic or office 
1. Pharmaceutical company 
J. Manufacturer/distributor/retailer 
k. College/university faculty 
1. Cooperative extension or other non-formal education 
m. HMO, physician or other healthcare provider 
n. Private practice/primarily individual client counseling 
o. Consultation, primarily to healthcare facilities 
p. Consultation, primarily to other organizations/industries/media 
q. Other (please specify) ___________ _ 

3. Please circle the job functions which best describe where you spend at least 20% of 
your work time. Circle all that apply. 

a. Public health/community nutrition 
b. Higher education 
c. Research 
d. Nutrition Education 
e. Clinical services 
f. Foodservices 
g. Public/commercial foodservices 
h. Wellness/disease prevention 
1. Sales/marketing or product development 
J. Personnel training 
k. Nutrition information/communication 
1. Other (please specify) ______________ _ 

Continued on other side. 
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4. Please circle the highest degree earned. Circle one letter. 
a. Associates degree(s) 
b. Bachelor's degree(s) 
c. Master's degree(s) 
d. Doctoral degree(s) 
e. Other ____ _ 

5. Please select the area(s) that best describe(s) the focus of your continuing professional 
education. Please circle all that apply. 

a. Community nutrition 
b. Research 
c. Foodservices 
d. Clinical nutrition 
e. Foods/food science 
f. Management 
g. Adult Education 
h. Education 
1. Other 

6. Which of the following best describes your job position? Please circle all that apply. 
a. Resident faculty at a university 
b. Cooperative extension faculty at the state level 
c. Cooperative extension faculty at the county level 
d, Does not apply 

7. How often do you conduct 24-hour recall interviews? _____ _ 
Please provide the unit of 

time. 

8. Are you responsible for training personnel to do 24-hour food recall interviews? 
Circle one letter. 

a. Yes 
b. No 

9. When the study is over, would you like to have copies of all sample interviews? 
Circle one letter. 

a. Yes 
b. No 

10. For the study would you prefer the interviews in CD or VHS format? Circle one 
letter. 

a. CD 
b. VHS 
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DOCUMENTATION FOR WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT 
Validation of Evaluation Tool 

I, , hereby authorize or direct Dr. Kathryn S. Keim and Krista 
Hamilton, or associates their choosing, to perform the following treatment or procedure. 

Description of research 

The name of the project is Validation of an Instrument to Measure Paraprofessionals' 
Ability to Conduct a 24-hour Food Recall. The study involves research and is being 
conducted through Oklahoma State University. The principle investigator is Krista 
Hamilton, graduate student in the Department of Nutritional Sciences. The purpose of 
the research is to validate a to tool to evaluate 24-hour recall interview techniques. 

Procedure 
1. View four videos of 24-hour food recall interviews. The subject will have in his or 
her possession only one video at a time. One video will be viewed twice. 

2. Evaluate the videotaped interviewer's skills using the provided evaluation tool. The tool is a 
one-page form. There are 10 dimensions to evaluate. 

3. Return all materials to investigators. 

Duration of subject's participation 
To view and evaluate each video will take approximately 60 minutes. The full length of the study 
is dependent on how quickly materials are returned to the investigators. The minimum time 
involvement is 12 weeks. 

Confidentiality of records 
Only subject numbers will be written on materials returned from subjects. The key that matches 
the subject n.umber with the name and address will be kept in a locked file drawer in the 
investigators office. All tracking will use subject number. No names will appear in any reports. 

Possible discomforts or risks 
There are no anticipated discomforts or risks due to participation in the present study. 

Possible benefits for subjects/society 
By conducting this study we will collect data to help Nutrition Education Assistants perform 
more effective 24-hour food recall interviews. By improving interview techniques, food intake 
data and program evaluation data will be more accurate and valid. 

I understand that participation is voluntary and that I will not be penalized if I choose not 
to participate. I also understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and end my 
participation in this project at any time without penalty after I notify the project director. 

Continued other side. 
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For further information regarding: 

Research: Krista Hamilton, Department of Nutritional Sciences, 425 HES, Oklahoma 
State University, Stillwater, OK, 74078. Phone: 405-624-8296 e-mail: 
hamiltk@okstate.edu 

Research subjects' rights and additional contact: Institutional Review Board, Sharon 
Bacher, IRB Executive Secretary Oklahoma State University, 203 Whitehurst, Stillwater, 
OK 7 4078. Phone: 405-7 44-5700 

I have read and fully understand the consent form. I sign it freely and voluntarily. 

Date: __________ _ Time: ________ (a.m./p.m) 

Signed: ___________________________ _ 

Signature of Subject 
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o d rv· r er o 1ewmg v·d t dit 1 eo ape n erv1ews b S b. tN b y u )Jee um er 

Subject 
Number A B C D Tape4 

1 good fair poor 4 good 
2 fair poor 4 good fair 
3 poor 4 good fair poor 
4 4good fair poor good 
5 good fair poor 4 fair 
6 fair poor 4good poor 
7 poor 4good fair good 
8 4good fair poor fair 
9 good fair poor 4 poor 

10 fair poor 4good good 
11 poor 4good fair fair 
12 4good fair poor poor 
13 good fair poor 4 good 
14 fair poor 4good fair 
15 poor 4good fair poor 
16 4good fair poor good 
17 good fair poor 4 fair 
18 fair poor 4good poor 
19 poor 4good fair good 
20 4qood fair poor fair 
21 good fair poor 4 poor 
22 fair poor 4good good 
23 poor 4good fair fair 
24 4good fair poor poor 
25 good fair poor 4 good 
26 fair poor 4good fair 
27 poor 4good fair poor 
28 4good fair poor good 
29 good fair poor 4 fair 
30 fair poor 4good poor 
31 poor 4good fair good 
32 4good fair poor fair 
33 good fair poor 4 poor 
34 fair poor 4good good 
35 poor 4good fair fair 
36 4good fair poor poor 
37 good fair poor 4 good 
38 fair poor 4good fair 
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Order of Viewing Videotaped Interviews by Subject Number 

39 poor 4good fair poor 

40 4good fair poor good 
41 good fair poor 4 fair 
42 fair poor 4good poor 
43 poor 4good fair good 
44 4good fair poor fair 
45 good fair poor 4 poor 
46 fair poor 4good good 
47 poor 4good fair fair 
48 4good fair poor poor 
49 good fair poor 4 good 
50 fair poor 4good fair 
51 poor 4good fair poor 
52 4good fair poor good 
53 good fair poor 4 fair 
54 fair poor 4good poor 
55 poor 4good fair good 
56 4good fair poor fair 
57 good fair poor 4 poor 
58 fair poor 4good good 
59 poor 4good fair fair 
60 4good fair poor poor 
61 poor 4good fair good 
62 fair poor 4good fair 
63 good fair poor 4 poor 
64 4good fair poor good 
65 poor 4good fair fair 
66 fair poor 4good poor 
67 good fair poor 4 good 
68 4good fair poor fair 
69 poor 4good fair poor 
70 fair poor 4good good 
71 good fair poor 4 fair 
72 4good fair poor poor 
73 poor 4good fair good 
74 fair poor 4good fair 
75 good fair poor 4 poor 
76 4good fair poor good 
77 fair 4good fair fair 
78 fair poor 4good poor 
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Order of Viewing Videotaped Interviews by Subject Number 
79 qood fair poor 4 qood 
80 4good fair poor fair 
81 poor 4qood fair poor 
82 fair poor 4good good 
83 good fair poor 4 fair 
84 4good fair poor poor 
85 poor 4qood fair qood 
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EVALUATION OF FOOD RECALL TECHNIQUES 

COVERAGE Yes No 

Did food Recall cover a 24-hour period? 

PREPARATION Great Good Fair Needs 
Did NEA prepare homemaker before Food job! improve 
Recall?( explaining purpose, importance of reporting what -ment 
was actually eaten, putting homemaker at ease) 
APPROVAL/DISAPPROVAL 
How well did NEA avoid showing approval or disapproval 
Of food through word of facial expressions during food 
recall? 
FOCUS 
Did NEA avoid getting "off track" during interview? If so, 
was she able to refocus interview? 

USE OF TOOLSNISUALS 
Did NEA use proper tools and visuals to confirm serving 
sizes? 
USE OF QUESTIONS 
Did NEA ask open-ended questions? 
FOOD CONSUPTION DURING ACTIVITY 
Did interview questions relate food consumption to activity? 
Ex. "Did you eat while preparing food? What did you eat 
while watching TV? Did you eat anything during the night?" 
ADDED INGREDIENTS 
Did Food Recall include added ingredients (salt, sugar, and 
fat) and food preparation? 
A VOID "MEAL LABELING" 
Did NEA avoid labeling meal types (breakfast, lunch, dinner, 
etc.) unless done so by homemaker? 
COMPLETION OF FORMS 
Was Food Recall form properly and thoroughly completed? 
ACCURACY 
Was overall Food Recall interview accurate? 
A VOID "LEADING" QUESTIONS 
Did NEA avoid asking "leading" questions? 

Total Score: - - - -

X3 X2 Xl XO 
NOTES 
Open ended question(s) asked by the NEA: 

"Leading" questions asked by the NEA: 

Additional Comments: 
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«Subject_N ame» 
«Address» 
«Address_2» 
«City», «State» «Zip» 

April 1, 2001 

Dear «Subject_Name», 

This is one of four videotaped interviews you have volunteered to evaluate. This study is 
being conducted through Oklahoma State University Department o f Nutritional Sciences 
and Cooperative Extension Service. The purpose of the research is to validate a tool used 
to evaluate nutrition paraprofessionals 24-hour food recall interview skills. Please 
complete the evaluation tool because your response will be very helpful in validating the 
tool. 

Please view the interview and rate the interviewer using the evaluation tool provided. 

After completing the evaluation, please return all materials, including the videotape using 
the self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

If you have questions, please contact Krista Hamilton ( 405-624-8296, evenings; 
hamiltk@okstate.edu), or Kathryn S. Keim (405-744-8293, kkathry@okstate.edu). 

Thank you for helping. 
Sincerely, 

Krista Hamilton 
Graduate Student 
Nutritional Sciences 

Kathryn S. Keim 
Assistant Professor 
Nutritional Sciences 

Glenna Williams 
Coordinator 
CNEP/FCS 
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JUST A REMINDER. .. 

Last week, a packet containing a videotaped interview and an evaluation tool were mailed 
to you. If you have already evaluated the interviewer and returned the packet, please 
accept our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. We are especially grateful for your 
help because we believe your response will be very useful in validating the evaluation 
tool. 

If you did not receive a packet orit was misplaced, please call us at 405-744-8293 ore­
mail hamiltk@okstate.edu and we will send another one today. 

Sincerely, 

Krista Hamilton 
Graduate Student 
Department of Nutritional Sciences 
Oklahoma State University 
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