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Abstract
The paper sets out to review and summarize the responses given in the PII and PIA interview scripts. Different components of the interview scripts are discussed, including the interview process. The paper then reviews the interview process and identifiers various successes and failures; and further discuss the possible changes that I will consider in the next interview.
Summary of the Interview

The interview went on well since it was able to identify Amy’s hyperactive behavior and refusal to do her math assignments. The teacher was highly cooperative as she provided relevant and insightful answers to the interview questions. The interview also captured her other behaviors at the time when she refuses to complete her math assignments. For example, she is “….disrespectful, rude, disruptive and distractive” (PII, 1). Furthermore, she sometimes leans on her desk, shuffles papers, and begins to draw. Her most distractive behavior is the shuffling of papers and opening her drawer. The best way of dealing with her hyperactivity is to understand the cause by identifying who she spends time with right before and afterward. Nonetheless, Amy portrays this behavior not only at school but also at home. 

Her handwriting is evidently “…sloppy and messy” and different from that of other subjects (PII, 2). The behavior also manifests in group work setup even though the only subject affected is mathematics. The underlying cause of her unruly behavior should be id, although priority should be finding out why she dislikes mathematics. Right before she refuses to take instructions, she leans on her desk and closes her eyes even though the Consultee admitted to not knowing the exact cause. Although she ends up doing her math assignment, she takes a lot of time before settling down. 
When her math assignment is marked, her performance varies even though her answers are sometimes correct. Her hyperactive behavior mostly occurs at about 10:45 A.M. during the math lesson. The interview also found that Amy shares a desk with a 7-year-old boy. Still, Amy takes instructions from her teacher from 8:30–10:00 A.M., after which there is a brief recess before switching to the next lesson, which is usually mathematics (PII, 3). The subjects that come right before math are English and Social Studies, and her most favorite subject is Art, which comes immediately after mathematics. 
The Consultee further notes that she uses a structured schedule, and hence, she does not take too much time trying to interrogate Amy.  Instead, she shifts her attention to the other nine students. Although Amy momentarily distracts the class with her behavior, the most affected student is the boy who sits next to her. Interestingly, her behavior persists throughout the math lesson. There is no doubt that she abhors math since she depicts great interest and enthusiasm during English, Science and Social studies and sports (PII, 3). She takes longer than the allocated time to do assignments related to these subjects. However, the Consultee divulged that she only documents her behavior during the five days when it occurs. Besides recording the start and stop time, the teacher also captures the possible causes of her refusal.
What went well, what did not?
I can undoubtedly say that the interview was successful. First, the Consultee was cooperative and free to share her first-hand experience with Amy. She arrived right on time for the meeting and appeared prepared, given that she gave well-thought-out answers. Besides giving precise answers, the Consultee expressed great enthusiasm in finding a solution to Amy's problem (PII, 4). She was very willing to cooperate in future interviews and was also ready to help in documenting her behaviors. The interview well since it was able to identify the primary cause of Amy's hyperactivity. Besides, the Consultee offered viable suggestions on what can be done to help Amy. The interview was also able to capture data relating to external factors that could be influencing her behavior, such as her reactions before and after the behavior (PII, 3). I believe that it was very successful since important information got captured.
Besides the success, there are a few things that did not go well. Firstly, the documentation for Amy's behavior took place for one week. From a statistical perspective, these could be a brief period to provide information that is statistically significant (Irvine, 2011).
Secondly, the interview was done hurriedly since the Consultee had a lesson 30 minutes after the interview. Thus I feel that she probably did not have enough time to provide detailed answers to the questions. Thirdly, the teacher did not get adequate time to collect all the relevant documents, such as Amy's admission file. Still, the interview did not incorporate Amy's parents, who might have provided essential information. Given that the interview questions were closed-ended, it is likely that the Consultee missed an opportunity to give detailed information (Opdenakker, 2006).
How might you change your performance when you interview again?
Based on the lessons learned, I might consider changing a few things in future interviews. The first thing that would change is the observation period. I would increase the observation period to 3-6 months to allow sufficient time for data collection. The second thing that will change is the interview duration from 1 hour to 2 hours. This duration will provide the Consultee adequate time to think through questions before responding. Thirdly, I will give the Consultee a written guideline on the requirements for the interview. 
A list of the items that she needs to carry with her will be E-mailed one week in advance, and reminders send a day before the meeting. More importantly, I will incorporate Amy's parents in the next interview to get their perspective. Their perspective on Amy's problem could perhaps shed more light on the causes of her behavior. Amy's parents will be informed in advance concerning the interview. Their consent to participate in the interview will also be obtained. Unlike the first interview, the second interview will be both structured and semi-structured to help gather relevant data (Irvine, Drew & Sainsbury, 2013). Also, the participants will be e-mailed an electronic version of the interview script for two weeks in advance. Finally, each participant will be asked to select their preferred interview format.
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