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The goal of the present study was to determine‘vhe.thet ' ?
preschoolers” request behavior varied as a function of the sex and
status characteristics of the speaker and of the target clés'smate.
Five a.ap‘ectt; of request behavior were examined - 1)frequency 2) verbal
form g) success 4) goals and 5)" l‘egitimacfr of requests. Another
r‘e’searcl':; goa} vas to determine whether .preschoolera' social cognition,

- skills were related to spontaneous classroom request-behavior. Three-

year-olds and older four-yo_ur—oida wvere observed at free-play in

- ’/'
the nursery classroom. Three role-taking measures (Flavell

Birthdai task, Urberg and Docherty task, and DeVries Hide-A-Penny
tfask) were administered individually to tap social coénition.
skills. N L e

Males issued more requests and more imperatives than females.

. Older males addressed mor;a requests to boys than girls. Boys issued
more imperatives in both same-sex and oppoaite—sgx interaction than
girls and were increasingly more auccessﬁul with both sexes wnen they
phrased their requests in imper;tive form. Girls tended to increase

.

the proportion of requests with indirect form and vere more successful
7 .

' ~



. -

than boys when they selected this form. The proportion of direct

requests used in female/female interaction decreaped. Children did

4

to status characteristics of speaker and target. However in dyadic
analysis, with status observational derived and conceptualized as a

property of the dyad r‘att‘er than individual, some older preschoolers

not differentiate the, frequency or verbal form of requests according

P e s TN e

syntactically signalled their statub relative to their partner. “-This

ability was in its embryonic stage. Preschoolers social cognition

8kills.were not related to-either the success or verbal form of

requests,’

It vas recommended that future research should extend the aée
range studied and conceptualize status in dyadic terms in order to
f"urther chart the developmental course of syntactic encoding of

requests to mark status. In addition, semantic, paralinguistic and
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Introduction

Two npp‘roaches to the study of language have yielded conflicting
vievs regarding the preschooler”s skill in comménicating effectively
vith others. Developmental psychologists, notably Piaget (1926),
suggested that preschoolers” communication skills are limited because
of their cognitive inabilitf to consider;the viewpoint of the other
when formulating their message. The large amount of egocentric
coqmunication'they engage in with peers and their poor performance in,
conveying information to others in storytelling and instructional
laboratory tasks (eg. Flavell, Fry, Wright & Jarvis, 1968; Glucksberg
& Krauss, 1967) was taken as evidence of their inadeéﬁacies. In
contrast with this view is that of the speech act or communicative
competence approach, which focuses on language as social action
originating iﬁ the early geaturgl and nonverbal communication of
social intent between infant and caretaker.(eg. Bruner, Roy & Ratner,
1978; Bates, 1976). The focus of this approach is the appropriate use
of language to realize social goals rather-than the study of
grammatical or semantic structures thought to underlie the linguistic

competence of an "ideal speaker". Naturalistic methods,

. characteristic of the speech act approach, have indicated that

-

' préschoolers are capable of eliciting reﬁponses to a significant

number of their communication attempts with peers (eg. Mueller, 1972;

Garvey & Hogan, 1973) and show rudimentary skill in adapting their

speech to a variety of characteristics ot their listeners (eg. Shatz &

L}

.
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-aspegt of general social competence - namely the speaker”s skill in

Gelman, 1973). ) .

Both cognitive:and speech act schools have studied one important '

directing the behavior of others (Weinstein, 1969). 8kill in ' ///

!

influencing others is of interest to developmental psychologists

because it 1s hypothesized to be particularly semsitive to the

speaker’s ability to consider the perspective of the listemer. The ;

& -

communicative competence school has investigated the use of
directives, as it is on; of the five primary social acta that speéch
accomplishes (Searle, 1975); directives can be realized using a
variety of syntactical forﬁs, and the competent speaker selects a
particular means of conveying this intent based oﬁ elements of the
social context eg. the social chdracteristics of the listener.

. The present study examined the natu;e of preschoolérs' verbal

directives to peers. The type of verbal request forms employed with

age-mates was examined as was the selective.use of the request

—

‘repertoire in relation to the sex and status characteristics of the

target child. ‘The extent to which the child”s skill in addressing

requests to his'peers reflected his un&erlying perspective-taking

skill was also investigated. “ Y
An overview of the'introduction may help thé reader understand

how the present atudy emérged from both theoretical anﬁ empirical work

in a variety of areas. First I consider the theoretical views

underlying the cognitive approach to language, and the empirical

LS
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evidence that per;péctive-taking ability ﬁnderlies communication
skills in general and persua;ive or request skills in particular. The
co;municative competence approach is thgj elaborated and the idea that
language expresse; and reinfoﬁces the existing social structures is
adzgncéd. I then examine empirical évidence that adult language is
context sensitive, and expresses differences in the status of speaker
" and listener in a variety of ways ipg€ltiding the choice of verbal
request form selec;ed from possible ;lternativea. Following this,
I examine the request repertoirégzg% adults and children and highlight °
the limitations in children”’s use of this repertoire. I theﬁ further
elaborate how adult’s ;election of request forms expresses aspects of
the social relationship between participants and examine the extent to
vhich children exhibit this competence in interacting with non-peers
of different status. I then cite eviderce that preschool social
groups are organized in a way that accords differential status to
memberé of the peer grouﬁs and consider the extent to which children
vary their request selection according to status features within the.

peer group. Finally, I conclude the introduction by presenting the

specific hypotheses which guided the present study.
The Cognitive Approach

Piaget (1926) proposed that verbalizations of preoperatiomal
" children were egocentric and lacking in social will as a Tésult of

children”s inability to decentrate &nd consider simultaneously or even



sequentially their own and other”s point of view. He provided

N , €
‘evidence for this claim by demonstrating that a cogsiderable number of
children’s utterances produced in the context of free-play with peers

were non-social and unadapted to their listeners. Piaget detailed 8\

- categories of speech that occured during free-play: 1) repetitions -

repeating words and phrases for their own sake, 2) monclogues - speech
about the self or self'a.activity while alome, 3) collecfive
monologues - speeéh about the self or self”s aptivitieé in the
presence of others, 4) adapted information, S) criticism, 6) commands,
'requests and threats, 7) qué;tions and 8) answers. The first gPree
categories were consiﬁergd to be egocentric speech devoid oflsocial\
communicative function. Piaget reported that egocentric speech
characterized between 40Z and 70% of the utterances of children aied
4-7. He suggested that children”s cognitiveyegoce;triam diminished as

a result of exposure to the conflicting views of peers which forced

them to become aware of the different viewpoints of others.

Piaget”s theoretical formulations were the impetus for a variety

of empirical studies. This research has confirmed the existence of

egocentric speech (ég. Fisher, 1934; Smith.‘l?35; Kohlberg,  Yaeger &

Hjertholm, 1968), although the proportion of egocentric speech to all

: sbeech reported has varie%, The differences in the proportions

reported were probably due to differefices in the definition of
egocentric speech, the situation in which the child vas studied (with

more;égocentric speech with peers than adults) (Kohlberg et al., 1968)

)
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P : .and the respoﬁsivity of the listener (McCarthy, 1954). ‘Studies l N R
exploring thé extent to which role-taking siills underlie performance S \
of communication t;ska have é%nerally focused on referential

commﬁnication perfq¥magce as measured by laboratory tasks. For

example, Glucksberg & Krauss (1967) devised an experimental situation

in which the child was separated from his listemer by a screen and was

required to give instrucfiong in such a way tﬁat the listener could

re;Iichte the speaker’s qrrapgement of blocks each containing a

different low codable design. The results of numerous studies have

yielded mixed results with some researchers reporting no relatiomship

between role-taking and referential communication skills (eg. Looft,

1972; Shantz & Steinlauf, 1976; Steinlauf, 1974) in subjects rapging

in age from 5 1/2 to adult. , Other investigators reported a
S

significant relationship only for .specific ages studied and

measures used (eg. Ceresnie, 1974; Coie & Dorval, 1973; Kingsley,

1971). For example, all three investigators found spatial role-taking

skills correlated with referential communication dbility in the 8~

- v . i
'

year-old subjects. However Coie and Dorval foynd this to hold true i
only for male subjects th;; age and Kingsley did not £ind this

in his yoﬁnger subjects, Still oﬁhers'havelreported significant,

.albeif modest, relationships between these skills in ;hildren ranging #

1 from preschool to 11 years of age. (Berner, 1971; Cowan,. 1967; Rubin,

; 1973). The discrepant results are thought to riflec; methodologicgl

i differences in terms of the age of subjects included as well as the
~ . v

s .

! ' ) of \
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variety of role-taking measures used, many of which were of
questionable reliability and validity (Rubin, 1978). The results
taken together suggest that pefapective-taking seéms to account for
only a small portion of the variance in\referential communication
.8kills - rarely more than 25X of the variance (Shantz, 198l). Some

researchers attributed these findings to the-refential comminication

task being complex and requiring a variety of other perceptual and

f
cognitive aki*‘s (eg. Asher, 1978). Others questioned the degree to
which the réferential commnnicagion skills measured actually required (x
sophisticated role-taking skills (Shantz, 1981). | ‘:
The failure to find any strong relationship between social
cognition and communication skills forced investigators to i
reconceptualize the way in which perspective-taking ability should
contribute to Adequate.communication. Some researchers investigated
whether role-taking skills were more closely linked o persuasive or
requeaéive communications given their.greater need to consider the
listener”s perspective in order to be successful. Clark and Delia ¢
(1977) and Delia, Kline and Burleson (1979) have examined this
relationshiﬁ in an experimental role~p1a§ gsituation.
They devised a8 hierarchical scoring system to score persuasive
messages according to thé extent to which they reflected or implied
different levels of perspective~taking. Three main levels of

perspective~tsking skills were inferred from‘thesé messages. The.

first (level 1) showed no discernible recognition of and adaptation to

»

C
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the target”s perspe;tive; the second (level 2) indi;ated implicit
recognition and adaptation to the listener in that.reasons for the
requests were'elaborated, and counterarguments of the listener
anticipated; the third (level 3) was marked by attempts to provide

the listener with arguments co;cerning how compliance with the request
would benefit him/her personally. In children age 7-14, Clark and
Delia (1977) reported a posiéive and significant relationship between
persuasive message scores and performance on a meaaure}of affective
perspeétive-taking. They proceeded to extend their conception of the
rela.,t:i.onship i:etveen social cognition ar'xd persuasive' communication by
suggesting that role-taking skills form only-a subset of the peison-
perception skills which underlie effective communicati®n. Thelr
research has indicated that the complexit; of comstructs that a person
uses in describin§~friends and non-friends (an index of his person
perception) was siénificantly relat;d to the scores on the perauagion
measure for children from kindergarten through twelfth grade (Delia,
Kline & Burleson, 1979; Delia & Clark, 1977).

Lefebvre-Pinard and Bouffard-Bouchard (1980) examined the
relationship between laboratory measures of perspective-taking and
referentigl communication and the frequency and success of requests
used in a naturalistic dyadic~free-play setting. Three types of same-
sex, same-age dyads of preschoolers vere formed, reflecting pairs of .
high, average and low social cognitive ability as judged by a batt?ry

of laboratory tasks. The three perspective-taking groups did not

b w ekt me s At bt st e T ea—
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differ in terms of the feedback they gave their partner following a
request, othf a&aptiveness of their re-request behavior following
initial ‘fai;ure, nor the success of their requests. There vas a
n;arginal grend for groups higher in role-taking skills to issue
requests that were more ififormative during the first Of. two play
'se'saions. Results of this sttlxdy suggested that r;.vle-taki;lg behavior
was not strongly related to request skills in a more naturalistic
6yadic context.

A similar investigation of the relationship between perspective- .
taking and referential comiunication skills and the ré;quest ability of
pre:sc'hooleta, grade one and grade three children in a.dyadic free-play
situvation was‘ conducted by Levin and Rubin ki979). They reported a
posit‘ive relationship between the child’s performance on one of
sevéral role-taking measures (the DeVries Hide—A-Penny task) and the
proportion of request attempts that were successful. In additionm,
performance on the Glucksberg and Krauss referential communication
task was positively correlated with 1) the propo;:tion of successful
- requests produced, 2). -the proportion of fleiible mo&ificationa made
following requeative'ﬁ;i'.lure, and 3) the proportion of topic changes
following requestive failure. . . v
) The results of these studies suggest tpat perapective'—taking

y related to persuasive or request behaviors

development as were jects in the Clark and Delia study and some
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of the EhiIQren in the Levin and Rubin research. Furthermore, it may
well be that the relation between theai_skilla emerges most c}ea:ly
when tﬁe level of decentration skills.tapped by thefrble;taking
measures is more advanced than the simple iawareness that thdﬂother<ﬁas
a perspective different than one”s own (eg. simple decentration). In
fact; the discrepant results of Lefebvre et al. 'and Levin and Rubin
regarding the relationship between requestive success and perspective-
taking skill might have reflected the fact that in the former study,
measures tapped simple decentration (Lefebvre~Pinard & Strayer, 1980)
vhile in the latter one, the DeVries task also tapped more advanced
levels of decentration. * s

PR
Communicative Competence

Hymes (1571) coined the term communicative competence to
highlight his theoretical stance that skill in speaking requires not
only knowledge of linguistic rules and structures but also rules‘
concerning the appropriate use of language in social interaction.
This focus on tpe use of language in its naturally occurring.context
was in marked contrast to the emphasis of linguista.in the '60:3 and
“70°s who attempted to discover the gramm&tical universals thought to
characterize the competence of the "ideal speaker" (eg. Chomsky,
1965). The impetus to examine languagé as it occurred in social
interaction resulted from sever;l concurrent developments. Linguists

such as Fillmore (1968) and HcCaxley (1968) began to question the
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purely syntactical characterization of language vhile others such as

2 v

, " f
Campbell and Wales (1970) suggested that certain nonlinguistic aspects
such as the context in which language was used might piay'an important
part in determining the'ayntacticai structure of an utterance. In

addition, the work of researchers in child language demonstrated that . .

[l

early language consisted of verbal representations of‘mgggigﬁg : ‘“f‘\\\(
underlying sensorimotor actions (eg. Brown, 1973). By studying the

context of children’s :two word utterances, Bloom (1970) demonstrated
L o o IS

that the child could use the same comstruction to realize a variety of .

semantic relationshiés. These two findings among others served to
) .

N ‘e [ . .
focus attention on the context of language use for an understanding of S

the child“s unfolding linguistic competence.

Furthfrmore, the writings of philosopheré of language such as .

Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) were instrumental in redirecting ’

o

’;nferest to‘the'use of language in its interactional contexi. _They

' suggested that utterances could be regarded as "speech acts" that
conveyed not only propositional meaning i.e. informational content, BN
but also the speaker”s intention in maiiné the utterance i.e. its

"illocutionary force". Searle and other philosophers tried to accdunt
- M M -

for the fact that a wide variety of utterances differing in ) -

qgntactical form were understood to convey the sgme illocutionary
force. For example, the uttgfances "Pass the salt", "Could ybu pass
the salt” and "I need the salt™ are understood to have the

-

.illocutionary force of a request despite variation im their

. t‘,z;‘x,é‘ S . ‘ s
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syntactical form. They proposed that speakers and listeners
N ¢ .
ynderstood these varied forms as having a certain intention by virtue

of their shared kmowledge of certain rules concerning the performance
of speech acts (eg. Searle, 1969, Gordon & Lakoff, 1971) and their
avareness of principles of cogversat;on (Grice, i975).
Socioiinguistﬂbcontributed to the communicative competence
approach’by demonstrating that-despite the many lexical and
grammatical opti;ns ava%}able to speakerg in expressing their message,
selection from among these alternatives was not random and was related
to social v;riablea. Br%in-Tripp (1971) coined the term "alternation"
to refer to theﬁ&yptemétic manner in which selection from linguistic
options was made in accord with characteristics of the speaker (eg.
c#ltural identity, sex, SES rank), characteristics of the listener
(eg. age, familiarity, sex, rank), the social‘relatiogship between
participantsfand the situational context of the interaction (eg.
setting, goal). Cdmmunicatively competent speakers were said to be
skilled in Qelecting the option best suited to the interactional

b
cdntéxt, termed the unmarked option. In addition, competent speakers
wereaﬁble to convey additiomal informaéion aont their attitudes,
beliefs and evaluations of the speech situation and their listenmer by‘
strategically using an unexpected or "marked" form (Geoghegan, 1973).
For ex;mple, most req;ests directed to children by adults have the |
unmarked form of the imperative. wae#ert the utterance "Could you be

8o kind as to trouble yourself to put out the garbage" addressed by a

&
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parent to a child would convey the parent”s feeling concerning the
child“s behavior, based on its unexpected syntactical }orm.

Among th:pvariety of informatio; conveyed by speech, the social
relationship between particibants was felt to be 'both expressed and
realized through language QBernstﬁin, 1972; Balliday, 1969; H{shler,
1975). Bernstein proposed that the different socigl felationahips .
characteristic of lower and middle class parents and their children

resulted in differences in the linguistic alternatives and codes "they

acquired which in turn affected the nature of the social relationshibs

“the§ developed with others. Sociolinguists and anthropoloéists have

investigated the ways in which other aspects of the social
relationship are signalled linguistically. * Their research has shown

that solidarity, intimacy, friendship, and status between participants

" are indicated at the paralinguistic, lexical, prosodical, and

synfactic levelé of language (eg. Brown & Gilman, 1960; Emihovich,
1981; Thorne & Henley, 1975; Ervin-Tripp, 1977).

of relevance:to.the present research is the way in which status

+has been found to be signalled directly or indirectly énrough choice

among linguistic altérnatives. Status as used in the present study

refers to the poweé which an individual actually has or is percgived
to have to gontrol resources (Becker, 1982). Originally, research in
the area attempted to find,a one-to;one correspondance between status

and a linguistic element such that a particular linguistic variable

¢
-

acted for participants as a signal of the social relationship. Brown

<

’
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and Levinson (1979) called such. one-to-one indicators Lével 1 direct
markers of st;ths. For‘e;ample, the‘gelection of address forqs from
the range of possible altetna;ives (eg. Sir, Madame, firag name, last
name, title plus first names) has been found to convey information
about the status aﬁd relative rank betwgen speakers (eg. Ervin-Tripp,
1972, Brown & Ford, 1964, Geoghegan, 1973). 1In one study, Slobin,
Miller and Parker (1968) found that in the insurance company they

\

oba@rved, the higher ranking members used first names to address lower

ranking individuals while subordinates used "title plus last name".to .

address superiors.

| Brown‘sﬂd Gilman (1960) have shown that status is signalled
linguisticglly‘through the choice of pronouns in languages in which
there are tyo second pera;n singglar pronouns (eg. Fremch, Italian, }
German). The absolute use of éhe T ("tu" in French) or V ("yous" in
French form itaelf was not found to be a direct marker of the
superiority or inferiority of the speaker. Rather, the relative ranmk
of the two participgnts was indicated by the reciprocated or
asymmetric use‘of these two pronouns. The higher rank of the speaker
was indicated by his use of T form relative to his receipt of V form
from the other. Although these.result; suggest that the relative use
of T/V pronouns serves as]a direct marker of status, Brown & Levinson
(1979) noted that the "marked" or unexpeﬁted usage of either form

could convey other types of meanings about participants. For example,

the use of T when V was expected could be used to insult~the listener




/ ‘14

* by reducing his status while the use of V when T was expected could
indicate an attempt to show social distance or withdrawal of speaker

from listener.

Theorists such ss Lakoff (1972) and Thorne and Henley (1975) have

L]

suggested that the lexical, syntactical and paralinguistic differences

claimed to exist between male Qnd female sp;aech reflect the

differential status inequities and dominant/subordinate role-relations

occupied by the sexes in our society. 'Stereotypes and folklinguistic

studies have r@ that women”s speech is thought to contain
differe:;t expletives and adjectives of admiration than men (Lakoff,
1972; Key, 1975), more tag questions (Lakoff, 1972; Hart'man,-1976;
‘Dubois & Crouch, 1974), more hedges such as "kinda", "you know", "I
think" and more modal comstructioms such .as "'could you"l(,Key, 1975).

Using Brown & Levenson”s terminology, these grammatical and lexical

alternatives would be comsidered direct markers of status. It should

be noteq that none of these grammatical or lexical forms are used
uniq;.telséby either sex and it is only the relative differenc;e in ‘the
frequency of their usage which has been thought”to reveal the
differential statuys of males and females.

In addition to Type I markers, Brown and Levenson (1979) have

suggested that status relationships are even more frequently signalled

linguistically by indirect Type II markers. These speech markers are

L2

"ambiguous markers" in. that they can convey a variety of meanings. and

. ‘ v
are open to interpretation via inferences and additional contextual
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information. One of the Type II markgra found to signal the relative
status between participants is the ua‘e of particular types of request
forms. The empirical evidence supporting request alternation as an
indirect marker of status is reviewed below after the reader is
familiarized with the request repertoire of adults and children.‘

In summary, 1) language consists of speech acts conveying sgcihl
intent; 2) a variety of {?inguiatic means are available to express the
intended meanings, 3) selection among possible alternatives is not
random but systematically related to features of the social comtext-
and 4) information about the role relationships between participants
eg. their relative status can be. signalled directly or indirectly by's
variety of linguistic means. The communicatively competent spesker
possesses a wide repertoire of alternatives and is knowledgeable

concerning the rules for the selection of linguistic features

appropriate to the speech situation.
The Request Repertojre

Adults” Alternste Forms of Regquests

Ervin-Tripp (1976; 1977) has atudied the forms adult speakers of‘
English use to request actions from their listeners and has found that
six major categories of request forms existed. They are: 1)
imperatives eg. "Give me the salt", 2) personal need or desire
statements eg. "I need the salt", 3) gm_bg‘ddgd imperatives in which the

actor, verb, and desired ect are made explicit eg. "Could you pass me

Q
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the salt?", 4) permission directives eg. "™ay I have the salt", 5)

guestjon directives which diff'er from embedded imperatives in that

they do no.t make the desired act an.d often the agent explicit and seem

identical in form to an information question eg. "Is there any salt at
the table?” and 6) hints which require inference on the part of the

;istener to interpret them as requests and often .involve shared

' understandings between familiar participants eg. "This meat is
tasteless”,. These six forms. functio/n' as requests in the appropriate

social context. | .

Lo Searle (1969) -has proposed that the five categories of requests
that havle ayntact;ical forms other than imperative are understood by
virtue of their relation to four felicity conditdons for the
performance. of speech acts. According to his theory, an utterance is

~ understood to be a well-formed reasomsble request if 1) the sp;.aker
has reason for wanting it done (sincerity conditiom), 2) the speaker
bhas reason for assuming that the hearer (H) can do act (X)
(preparatory condition), 3) the speaker has reason to believe that H
would be willing to do X (proposition condition) and 4) the speaker
has reason to assume that H would not do X otherwise (essential
condition). Need statements, pemiasi;xi directives, and embedded ‘
imperatives could be understood in terms of their asserting or
questioning of the felicity conditions. The last two of Ervin-

Tripp’s categories of requests were understood as requests based on an

. understanding of felicity conditions im conjunction with Gricé'n

»”
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Cooperative Principle (1975) - Be clear, Be as informative as required
but not more so, Say only what you believe is true, Be relevant, Be
lucid and succinct. ' According to these theorists, the utterance "Is
there any salt?" is understood in the following manner: Speaker (8) is
asking whether there is any salt; however, it is clear that he knows
there is salt on the table so he is violating the cooperative
principle of being relevant; fherefore. he must mean something else.
8 is asking sbout the presence of the salt, possibly to assert that H
is able to pass the salt — one of the preparatory conditions for
issuing a request. Therefore S by implication is requesting the salt.
Although the meaning of such indirect request forms is logically
explained by this deductive model, such conceptions suggest
considerable cognitive and inferential processes are necessary to
interpret these utterances. A variety of experimental and
naturalistic evidence has questioned whether requests ;re actually
produced and understood in this manner. First, reaction time tasks
have generally not indicated that indirect requests take longer to
process as might be predicted on the basis of this model (eg.
Ackern}gn, 1978). Second, a body of literature has found that children
as young as two respond to the question directives of their mothers in
the same .way i:hey respond to direct requests (eg. Shatz, 1975). -
Third, children have been found capable of producing all six types of

requests by the end of their preschool years.when inference skills are

limited (eg. Garvey, 1975, Levin & Rubin, 1979). A variety of
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-~ explanations have been prop;:seci to account for these data. PFor

‘:example, Sadock '(1974) bsuggested that many of the indire::t request
forms produced and understood by young children are highly

¢ conventionalized and idiomatic i..n form and can be generated c‘lir;.ctly
by the perforiimti.ve deep structure. Bates (1976) incorporated
Sadock’s explanation in her three stage model of indirect requests.

. St;ge I, characteriftic of children up to 3 1/2 or 4 years, is the
stage of idiomatic direct mapping not inv:olvi.ng any inference skills.
Child}r’en from 4 until 6 or 7 are functioning at  Bates” Stage II. At
this stag‘e, the child is not restricted to i;diématic mapping and can
manipulate a wide range of surface forms to express his ~:i.n.t:ent as a

. result of his developing role-taking skills. "The child now
understands that he and the listener share certain rules about the
goals of the speaker and the nature of the conversation and hence that
the listener can recover the child’s i§tent despite variation ‘in fornl"

(Bates, 1976, p.292): Further elaboration of perspective-taking

skills aliow the Stage III child to hint at déai.red gdals without

making tfnem explicit.
‘ The model proposed by Bates suggests- that perspective-taking

« 8kills should be unrelated to the production of indirect requests by
‘children younger than 3 1/2 or 4, since their indirect requests aré |
idiomatic in nature and do mot reflect inferential p:ocessés. :

However, role—~taking skills should underlie the use of indirect

request forms produced by children 4 and over vhich are not restricted

PO r . s e em _—
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to idiomatic form. No empiricaly s‘g:udies’ testing out this hgggtheaia
. N .
had been conducted at the time the present résearch was undertaken,

Children”s Request _R_gp_e_gt_g_;_:g_
Preverbal children have been found to indicate directive intent
by gestures such as arm extensions and reaching motions. These are

7/
later accompanied by unconventionalized vocalizations which gradually

become phonologically constant forms of request intent and which with

increasing lexical development spproximate conventional naming of the
desired object (eg. Bruner et al., 1978; Dore, 1974). The use of
words such as "want" or "more" to indicate requests are followed
developmentally by the emergence of need statt'ament;s as well as
statements of condition eg. "I‘m hungry". Direct imperatives wnich

specify both actor and object occur at approximately the same  time as
P ’Q

- well as indirect location questions eg. "Where’s my dolly?" and claims

. LR

such as "that”s mine". During the third year embedded imperative
forms which specified both object and act 'desired have been observed

in the request repertoire (Ervin-Tripp, 1977).

%,

Several studies haw{e examined the type of request forms used by
preschoolers when playing with their peers. Both Garve‘y (1975) and
Levin and Rubin (1979) videotaped. same-sex dyads of familiar children
interacting in a laboratory playroom. In the Garvey study, children
ranged in age from 3 years 6 months to 5 years 7 months with a mean

age of 46.} and 60 months for younger and older preschoolers
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"respectively, In the Jlevin and Rubin study, the youngest children

overlapped the age range studied by Garvey with the average age of the
preschool group being 53.95 months. In addition, these investigators
examined the.request behavior of dyads of first and third graders,
mean age 78.1 and 106.2 ponths respectively. In both studies, all
request utterances were identified and then coded according to 1)
their verbal form, 2) their success in gaining acknowledgement
(illocutionary effect), 3) their success in gaining their desired
goal, 4) their supporting justifications for the requests, 5) reasons
for refusal and 6) in the Levin and Rubin study, re-request strategies
used following ipgtial failure. Both investi‘gators found that direct
r.equests were the most frequent verbal form of request usled in the
dyadic social context. However, other forms such as indirect request
forms that had embedded imperative form, permisaiog requests, and
imperatives with softeners w?re also observed. Garvey reported an
increase' in rav frequency of indirect request forms over the preschool
years while Levir and Rubin fox;nd that the proportion of requests that
had indirect forms (i.e. forms other than imperat{ve) did not chan.ge
acrods the age range - kindergarten through grade three. In their
study, approximately 20'2 of the requests produced by dyads ot same-sex
same-age peers in free-play had an indirect form. Request forms which
were m;‘e indirect such as hints vere not observed in preschoolers in
’
Garvey’s study vhen expressing directive intent to peers; however,

Doxé (1977) rep;!arted that 3 year olds in his study used requests wnich

{
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did not specify the desired goal (i.e. hints) with ot:'her peers in
free-play (e.g. "Oh that’s my juice"). These differences may reflect
the greater difficulty observers have in correctly identifying these ;.
more indirect verbal forms (Becker, 1982), as well as the fact that
Doré”s data were derived from classroom observations while that of
Garvey was based on dya.dic behavior in a labbratory context. .In
interaction with adults, children of preschool, age have been observed
-to use hints (Ervin-Tripp, 1977). . }

A Garvey (1975) has identified an indviréct "pretend" strategy
sometimes employed by preschoolers in directing the behavior of a
peer. An often citéd example of the “pretend" ’st»rategy involves two
children interacting and A wanting to use the toy car B was just
riding on. The following "pretend” strategy was employed.

A: Pretend this was my car.

B: No. ‘ -

A: Pretend this was our cag.

B: All right.

A: Can I drive our éar?

B: Yes, OK.

Such evidence, a'10n3 with ‘the findings of Mitchell-Kernan and .
Kerman (1977) that chidren aged 7-12 produced all six of the directive
forms used by adults jin the course of their role-play, suggests that
children and even preschoolers have a requ"es.t repertoire similar to

that found in adults. In addition, even preschoolers exhibit an

\ s
.




et b St e ot A e it | A iara SN Akt b JRTPRS.

avareness of the rules underlying the performance of the speech act of
requesting as evidenced by their use of supporting justification for
their directives, and their framing of é;cuaes for noncompliancé in
terms of features.of willingness, ability or permission, and reasons
or rights (Garvey, 1975; Levin & Rubin, 1979). However, a variety of

evidence suggests that young chidren”s comprehension and skill in

using this repertoire is deficient relative to that of older chidren

and adults.

First, the aucces$ of requests pfoduced by preschoolers has been
found to be little better than chance for direct requests (Garvey,
1975) and for requests in gemeral (Levin & Rubin, 1979). With
increasing age the p?oportion of requests that achieve their intended
perlocﬁtionary effect (i.e. are successful) becomes larger (Levin &
Rubin, 1979). These results may reflect a shift with increasing age
from requestﬁ that‘are "egobound and relatively unconcerned with
vhethér or not the listener is eithe willing or able to carry out the
requested act™ (Levin & Rubin, 1979/ p. 16) to increased com%etence n
formulating reasonable requests.

The second piecg of evidence which indicated less skill on the
part of preschoolers in making requests was the finding that they were
less.able to modify their request strategy following initial failure
(Levin & Rubin, 1979; Lubin & Whiting, 1977). Levin et al. found that
317 of the re-request strategies of kindergarten children were

unmodified repetitions (i.e. "rigid" re-requests) compared with only
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9% in the case of third graders. As Flavell (1981) has suggested, the
continuous ;:onitoring of the conversation and its consequences seems
an important aspect of communication skill.

A body ;f laboratory studies of request skills of children and adults
has shown that while young children can modify their requests to mke_
them "nicer" or "bossier", their mdificatﬂiona are leaa“elaborate and
differ from those of adults. For example, Becker (1983) had subjects
aged 5, 10 an'd adult preéénd to ask a peer to return a borrowed item
over the telephone. The first request was made with no special
instructions given by the experimenter, while the second and third
requests were issued under the instructions to meke a "bossy" and
"nice" request respectively. While in general, bossy requeat‘.; were

found to be syntactically more direct' than nice requests across all

subjects, Becker found differences in the way in which bossy and nice

~attempts varied at each age level. Only 70Z of 5-year-olds modified -

their requests according to directions, while all older subjects
clearly differentiated their directives. Fulrthemore, a sizeable
proportion of the 5-year-olds relied primarily on semantic softeners
(eg. please, reasons, umm) and semantic aggravators (eg. name-calling,
threats) in making their bossy and nice requests different. Ten-year-
0lds and adults more consistently used both .semantic and syntactical
variation (eg. imperative vs indirect request forms) in modit'ying. a

their requests., These results suggest that preschoolers show

®

communicative competence in terms of their ability to adjust their

.
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requesta accordmg to situat:.onal demands (in this case matructmns)
hcwever “their syntactic skill shows limitations relat1v‘e¢ to that of
older children and adults.

The fourth piece of evidencé.nugzeating some limitations to the

communicative competence of young children comes from laboratory

2

studies dealing with children”s comprehension.of indirect request

forms. Although children have been found to comprehen_n quastion
directives as tequeaats for action at the age of 2 (Sha.tz, 1975), their
"comprehension has heen thought to be the result of their tendency to
respond to adilt”s requests vith an action-bias. Shatz (1978)
demonatrat:ed this bias in an experunent she conducted with children
aged 18 1/ 2-36 months. She issued. 1mperat1ves, ‘embedded imperatives,
question direct.ives, and hints in her interaction with each child
vhirie plnying‘vith toys. Children responded with action to 91X of all
request forms and were equally likely to exhibit this bias regardless
of the syntactical form of the request. The children with greaFer
productive language Bkills were found to break this action bins and
produce a~ few more responses that indicated the} ‘had undérstooﬁ the
directive a; a possible (;u:zst:ion and therefore responded with a
suitable verbal response. Even .ivhen children were "pnimed" to respond

by virtue of their hearing imperatives or questions before the test

sentence, they still showed an action-bias though there was some

effect of.condition. Similar findings of an action-bias have been

‘found wifh language-disordered children (Shatz, Shulman, & Bernstein,

1
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1980). Findings such as these make it clegfféhdt children”s
.- ¢ "gomprehension" of indirect fequests may be over-estimated because of
their action-bias response to request forms presented to them. Before
concluding that young preschoolers "understand" indirect requests as
directives, it would be necessary to assess their comprehension using
experimental techniques‘other than those requiring an sction téaponpe.
In order to assess more closely..the degree of comprehension
children have of indirect requests, researchers have used a variety of
techniques such as requiring children to paraphrase requeits (' Reeder,
cited in Shatz, 1978), respond to questions after hearing pgiagraphs
which bias a literal or a requests for action interpretation
(Ackerman, 1978), or view videotapes of adults inte;acting and judge
S whether the subsequent behavior of the aduit was in compliance with

what was asked of him (Leonard, Wilcox, Fulmer & Davis, 1978).

¥
At

Results of these ﬁMies indicated that 4 and 5-year-olds understood
‘ =+, both the informational and directive features of indirect requests
o) despite their action responses to them (Reeder, 1980). Im the
¢ videotape paradigm, children of this age correctly judged adult
fist;n;r’e compliance at bétter than a chance level for embedded
imperatives phrased with modal verbs "Can" or '"Will" although their,
performance 'was less than chance for "Must” and "Should" requegt

>

» forms. Their correct judgements could not be explained by virtue of

-

ey

whether the adult performed some action, since often the embedded

requests involved altéting or stopping the .listener’s ongoing
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Leonard et al. noted, however, that performance on this

task did improve with increasing age, suggesting refinements in the

comprehension of embedded imperatives with development.

To summarize, the data of these studies indicate that by the end

of .the preschool years, children pro e types of requests

found in the request repertoire of adults. However, their skill in

‘

using thesesalternate forms differs in some _impoy:ant ways from that

of adults.

They are less successful in gaining compliance from others

than are older children and adults and are less able to use flexible

re~xrequest strategies if their initial requests fail. Tn additionm,

they show a more restricted range of means to manipulate the niceness

or bossiness of their, requests. Finally, slthough children from age

A
i

four on show some understanding of indirect requests that surpasses a

mere "action-bias" comprehension, they are less able than older

children and adults o understand embedded imperatives particularly

those using less common modal wverbs. . '

»

While a clearer picture of the request repertoire of preschoolers

has emerged over the past decad{a, there still exists some gaps in our

knowledge . First, sihce the production of requests has been studied

mainly in role-play and dyadic contexts, it is ﬁnclear whether a

similar developmental picture would emerge if request behavior were

’

examined in the social context of the classroom. Second, little

)

information exists as to whether there are sex ditferences in either :

the frequeﬁmy or verbal .form of requests used by preschoolers. Given
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', the type of relationships between ‘participants. As discussed abov'e,
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t:he stereotype that adult mles are more direct than adult females .
vhen they issue directives (Lakoff 1972), it would be interesting to | -
examine at what age these differences first emerge. Finally, little
is known concern:.ng how request behavior in preschoolers is affected
by the identity of the addressee and the presence of other adults on
children. Future research in the area should begin to address these '
questions. '
Although possession of a varied request repertoire is a
prereqﬁisite to communicative competence, the competent speaker has‘
been considered to be one who i.'s, able to selectively employ this

3

r‘epertoire in ways that are appropriatg to the interactive context and
adults have been found to signal the status differences l?etween
themselves and others using a variety of linguistic and paralinguistic
means. We now review the evideﬂce that. ac}ults a'electivelly use their
request; repertoire to provide inf;amation about the status
relationship between themselves and others. Foiloéing this, we
consider the extent to which young children show this aspect; of

communicative competence.

Varjation in the Social Distribution of Requests Usgd"b_y_ Adulgs

Ervin-Tripp (1976) and her students have studied the variation in
[} 0 J t i .

requests forms used as a function of the social relationship between

v

» - . S
participants. Using paper and pencil recordings of conversations
aoccuring in a variety of social settings eg. hoapital, office,
()!
- , '
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[ P D - f . T S e TG
e - v 3 . P . N ; )



28

é
laboratory and coffee“shop, ihey found that the verbal form of request
;elected varied systematically according to the relative status of the
participants. In status sensitive or formal settings, need statements
as weli as imﬁefatives were generally used by superiors addressing
lower ramking individuals. Hints were used in these settings to
request the performance of duties regularly expected by virtue of the
relafive positions of participants. In less fo;mal settings,y
imperatives were used to convey requests among familiar equals.
Embedded imperatives and permission directives were generally used in
situations involving unfamiliar participants, or by lower ranking
speakers addressing ﬁeople of higher rank than.themselves. When

compliance to requests was uncertain, question directives were used, -

allowing participants to indirectly state their request in a wa§ that

was not preshmptuous and allowed them to save face in the case of non- .

compliance. Aﬁongat family and in'groups of weil-acquainted members,
hints fended to be‘usea to express directive intent as weli as to
indicate the shared uhderatandingg and nol&darity between
participants. .
Although Ervin-Tripp found that the verbal form of request
encoded information about the relative status of speaker/listener in a
variety of settings, she found that syntactical variation also
reflected other aspects of the interactive context such as the nature
of the reqﬁest. for example, although direct requests were the norm

. o
among familiar adults of equal status in informal settings,” the use of
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embedded request forms or hints might be used if the task requested of

the listener was a demanding one or one outside what was normally

expected. In view of the variety of factors affecting request choice,

!

Geoghegan (1973) suggested that information concerning the social
relationships, as well as affective and attitudinal beliefs of che'
speaker were more likely retrieved by yirtue of any deviations from the
expected or unmarked form apprOp;iate to a particular context. The
"marked" or unexpected use of a request strategy could be used
strategically to assert or maniﬁulate the status among participants
(Ervin-Tripp, 1977).

el ~
The differential status of men and women in our society has been

found to be linguistically eipressgd in & var@ety of ways (Lakoff,
}972; Key, 1975; Zimmerman & West, 1975). For examplé, the type of
requests attributed to males and females has been found to bear
striking resemblance to the differences in requests issued by auperiorl
and lower-ranking speakers respectively. Specifiéally. women have

been thought to use more compound. forms of directives (Lakoff, 1972),

"and more indirect requests having the syntactical form of questions

and embedded imperatives. (Key, 1975). In addition, empi¥ical studies -
have indicated that women actually differed from men in terms of the
length of their request‘utterancés, with women more likely to frxng
their requests in longer sentences which made them sound less brusque «
(Levenston, 1982). In a mixed-sex problem—ablviné gr&up. females were

found to use more intensifiers, modal comstructions, tag questions and
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imperative comstructions wiéh syntactical form of questions ‘than did
males (McMillsn, Clifton, McGrath & Dale, 1977). Similarly, Rakins
and Eakins (1978) found that males were more ‘direct<“in their request
forms than females based on tianscripts of a mixed-sex faculty s
meeting. In the home eﬁvironment, Falés and females differed in the
freq;ency with which they use imperative forms of requests to their

childret (Gleason, 1975). Fathers issued more imperatives than

mothers did, particularly when addressing their soms (Malone & Guy,

-

1982).
. 3 - A
The above results suggest that the adult speaker has the ability
to use his request repertoire to express his/her sex-associated
status, as well as to signal the differential status relatiousﬁipa
between himself and his listemer. It seems likely that the child must
‘devefop similar competencies in terms of the rules governing the use

of his request repertoire to express his sex-role and his status

relative to others with whom he interacts.

Syntactical Variations in the Request Forms of Children . ‘ -

Sociolinguists and developmental linguistisks have amassed a
growing body of literature which agggests that evén young children
differentiate their type of requestive strategies according to the
status characteristics of the targets with whom they interact. The
reader should note that status as used in this context refers to the

differential power which an individual has or is thought to have to.
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M N TR rra T o



3l

control resources (Becker, 1982). There is some evidence that
children respond differgntly to targets of different status as -
represented in their aﬁg,bsex, and rank. For example, n;tutaliatic
case studies have shown that even 2-year-olds differemtiated the types
of requests used in addressing children in nursery school and adults
in the family environment (Lawson, 1967, cited in Ervin-Tripp, 1977).
The two-year old girl observed by Lawson (1967) used imperative and
embe&d;d imperative requests with peers, however, she used mainly need
statements and permission and question directives when addressing her
parenta; Similarly, a case study of ; S-year-old showed that he
addressed direct requests to peers but softened his réquesta with
please and used more indirect request forms to adults (Martlew,
Connolly & McLeod, 1978). Similar findings have been report;d in
naturalistic studies involving larger numbers ;f children (Ervin=-
Tripp, 1974; Gelman & Shatz, 1977; McTear, 1980; Sacﬁs & Devin, 1976;
Shatz & Gelman, 1973). '

8everal studies have employed the methodology of the role-play
set téfinvestigate the extent to which children alter ;he syntactical
forms of their request according to the status of ;oleu they enact

and the complimentary roles of other participants in the scenes.

Andersen (1978) examined the role-play data produced by children age

4-7 years while enacting three types of role-play scemes. The first,

4

depicted a family consisting of ﬁother, father and child; the second,

;*a_tranaactional hospital setting involving a doctor, nurse and patient

>
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5

and the third, a classroom setting with teacher, student and foreign
student. She found that children encoded the status differences .
between parent and child by selecting imperatives and hints as

requests vhen enacting the parent role and need statements and

" embedded imperatives when playing the child role. In additiom,

children‘signxlled tﬁe status or sex-based differences between'malés
and females by using more imperative tgqueat; in the role of "husband"
ané wore hints in the role of "wife.' They also addressed more
imperatives £o "mothers" than to "fathere" when role-playing the
"child". In the transactional hospital and school seéting, they also

’

differentiated the verbal forms of their requests according to the

‘atptus of the person they enacted. In the doctor and teacher roles,

, they expressed their directives more frequently in imperative form

while in the nurse and student role they more often used embedded
imperatives. |

Other role-play studies have found similar results with
preschoolers aged 2 1/2 to 5 (Corsaro, 1979) and older children aged
7-12 (Mitcﬁell-xerngp and Kernan, 1977). In the latter study, thé

experimenters noted that in the few instances in which the directive

intent of a low status character was expressed in imperative form, the

.portrayed character used the form in self-defemnse to protest a prior.

transgression or prevent a potentially aversive act.

a

The extent to wvhich children varied their verbal forms of request

sccording to status characteristics of their listeners has also been
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studied in laboratory elliéitation tasks. For example, James (1978)
coﬁddcted an‘experimeﬁt in yhich children aged 4 1/2-§ 1/2 were
required to make a doll (representing themsélves) issue reqﬁegth to
three d%fferent doll targets -~ an adult male, a same-sex peer, and a
younger fem;le child. One situation involved requesting the targef“to
return something he/she had borrowed from the child while the second
one concerned asking the doll target to perform a favor. James found
that children differentiated the types of requests used according to
the targets they addressed, issuing more permission and question

directives to the adult doll and more imperatives and embedded

imperative forms to the younger child doll. Although child;eﬁ did

Clter their requests in accordance with status differences of the

targets, they also varied the form of their directives accordihg to
other features of the context. For instanceé, in the "favor condition"
most children seiected an embeddeq imperative form‘regardless~of the
type of target addfesaed, probably reflecting their awareness of the
need to be less direct when asking a favor of anotﬁér. While the
James ;tudy indicated variation in request form as a funélion of
target addressed, status in terms of relative age of the target is
confounded with the sex of the target making it unclear which of these
t;o indicators of "status" were fggpoﬁsible for the effect.

=~ Anotifr approach taken to investigate the link between request

type and information about status has been to see whether children can
~ a3

quxemacically retrieve information about the status of the speakef

¢
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based on the verbal information contained in a request. 5§ecker¢(1982)
has shown that young childrén were able to use the synta;tical
directness of the request as well as ;emantic cues and tone ;f voice
to differentiate dominant (bossy) from submissive (nice) speakers.
Bossy directives (chatacteriatic of requests addressed to lower atatu#
listeners) were identified as those having imperative tone, semantic
aggravators eg. threats like "or else", and a loud negative tone. In
contrast, nice requests (characteristically issued to higher status
listeners) were those which were syntactically indirect, had semantic
softeners such as "please" and were delivered in a soft positive tome.
Hhile the five-year-olds could identify bossy and nice reguests, they
:glied on semantic more than syntactic cues in their judgements when
several cues were simult#neously included. Older children 10 and aver
were able to use a variety of cues simnlganeously to make more subtle
judgements of dominant and submissive status.

A conceptually similar stud§ was conducted by Edelsky (1977) to
determine whether children coﬁld retrieve information about the sex of
the speaker based on the linguistic form of sentences presented to
them. Since adults have been found to attribute moré indirect request
forms to femfles and direct imperativef 40 males, it was expected‘that

children would acquire similar language/sex-role stereotypes. Edelsky
’gteséntia first, third and seixth graders with a series of sentences

containing linguistic features thought to differeﬁtiafe male/female

speech.. Subjects were required to guess the sex of the speaker and

[
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giv‘re reasons for their choices. Child;.'en did not consistenfly
attribute indirect request forms such as "Won’t you please close fne
door?" to fenmlle speakers until third grade. In additionm, saje&.s
did not consistently at’tributg‘ commands to male speakers until sixtt‘x
grade. These findings seem q\\’frprising given the fact that 5-year-—
olds in Becker’s study could -‘i.;ientify'tne "l;ossix;ess"'at.zd "niceness”.
(dominance/subordination) of requests. The discrepancy in findings
are prébably.understandable in view of the methodological differences
which limited the identification cues to syntax in the Edelsky study.
It is possible that younger children can correctly identify

' 4
dominance/ subm*@and male/female status using semantic and °

‘intonation cues; however, they are less able to consistently make

these distinctions based on syntax alone ugtil third grade.
Alternately, it might be that bossiness/nicepess distinctions are more
salient to preschoolers than male/female based language®differences.

These studies taken together indicate that children use different

- verbal request forms with targets of different status. Furthermore,

they are able to retrieve information about the status and sex of

-

speakers based on semantic cues as well as the syntactical form of

directives they hear. However, few empirical studies have

investigated .whether bpreschoolers actually alter the verbal form of

A

their requests when addressing peers as opposed to adults of different

status. Peers have differential status by virtue of their varying
popularity in the classroom, their varying abilitf to vin classroom

o
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possessions or direct the behavior of others, and their varying

.

preet‘ige based on their s'ex. Therefore, it seemed reasonable to
e;p;ct that children would also encode status differences among “
themselves and their peers by varying the verbal forms of their
directives to classmates. e .

Before reviewing the empirical evidence which examined the type
of requests children addressed to peers of differing status, it seems
necessary to document the nature of the status differences wnich exist
in children’s groups. Specifically, we shall examine how children’s

social groups are organized in terms of the resolution of conflict,

the leadership of others and the friendship bonds between members.

The Organizatjon of Children’s Social Groups

Ethologists have found that stable groups of human and non-human
primates have a particular social organization which characteriz.es the
way in which aggressive and competitive episodes are resolved. The
organization is hierarchic#lly structured so that member A wins in
aggressive exchanges with member B, who in turn wins in aggressive
episodes with member C and so on. Ethologists have termed this
organization a s<->cial dominance hierarchy and have suggested that its
function is to define a status position for each member of the group
so that aggressive conflict between members is minimized and more
cooperative group activity is facilitated. Once members of a group
have established their position on the dominance hierarchy, they aré

able to maintain and assert their status by a variety of dominance

-
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gestures (eg. threats, postural stance, facial expressiomns) without _

resorting to full-scale aggressive exchanges whenever conflict

A

situationa arise (Strayer, 1980).

Bthologists have derived the social dominance hierarchy from
their observ;tions of the way in which aggressive and competitive
episodes are resolved among‘ail poasible dyads in the social group.
They have labelled a member of a dyad as dominant if he elicits -
submission in response to hi; aggressive gestures (eg. HitaJ verbal
and nonverbal threat;, and object or position struggles) more often
than his partnmer. They have found that social conflict is markedly
unidirectional, with éhe‘dominant member iditiating-almost all’
conflict and the other member submitting in most episodes.

1

Ethologists have employed a measure called the rigidity index"

indicate the degree to which this unidirectional dominance/submissive

pattern is actually found among .dyad members., 100X rigidity indicates

that the subordinate members of the dyads never elicited submissive
gestures from their dominant partners. Low rigidity indexes indicate *
that dominant/submissive relationships are less rigid and that

subordinate members sometimes successfully take the more dominant role

in the dyad. Generally, ethologists have reported rigidity indexes in -

the 90T range for human soc%gl/gtﬁﬁgs indicating that in most cases of
social conflict, dyad meﬁbers maintain their dominant or submissive
role.

Ethologists bhave devised gnother measure, the\lineqﬁity index, to

t
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indicate the degree to which membe;s of the group display the sta:ﬁa
positigna predicted by the linear hierarchy model. 1002 linea;ity
would indicate that each member is dominant over all person§ below him
on the.hierarchy.' Lower percentages of linearity would indicate the
ﬁreaehce of some role-reversals, such that an individual has a
dominant position in his relationship with a group member higher than
himself on the hierarchy. Linearity indices of'greater ghaqr901 have '

been found in humen social groups. Social dominance hierarchies wath

high linearity and rigidity have been found in groups of toddlers

(Strayer & Trudel, in press), preschoolers (Strayer & Strayer, 1976; ; l
Sbray;r, 1980, .1981, LaFreniere & Charleayprth, 1983; Sluckin & Smith,
1977), school-age chi;dren (Jones, 1Q83)T;nd adolescents (Savin--
Williams, 1979). These findings confirm the claim that children
occupy differential status in terms of their ability to gain
submission from other péeta.

Similar hierarchical organizations have been found baséd,oﬁgy~
patterns of compliance to nonaggressive attempts to Qireqt the ’
behavior of peers (Barner-Barry, 1977; Strayer, 1980, 1981; Jonésr
1983; Hold, 1976). PFor example, Barmer-Barry examined the social
o;ganization of authority behavior asmong children aged 3 }/2—6 1/2,

*8he differentiated authority behavior from more traditional dqﬁinance
behaviors using the criterion that any attempt to direct a peer wh?ch

did not alienate him from interaction was a "legitimate" authoritative

behavior. Barner-Barry calculated an authoritative score derived from

o
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+ the mean proportion of success,réﬁaiive"to attempts to ipfluence each
éioup member. Based on this score, she found that authoritative
behavier was organized at the group level in terms of a hierarchy that
had high linearity (87%) bit was less rigid at the dyadic level (%62)

"than that typicaily found for dominance hierarchies.

Strayer (1981) found a similar hierarchy of social influence

-

among groups of preschoolers. He based his hierarchies on the
brelaf'i.ve success of dy;d members in altering their partner”s behavior
‘and getting their partner to copy or join in vhatever‘;heQ vere doing.
Strayer found social influence hierarchiesAWLth high 1inearit; but,
somevhat less rigidity to exist in groups of 3°1/2 to 4 1/2 and 4’([2—\
;.1/2 year olds. Th: e;istgnce of social infiﬁehce and authority
hierarchies suggest that preschoolers occupy differential status in”
\theiﬁrlpeer groups baseci on their skill .in gaining comp'liance to their
nonaggressive directives. - . o
Ethologis?a hav; begun to examine sociai behaviors thqught to be
impértanf to the cohesivé functioning of groups. ‘For example, they
;}Qve investigated the social organization of affiliative behavior in
;roups’of children. T&pically, they have determined affiliative
preference based on pro;imity and contact behavior getweén peers
(Strayer, 1980). In contrast to dominance and social influence
_behavior, affiliative gestures have been found to be less
ugidirectional or asymmetric at a dyadic level. On the average, one

»
out of three affiliative behaviors is reciprocated ¥y the other

W
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partner. At a group level, affiliative exchanges are not
hierarchically arranged; however, they are organized into affiliative
nefvorka comprised of subgroupings of same-sex cliques. Strayer

|
(1980) has derived a measure of the centrality of each'child in the

social group based on the number of affiliative ties whith link the

child to other group members. Using this approach, Strayer was able
to rank children according to their importance in tﬁe social‘group.
From his work it is clear that individual qhiidren differ considerably
in terms of their centrality in the peer group.

The above review has demonstrated the existence of/aeveray status
positions a child can occﬁpy in his social group- based on his dominance
rank, his leadership or svcial influence rank and his affiliagtive
centrality rank. Some éthologiats have attempted to verify the degree
of interrelation between the cﬂild'a rank in each of: these socia}
st?uctures.\ In younger prégthoolers, (3-4 1/2), the child”s dominance
rank was not correlated with either his affiliative integration with
peers¢:r his position on the social influence hieratchy (Strayer,
1980); however, :mong.older preschoolers the more dominant chidren
Qere found to also occupy'ﬁore central éositions in the affiliatiye'
networg. In addition, their dominance status was found to correspond
to their status on the social influence hierarchy (Strayer, 1980).
Similar relationships between deinance status and positioé on a

leadership brganization hierarchy.have been reported in same-sex

social groups of first and second graders (Jones, 1983). Strayer has

»-
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suggested that the convergence of dominance, affiliative and social
control ;tatus toward thq ;nd of ‘the preschool years reflects a -
developmental trend towards consolidation of previoﬁily independent
aspects of peer relations. | )

Since this review has documented the existence of status
&ifferenees among peers, it is possible that these differences are
encoded\linguistically in the verbal form of directives children issue
to each other. For example, dominant‘chilgyen might aelecgfimperative
request forms to indicate their atétus and to signal their\itpngtation ,
that less dominant peers comply with their directives. In contrast,
children of lower status might select iﬂdirect‘tequest forms when
addressing more dominant group members to express their subordinate
position and indicate their acknowledgement of the other“s higher
rank. To date, no empirical research has been conducted to verify
whether variation in verbal request form systematically reflectalihe‘
dominance status of either speaker or target. However, Becker (1983)
haa.recently proposed that syntactic variations in request forms might
serve, a.comparable funcEicn to éominance geature; in that they might
ritualize and mark relative status of participants “wﬁile at the same
;ime accomplishing other bu;iness... allowing éﬁilgren to avoid more

serious conflict,ovex'power, rights and obligations" (Becker, 1983, p.

16). . .
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Case studies and anecdotal evidence suggest that children ao
indeed differéntiate their requests accord%yg to their status and that
of their peers. (Status is used here to indicate difPerential access
to potentisal Qésources and 'doed not refer to dominance, léhdership or
affiliative status as defined by ethologisss). For example, the 2-
year-old studied by Lawson (1967) used only permission and question
directives with the S—yea;)olds in her school, while ahé issued some

imperative requests with softeners such as "OK", and "please" with the

"children who were a fear closer to her in age. Mitchell-Kernan and

Kernan (1977)‘reported the anecdotal evidence that among fhe 7-12 year
olds they observed, c%idren modified the form of their directives tﬂey
usea when the; were temporarily labelled as outcasts i# the peer
group. When occupyin; such marginal status, they used more embedded
impefatives and added semantic softeners such as "please" to their
requests than they did when occupying accepted status.

These inveseigators also fouﬁd that children often attempted to
get éheir,péera to rephrase their requests in a submissive manner in
order to assert their own status. They give the following example of
twvo twelve-year—olds talking: ¢
S. Gimme that ruler.

A, Buh? . ' , ..
8. Gimme that ruler, girl.

A. Buh?

8. Will you please gimnexfhe ruler before I knock you'down?

P »
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Only .three larger scale studies have been conducted to assesa'
vwhether chidren systematically alter the syntactical form of their
requesgs accor{ing to status characteristics of éither themselves or
their peer target. A;l three of these studies were conducted in a
dyadic social context. '

An experimental study conducted by Jack (1Q34) suggested that -~
cpildren of high vs low st;tus used different verbal control
strategies in their interactions with peers. Jack classified chi{dren

as "high" and "low" ascendant based on the:frequency and success of

their agonistic and nonaggressive attempts to direct the behavior of a

peer in several dyadic situations. Subsequent to this identification,

' she used an informal observation technique consisting of recording

running accouﬁ;s of the ongoing behavior to investigate the

_qualitative differences in the verbal strategies employed by these

children. Specifically, she noted the types of directives they used
eg. commands, questions, and "let”s" suggestions, as vgll'as their.
verbal accompanime&ts such as bargains, threats, reproofs or
statements of reason. High'aacendant children made significantly more
congrol attempts of each verbal form and accompanied a larger
proportion of their directives with verbal threats and indicators of
self-confidence. In contrast, low ascendant child:en more often
phrased their requests iq the form of questions rather than wore

direct requests or suggestions. While Jack”s finding supports thj

premise that children encode their status in terms of the directness

-
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of the reﬁuent forms tﬁey use, lgg{thodological weaknesses of the study
necessitate further replicatioﬁqy The major difficulty with Jackl's
study was that she was biased in her observations of subjects, given , o
that she herse,lf had classified them as high and low asce;dant. ' ]
Furthermore, the reliability of her ;iata is c;pen to question 'given | <
that she was the oniy observer.

A more recent study by Wood and Gardner (1980), conducted ‘
subsequeﬁt to thé coliection of data for ;he present research,
examined the type of directives issued by peers of varying status.
Preschoolers at two age levels '(3 1/2-4 1/2 and 4 1/2-5 1/2) were
randomly assigned to play*with a same~-aged partner in a playroom on
two occasions, el‘ach time with a different play partner. All
i;nt;eractions occuring during t:l}e free-play wére video-taped and the
tapes were then scanned for all occurances ‘of r;equ‘ests for gction ,
vhich were coded according to their illocutionary fo;'ce ﬂ(order vs
request) and their success -(comupliance vs noncompliance). Teachers
were then asked to judge whether the randomly formed dyads were
composed of children of tqual or unequal status and in ‘the latter
case, to identify the more dominant member of the dyad. Results
indio_ated that in dyads of unequal status, the higher status members
issued more direct:ioves to the lower status member thaxln vice-versa and .
this was particularly true among older dyads. Fl;rthemore. the higher

status children were more likely to ga).ﬁ compliance when issuing

directives possibly as a result of the greater 'illocutionai‘y force of
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their requests. Coders more often rated the requests of high status
as,"order" rather than "'reduests" than they did the requests of lower
status dyad members. The codings reflect syntactical form as well as
semantic cues and intonation. Particulariy relevant to the present
discussion was the finding that the lower status child in the pair

/

v

used politeness cues such as "plgn/se" and syntactical indirect forms

“such as interrogatives and conditionals approximately two-thirds of

3 :
the time they issued directives. In contrast, only about 10Z of

higher status children ysed semantic softeners or indirect request
14

forms.

Alrhough this study sheds comsiderable light on the differential

verbal requests used by high and low status peers, the status and the

. sex of dyad members are confounded. Children were paired at random

w{th peers of either sex and the contribution of sex-composition to
the results was not analyzed or reported by Wood and Gardner.t
Furthermore, none of the data is presented with standard deviations or
statistical analysis so that it is unclear whether these results have
statistical significance. Finally, from the results feported, it is
unclear the extent to which syntactic variation rather than semantic
cues are uged to encode status differences.

A recent study by Rubin and. Borwick (in pressj indicated that

children of differential sociability differed in the frequency and

" type of directives they produced. Specifically, these investigators

_found that isolates produced fewer total requests ukewér direct

| \
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~i:eqnest§ than did normal and highly socisble children when observed in

a dyadic situstion with a familiar peer wvho was not a close friend.

, Furthermore, although isolates 3§3e not statistically less successful v
\ than their more soc.lialble peers, they produced a greater proportion of
‘. requests involving "low-cost" bids for attention and significantly

| fewer “high-cost” requests aimed at eliciting action from a peer.

These fi'ndi.nga“dre relevant to the present di.scussion given the
relationship between isolate/sociable distinctions and sociometric
popu;tlari.ty' status in the classroom (Rubin, in press). Rephrasing

Rubin and Borvick"s results, ;.t is likely that less popular children

issue fewer requésts to peers and phrase them less often in imperative
lfom. ‘ L

A study conducted by Haas (1979), indicated that boys and girls

differed in the frequency with which they directed peers using the -
imperative verbal form. Haas obaervedvchildren aged 4, 8, and 12 in a
play situation with a same-sexed and a different sex partner. Boys
were found to issue more direct rec{uests than éirls at all ages in

both same—sex and mixed-sex dyadic conditions. Four year-old-boys

~

produced more imperative directives than any other age or sex group.

Pemalés in the mixed dyads were found to issue the least number of

4
t
i

requests. Furthermore, in the mixed—sex dyads males produced

significantly more direct request forms than girls. Of interest was ’ 3

the finding that females were more compliant when ,ini:eracting with

O R

males than with same-gex peers. These findings may be interpreted to

L]
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suggest that males sigmnal their sex-role associated status by issuins'
more dominant request forms particularly when in the company of lower-
status females. Furthermore, females might indicate their less ’
dbminanf status by displaying submissive compliant behaviors in the
presence of higher-ranking males. Although the findings of the Haas
study are interesting, they are as Haas himself iﬁdicates, only
suggestive given the small number of children (4) studied at each age
range.' Furthermore, Haas suggests that further résearch examine the
di.fferencés in male/female language at younger ages, since children by
the age of 4 already possessed some sex—role associated language
features.

Summarizing these studies, there is evidence to suggest that
preschoolers of lower ascendancy, status and sop.i‘ability and female~
sex produce fewer requests than higher status or more sociable or
pale-gex peers. Furthermore, the directives they produce are more
often syntactically indirect and involve "low-cost™ goals such as
attracting the attention of a classmate. Although research has
suggested these differences in request behavior, f.urther replication
is necessary given the methodological weakness of some of the atudiea‘
reviewed. While both Jack (1934) and Wood and Gardner (1980) focused
on the frequency as well as verbal form of requests Essued by chi.ldren‘
rated as "high™ or "low" ascendant or "one-up" and "one~-down", their

data were not analyzed statistically so that it is unclear how

significant the differemces they report are. Furthermore, neither

. 1
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study provides a c:lear developmental viev of whether these differences
becone more pronounced during.the preschool years. While both studies
mentioned syntactical‘as well as sena‘ntic. and nonverbal
characteristics which differentiated high from low status
preschoolers, it is unclear the extent to which these differences in
status are specifically encoﬁed at the syntactical level in children
this age.

Although the Hass study is important in that it has' highlighted
sex differences in the frequency and verbal requests of children, the
small number of subjects studied, necessitates further replication
using a larger sample size. The presence of sex dif:l':'erencea in //
request behavior as a function of both the sex of the speaker and that
of the partpner, suggests that greater care must be taken when _::Ldying
alternation in verbal requests to Beparate "sex" effects from ot;xer
"status™ factors such as leadership or popularity status. ~Only b‘;\y
such an experimental approach would it be possible to teabe apart\
which characteristics summarized by the term "status" are most

_ relevant in request variatiom.

Finally, all three studies that examined request varia'tion.among
preschoolers interacting with their peers conducted their observations
in a dyadic social context. To date, there have been no similar
studies in group setting; such as the classroom free—p}gy\situation.

Further research should examine whether similar patterns of variation

occur in this context where status might have particular relevance
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to patterns of social interaction and social influence.

Ihe Present Study
The present study examined preschoolers” competence in the use of
verbal request forms during free-play in their nursery classroom.
Given the importance of the social context in determining the
ngtactical form of the request as well as expressing infor::;ation
‘about the social relationships and atatus ’factors operating within the
s‘ocial groups, it was considered important to expand previous research
by studying request bclahavior in its naturally occuring context. In
addition, previous research has questioned the extent to which dyadic
attempts to direct the behavior of p‘eers generalized to other

.—\,/*_)
situations such as the group setting (eg. Mummery, 1947).

' The range of wverbal requeat'foma studied in the present'research
overlap with the six categories of requests for actiom identified by
Ervin-Tripp; however, several additional types of requ;zst:s vere
included based on pilot data suggesting they had similar directive
intent. These forms included 1) declarstive statements with "we"
propc;un eg. We are going to play‘houae,. 2) prohibitions requesting a
peer to af:op a behavior 3) suggestions and 4) assertions that
announced a child“s right as an indirect means of implying the other
child should change his behavior. These categories are elaborated in
the method section.

Devélopmental changes in the frequency of attempt.a to direct the

behaviors of others, the verbal forms used to express the requests,

-
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the goals motivating their use, and the success of these directives in
realizing their goals were examined. Previous research (eg. Garvey,
1975; Levin & Rubin, 1979), has examined the developmental changes in

the success and verbal form of requests in a dyadié social context.

—_———

However, no similar studies have %een conducted in the preschool free- '

play setting. In addition, the "legitimacy" of requests was studied
according to Barner-ﬂitry's suggestion that the continuation of the
interaction following a directive could be used as a criterion
indicating its appropriateness as judged by peers.

Two age gréups of preschoolers ;ere included. in the study in
order to facilitate comparison with other research in the field. It
vas expected that older presehoplers'would issue more directives to
peers than younger children and would produce more reques;s that had
indgrect verbal form. Despite differences in raw trequency of
indirect requests, it was hypothesized on the basis of work by Levin
- and Rubin (1979) that the proportion of indirect to totil requests
would remain equivalent at the two age levels. As suggested by Bates”
(}976) model of requests, hints which did not specify the desired goal
were expected to be used more frequently by older preschoolers who
vere able to manipulate form and function in other than idio;atic
vays. While a sizeable proportion of the directives of the three-yéar;
olds were expected‘td involve a;tempts to gain possession of toys from

otﬁerl, t@g_g{gngcion of requests with this goal was hypothesized to

aecrqaqg with age and the child’s increasing orientation to

4
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~ directness of requests. Adult males and higher ranking spéakers have
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~\ -
associative play (Parten, 1932), The proportion of requests \'\

. , . —
successful in obtaining the desired goal was expected to he equivalent

- at the two age levels and be slightly higher than chance success.

Finally, older children were expecteil to produce a higher proportion
of requests that were "legitimate™ in that they maintained the ongoing

interaction. The greater legitimacy of their requests was expected to

" reflect the fact that their directives were less egobound, more

related to .the ongoing interaction and more considerate of what was : [
reasonable to request of their playmate.
In order tio expand on our understanding of the communicative
.
competence of preschoolers, the present study examined whther
children this age systematically signalled information”about their
sex-role or dominance status via their selection of alternate wverbal
request strategies. The competent selection of syntactical request

form was expected to parallel the adult system in which both sex and

status of the speaker has been found to be marked by the degree of

been found to select imperative forms of z;equeats more frequently than
adult females and lower .ranking persons .vho have been found to issue )
directives phrased as embedded imperatiwes andx que'stions.‘ Although
research has‘i.ndicated that children acquire sex-stereotypes at an
early age and show some rudimentary awareness'of the differences males

and females exixibit in terms of language in general and request skills

in particular, at the time the pres'en't research was begun no empirical

[ S . [N
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studies had examined sex differences in preschooler®s verbal - . . *
. directives. For this reason, no directional hypothesis were , fe

2

originally formulated concerning whether preschool boya" ahd girls , '
would use verbal request forms that signalled their ‘mle/fenale

sta;tua. However, on the basis of literature pui:olished gdbseqnent t;o"
the commencement of the present research (eg. Haas, 1979), males were _

expected to issue %ore direéctives overall and more :'.mperati:ve requests

' than females. .

Specific directional predictions were ad.vanced as to vhether
preschoolers would mark their stat;m via the .frequency of t‘hei;: -
influence attempts and their requesi: form selection. High status
children were hypothesi;ed to issue more requests than low-status e
children. Qlder preschoolers were ‘expected to i.ndigate their status ‘
posit)ion in’ the classroom dominance hierarchy by either selecting more.

| direct verbal forms. to mark their high status or more indirect "forin\s

to mark t{heir low status. The younger children were mot expected to

alte;: the syntactic form of their requests in accord with their status

¢ . in the peer group as a result of their lesser awareness of their

. status relat.iv; to others (Omark & Edelman, 197;.5) and their lack of
ability to atrategically mani:pglate the verbal ‘fo‘rm of their
directives (Bates; 1976). In addition to differences in tixe surface
"form of requests, it was hypothesized that children of differe.nt ’

status would differ in terms of the goals of their directives. Lower

status children were expected to issue a high&r ﬁrpportion of requests .
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. requests in accordance with characteristics of their targets such as

) ’ ! A .
to high status children than_vice versa. At,a dyadic level,,similar

e
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that were "low cost™ in terms of their demands on the listener (eg.
bids for attention) while higher status.children vere expected to °

produce a higher proportion of "high cost" more demadding requests.

The s_écond goal of the present research was Yo examine whether

preachoolers systemat:icaily varied the nyntag[i‘cal forms of their

their sex or status position on the dominance hierarchy. While role~ .

Lo

play and “‘.\labor’atory data suggested that éreschoolers did use different

verbal forms when making requests of adults vs children, mother vs

father, and older vs younger pee_rs‘ , at the time t‘he study was 'begun it

v ‘

was unclear as to whether”{;reschoolerg wt;uid make simj.lat adjus.tments ) ‘ .
in their request,selectioﬁ based on more subtle statlis factors such

as the ‘sex ami dominance status of same-aged peers. - While y.'ounger

children were not expected to systematically alter their request

c;hbice in line with the status characterist‘:ics of their ligtenefs,

older preschoolers were hypothesized to address more direct requests
to lower status targets and more indirect verbal forms to children who
. ! N ~ a -
vere more. dominant in' the social group. Furthermore, it was expected . *

. =

- . 1
that status of speaker and:-status of taréq:t would interact in such a

~ ¢

way that high status children would issue a hiﬁher proportion of

t
{ ?
direct requests to'lower status peers than would low status speakers

-~ o
addressing high status targets. In addition, 1less dominant children,

wvere expected to issue a higher proportion of indirect request forms.

-
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’
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results were expected( w1{:h the more dom.nant member phrasing requests

Yn imperative form and the aul:m.rdz.nat:e~ ;nember using more md:trect
verbal directives, ASuch a finding would suggcest that s’;'ntac}:ical
var:.atl.on ngnalled the relative status of participants 1nteract1ng.
Although some research ev1dence suggested that the sex of the
tax;g’c resulted in lexical, topic :and sometimes syntactic variatiom in

adults, at the commencement of this research it was unclear whether

#
similar modifications would be found samong preschoolera playing with -

*

male and female classmates’. For this reason, no spgcl.f:.c hypothesis o

n

was advanced as to the type of verbal requests that would be selected

in response to the sex characteristics of the listener.

R

The success of requests expteséed in direct or more indirect
\

verbal form was expected to vary as a function of the sex and status

characteristics of the speaker as well as the sex and status >

characteristics of the child to whom they vere addressed. It was
expected that direct requests would be most auccesaful when they were

dressed to equal or lower status targets than the speaker or when

addressed by males t&femle targets. * In contrast, it was

hypothesized 'that' indirect requests would be most successful when

addregsed to higher status targgts than.the speaker or when used by
femalgs issuing re_q‘ugstﬂ to males. These hypotheses were based on the

notion that requests that were most suitable to the sex and status
4

‘ characteristics of interactions would be most likely to be reinforced

ie. meet with success. Although these hypotheses run counter to the -
4
{
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findings of Garvey (1975) who found that indirect requests met with T .

greater succegss than direct requests in a dyadic social context, they

“are based on,the premise that status and sex characteristics play a

[y

more important ro?e in determining both ‘the verbal form of requests

and their succ

1

§ in the classroom context. ° . -

The third goal of the present research was to examine the extent

-

. L -
to which perspective-takin} skills were related to skill in the use of
requests. It was expecfed that the child’s success .in directing the .

behavior of others would be related to hie social cbgnittlve ability as
suggested by €he theoretical work of Piaget (1926) and Flavell et al.

' s . i
(1968). In addition, the verbal form of request selected was expected " .

to be associated with perspectiw;e-teking* skills in children 4 snd

older according to the Stage model proposed by Bates (1976). ‘ ’

. ¢ v ,
Specifically, it was hypothesized lt:hat: social cognitive ability would

be unrelated to the relative frequency of Lndlrect forma of requests

°

in 3-year-olds since these forms were Ldmnmuc in nature, however, ‘

they would be positively assoc:.ated wzth t:he relatxve frequency of ‘mc-r‘ S
t - N ' . .

indirect verbel forms used by the older preschoolers. .

A\ ' ) : ’ - -2 !L
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Method

[ )
Subjects

The Eﬁbject population gonsisted of 64 preschoolers ranging in

‘ .age from 3 years 2 months to 5

¢ s

z?%rs/l'month. All children were
. " caucasian and of middle-middlélko upssr-migdle socioeconomic status,
They were all enrolled in a 5-day-a-week half-day nursery school
' p;ogrgmﬁe in a Y located in Montreal. While the original sample sizé
included 78 children, subjects were excluded fiom the final sample on
th; basis ofnincomplete data (p=3), emotional difficulties (n=1),
Peagody IQ scores below 80 (n=1), absence from school more than one-
.third of the time (n=2), apd.nonJEnglish speaking background ‘(n=1). / ,
3 S;x other children were-dropped from the p;esent'study ;ﬁ'order to \?7-
" equate groups as to sex and st;tus composition. : h .
This samplehwas subdivided into.téo'ige levels. Théuyounger
‘children were sgle ted fro; two nursery classrooms a?g included 16
‘4 i_u boys and 16 girls r ngiﬁ& in"age from 38 months to 46 hbn;hs, with a
\‘ 'mean age of 41.4 monthb for boys and 41.9 months for girls. The olderx .
. (ﬂv’ p£eachoolera vere gelected from two other nugsery classes and
« congisted of 16 thi;;ren of each se:.rangi;g in agedfioﬁ.54“;onths to
. 61 mon;hs, with a mean age of 58.i~mopths for boys\and.58.3 mohths for
gifls. e T ! ..“ ‘
- Male and female cﬁi%drepuat ea;h of'thextwo age Iev;I;)did not
differ in terms pf/:;;i; levei of intellectual functioning as measured
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by the Peabody Picturé Vocabulary Test (PPVT). The mean PPVT score
. o . &

. were 110.5.(SD=10.3) and 110.7 (SD=10.70) for younger and older
preséhoolers'resﬁecgively. Males” PPVT scores averaged 111.7

: (SD=10.3) while those for\Eﬁmales averaged 109.5 (SD=10.6).

¢

.

; " Proceduyre
° . Observational Data L )
IS ¢ : ‘e
p All subjects were observed in their nursery school classroom on ag
- 3 -
? ‘weekly basis during the free-play period over a four month period.
’ 2 + Y
. . Two different sets of observational data were coliected by the author

v . and six undergraduates trained as observers.
The first set of observations, called the social influence data, ,
was collected by paiis of observers using a three-minute focal
sampling techﬁique. Fgurlundergraduatgs plus the author‘squed as
observers. The pa%ring of observérs was varied in such a way Ehat no

two observers worked exclusively as a pair. This variation id pairing

Y Y was considered important so that mno pair of observers would devise

their own idiosyncratic manner of processing the classroom
jnferactibn. Both observers watched the same rahdomly selected focal
child and recorded verbatim all verbal influence attempts issued by or

t. -
directed to the focal child. In addition to the actual directives

*
a

ou hpned,‘qhe observers recorded the apparent goal of the utterance, the

o

B T N

@

Y

‘ - ) L 3.
¢ name of the child to whom it was directed, its success in obtaining

—
.

the iéairgd goal, its effect in terms of mninépining or tsrminating

«

v g R of T AT A
s

s

°n - 0
.

P
Y b S A gty S, D
n
A
'

\
v

|
\

\b

¥
b
§
L L
EoL
3
{
i
[
|
|
!
it
i
:
~—

. N
R T L TR

Pl



58

1

j

. / . .
the interaction, and the play materials used during the time sample. .

-

{ . . .
This informationywas noted on the Social Influence Coding Sheet which

- is found in Appendiz A-1l. 'The manual used in training observers is

AY
\

included in Appendix :2.i~J*
N
QThe verbal form of 2he utterance was recorded vérbatim rather

‘than assigned an observational code because this technique allowed for
a more accurate check of reliability amnd did not reduite observers to
-make coding discriminations as to verbal form under forced time
cppat;aint{ The coding of the goal of the directive, its success in
obtaining the desired goal a?d its effect on the ongoing social
igteraction was performed by oﬂgérvéis at the time of data collection.

The four mutually exclusiveagoals of requests included: 1) |
‘gggengign (1) for bids to gain the attention of a peer 2) toyself (TS)

rd N ¢
for requests to secure or defend am object or area 3) mutual

participation (MP) for bids to initiate or maintain cooperative or

joint activity with a peer and 4) cantrol (C) for attempts to assert
tatus over a peer by controlling his tehavior. Each influence
attempt was coded according to one of the four goél categories in

order to determine whether the motivations underlying children”s

and addressee.
e outcome of each directive was coded as “successful”~(S) or

“uynsuccessful”’ (U) according to its success in obtaining the.desired

3+
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goal and ‘maintained” (M) or “terminated” (T) according to whether om

fot’ the interaction continued following the. issuing of the request.

?

Since previous reports of children’s success in directing the behavior

* of their peers were based on a dyadic social context, it was

considered important to assess the comparability of the success of

“requests in the classroom setting both overall and as a functiom of

their verbal form. In addition, these data allowved for a
considerafioﬁ of the legitimacy of influence attempts as indicated by
the willingness of peers to continue the ongoing social interaction
following the receipt of directive.-

A total of 12 three-minute focai samples were collected for each

of the 64 children included in the study. No observational data was

’

. collected at times when the teacher was engaged in structured

interaction with the focal child.
[ 4

' Subsequent to data-collection, the author and one of the
. : :
'obsegvets coded each of the recorded verbal requth utterances
according to a 14 category coding scheme. The number of ve;bal
iﬁfluen;e categories coded was more extensive than those used in

previous research in order to preserve more subtle differences in the

&
verbal form that might prove important in conveying status or sex-role

£

information. The 14 verbal forms along with an example of each ;te
summarized in Appendix A-3, These forms included the imperative,
embedded imperative, need statement, permission directive, question

‘directive and hint described by Ervin-Tripp (1977), thqlpreténd

N
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directive noted by Garvey (1975), and the imperative plus tag and .
*a declaratives coded by Levin ;ﬁkubin (1979). In addition, the verbal
\ codes includedg?eclarative requests with "we" rather than "you" as
' agent, suggestions, threats, assertions anh counterassertions. These
A latter categories were inclﬁded in the present study on the basis”of
' \\ pilot ;ork (Elman, unpublished pilot work manuscript, 1976) in which
\ S observers consistently recorded these verbal forms when asked to

\ record all utterances aimed at directing the behavior of peers.:

The reliability of the social influence Qafa was assessed by

calculating the percent agreeﬁent between observers in the recording
of request attempts. Agreement was judged to exist ;t the level of
; the request utterance if coders found inter-observgr agreement on at
least td& of the follovipg:.the identity of the speaker, the identity
of the ;ddressee, and the gemantic meaning of the influence attempt. .o
The latter was bgfed on coders judgement of whether the utterances
recorded by the two observers shared the same meaning in terms of what
vas béing requested of the listener. The verbal form used to expr;ss
the request did not effect judgements of similarity on this criterion.
The percent agreement between observers averaged 72.53% over all
, subjecés. S8ince this figure was rather low and seemed to reflect
difficulty in hearingkand/or seeing certain influence attempts rathe£

than disagreement in judging illocutionary effect, the decision was

‘made to retain two observers throughout the collection of the social
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influence data and restrict the actual analysis to those request
utterances reliably recorded by both observers.

In order to ensure that the consensual data was not biased by the

elimination of specific forms of utterances, the percentage of

3

requests with each verbal form that were dropped from the analysis was
calculated. The percentage of directives eliminated from each of the
fourteen verbal categories ranged from 19.9% to 49.4%. Four verbal
forms shoveﬁ more unreliability than others‘- direct request plus

tags, need statements, declaratives II (declarative requests with "we"

w .
R
as agent), and threats. The low reliabi&iti’of direct requests plus

tags and threats was likely the result of their low fre&nency in the
overall data bauej. It is unclear why observers were more unreliable
in their recording of need statements and declarativeg. Perhaps these
two verbal forms were sometimes interpreted as statements of condition
or descriptions of ongoing activitiesras opposed to inéire;torequest
forms. The percentage of each verbal form recorded by only one of the

two observers is summarized in Appendix A-4.

Despite the slightly greater unreliability of these four verbal
»

' categories only the consensual data was employed in the data analysis.

Although this approach reduced the data base by appro?imately 30Z, the
;remniﬁing consensual req#est data showed fairly high inter;rater o
reliability for the verbal form of the requést (95.87%), its apparent
goal (92;282)} its success in obtaining the desired goal (92.9%), its

success as a function of its verbal form (88.91%), and maintaining

d
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the social interaction (85.69%). .The percent agreement between

‘observers for all observational categories broken down according to

the age of subjects are summarized in Appendix A-5.

The reliability of coders in assigning each request utterance to
its appropriate verbal form category was assessed by calculation of
the percent agreement between coders working independently and without
consultation. These figures for each of the 14 categories were based
on inéependent coding of 10% of the request data and are aumma£ized in s
Appendix A~6., The mean reliability ranged between 46-100Z with a mean
of 83.86%. The major categories in which coding disagreements occured
vere declaratives II, hints and assertions and these disagreements
were resolved through further discussion and joint coding. A
susbsequent check of inter-rater reliability on another 10Z of the
data indicated clo;e to 1007 agreement on coding decisions.

The internal stabilify of the social influence data was assessed

correlating the number of influence attempts issued on odd
numbered observation sessions with those made on even numbered ones.
The 12 session data base has a corrected Spearman-Brown reliability
coefficient of .695 suggesting moderate internal stability. ,

) e
Two observers collected the social influence hierarchy data using

an event-—sgampling scan-technique (Altman, 1974) during the free-play
period' in the nursery classroom. The observer recorded the name of

the child making the influence attempt, the tone of the attempt -
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positive or negative, the target of the directive, and its outcome'-
successful or unsuccessfil. Observatioﬁs vere recorded on a social
iﬁfluence hierarchy coding sheet. A sample\of the coding sheet ‘and
the training manual used in training observers is found in Appendix A-
7 and A-8 res ective1§. .

This datia was collected in order to construct a social influence
hierarchy similar to that constructed by Strayer (1981), which would
be independent of the social influence observational data. ’
Unfortunately due to the constraint oﬁ observation time iméosed by the
school”s factive programming, the reluctance of teachers to have mo;} .
thtn two observers in the classroom at anz one tiﬁe. and the occurence
of a teacher walkout which resulted in a temporary school closedown,
the data collected was not substantial enough to use for comstruction
of the social influence hierarchy. As a result,lthe status position

of each child in terms of his classmates was derived from teacher

rankings of leadership and popularity.
Teacher Rating Measures

Teacher Rankings of Leadership

In order to derive a measure of chidren”s leadership status
relative to their classmates, the senior teacher in each class was
a;ked t? complﬁte the Teacher Ranking of Leadership Fo;mg This form
contained direélions.to the teacher to rank students in terms of th;ir

leadership status by assigning each a numerical rank from 1 to N:(the

]

v

s
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ﬁumbér'of children j.n the class) with 1 indicating the class leader

and N the child with the least leadership skills. In order to ensure

~.
~

that teachers understood the term leadership in a similar manner, the
inst_ructions included behavioral criteria on which to base their
ranking decisions. A copy of this form as well as the behavioral

criteria given to teachers is found in Appendix A-9.

Teacher Rankings of Popularity
In order to obtain information as to the popularity of children.
relative to their classmates, the senior teacher in each class was

‘o ?
asked to complete the Teacher’s Ranking of Popularity Form. As on the

leadership ranking form, she was required to rank ;tudents according
to their popularity by asaiéning each a numerical rank from 1 to N ]
vith 1 i.ndi;:ating the most popular and N the least popular child.
Behavioral criteria on which to base rankings were provided to
teachers in order to ensure similarity of referents across the f.bur: -
classes. The criteria and a sample rating form are found in Appendix
A-10. Teachers” ratings of popularity have been found to be good

indicators of preschool children”s social competence (Connolly &

Doyle, 1981). | N

4
Status Measure Derjved From Tescher—-Rauking Data B ¢
In order to construct a measure of status to replace the
observationally based status measure originally pianned. children”s

ranks of leadership and popularity as rated by their teacher were

>

- . ) \ . .1
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summed to yield a single indicator of stgtqs. Thﬁ &écision to derive
the status measure from a combination of these.two measures was based
on the moderate intetcorrelati&ns between the two teacher rankings
(r=.581) as well as on research op aggregation which suggested that
such an- approach resulted in’more reliable and stable measures.
(Rufhton, Brainerd & Pressley, 1983). Within each class, children
were dichotomized /into high and low status categories separately for
each sex accordxng to their aggregate rank score. The rationale for
t?xa approach was that equal numbers of males and femaleé would be

repreéented in high and, low status groups allowing for thefeffect of

sex and status of both subject and target on the verbal form of .

I

request to be examined without confound.

This dichotomous status measure was uged in %Fder to assess

" whether preschoolers signalled their status in the peer group by means

I

‘ of the dxrectness/xndxrectness of the verbal forms of requesta they

5

et e b e . , . C e e e @ g v

[

selected. . . - . o
Psychometric Measures 8 , - .

Each child was taken out}JE his/her classroom for two half-hour

L}

sessions and was individually administered a battery of psychometric .

]
measures in another room in the school. These measures were given.by

@

B , =
two trained undergraduates and the author. Neither of the

2

undergraduates were involved in the collection of the social influence

dats, but all were familiar with the children from other aspects of
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the research.
Pegbody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT)

Form B of the P?VT‘was administered to each child individually in
order to obtain s time-efficient estimate of the child”s lev;l of
intellectual functioning. Such an estimate ;as-necessary in order to
eneure that differences in influencing ability between sex or age
. groupings were not artifacts of intellectual differences existiné‘
between comparison groups. "The PPVT has been found to be a reliable
‘'measure of intelligence which has good cong;hent validity with other

" vocabulary and intelligence tests (PPVT Hﬁnual, 1965). ‘ .
J . 2 .

i <
. ]

kol lad

Three role-taking measures were used to tap social cognitiom -

skills in the preaeif research. Due to the variety of role-taking -

oy,

_tasks that have been used in’the Jitergture,*thg selection of meaaLres

o - K - +

“vas (made based on their age appropriateness, as well as the extent to

vhich information as to their reliability and validity was available.

ﬂmu._lnijthd;x Gift Task .(ROLE 1) oo .
- " Im th1s cognitive rolé-tnkzng task (Flavell et al., 1968), the

o child was requ;red to select from a varzety of items the bxrthday

.
- - 1

present E; would select for his father, mother, sxster or bro:her, ’
~

. teacher and for himself. The child éh;\gnsigned one point for each
5, - :

- choiée that was appropriate to the age and sex of the recipient. The

resulting score ranged from 0 to 5. This. task has bken found to have °
e » . N - " ¥
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good test-reteat'::;::AELity and correlates with other measures of

-8
.0
role-taking. Details on the imstructions and on the scoring
[

grocedures are given in Appendxx A—ll. \\
: s

>
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In thls task, the child was presented with three pictorally «

lzlluetrgted story sequences involving two same-sex chlldren. In the
first story, a child”s candy is taken away by another chxld: in the
. ‘ : . . : . (

secohd one, a child'h friend vins the ghme they%are playlng‘and iﬁ‘the

'

thxrd aequence, the téacher glves a, sought "after toy to the other:

chzld. In each sthry, the child was required to identify how each

s

character was feéling and explain why he or she was' feeling that way.
—"The task was scored by asslgnlng one point for each affect correctly
’ 1dent1f1ed aud another point for each explanat1on‘hhat vas approprLate

. 2
k‘ to the story sequence.
.

The resulting score ranged from 0 to 12, This task has been .

found to correlate well v1th other role-taklng measures tapping s1mp1e

@
uequentlal decenter1ng sklllp (beerg & Docherty, 1976) Details of §
)
the admxnzstratxon and scorxng pro%edure as‘vell as "the scorlng sheet

. are found in Appendix A-12. o . »

. \ \ 2 ' ¢ . ,& . ’>
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. DgV:ies Hjide—A-Periny Tas ‘SROL 112 -

In this teek the child was znstructed to. "Guess which hand the

]
i A

penny is in" as the exper1mentef s hands were repeatedly hidden behind
) 3 N i
éher‘beck and c}osed fiste were preaented t \the child for a series of

- . . .
.
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-

ke et s <ot et 5 e« o o . ce . -y

‘ .. ' 68
.y \

Y ; %_{gﬁ!.j .

eleven guessing trials.‘ The: hand e c‘hild selected on each trial wvas

recorded on the DeVries lhde-A-Penny Codmg Sheet. The ‘experimental

situation was set up in such a way that the ehild exper".enced positive

[N

reinforcement on the first 6 trials as the expermnter had h:.dden a
4 > P f

penny in both hands. On the next 4 trials, negatxve re:l.nforcement was -

' .rece:.ved as the expermenter had pa.penny in eitheér hands Pos:.txve

W

»",remforcement vas again provided on the last trial. The patterning of -

guesses was thought to reflect the extent to which the child was able

to connder the ex)genmenter 8 posuble strateg:.es in hzdmg the

ﬁny' o , B o :

In the second portion of this task the child was invited to hide

the penny for‘ll h:.d:.ng trials in order to give the expenmentega

" turn to Yguess". Dur:.ng the chlild’s hiding trials, the expermenter

-

attpted to guess the wrong hand for. the first 6 tnala/by looking at

e-mxrxor set-up behind the child’s chair. On the foliowing 4 trials

‘.

the experimenter made the correct: gues‘@? while on the last trial, the
i’ - ..

expetimenter again. answered incorrectly. The child was essi,g"ned a

B - "f
score on this task based on the number of the ten item criteria

devised by DeVries (1970) that he paased. These criteris descnbed ‘

the extent; to.vhich the cluld h1d the penny dxscreetly, randomly

hltered its position, and shoved an’ agpropnate strategy in guessing

the location of the penny durmg the guessing trials. The resulting

‘score ranged from 0 to 10. A copy of the‘DeVries Codingp‘lheet and

't .
details of task ddministration and scoring are presented in Appendix
i 3

LS
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A-13 and A-14 respectively.
Observationgl Data Reductijon -

Since the frequemties of many of 14 verbal 1nf1uénce categories
. <« . N

a

4////’§ere too low to allow fox statistical amalysis, peirson-correlations
< . .

- vere calculated between the 'relative fréquencies of ‘the 14 verbal

- influence forms .in order to determine -an empirically meaningful way of

combiniﬁg categories. These intercorrelations are summarized in

- Appendix A-15. An examination of the correlation matrix failed to
L&) .
indicate a viable means of data reduction. What did emerge clegyly -

J .
from the matrix was that assertions and counterassertions both
’ . t
|correlated negatively with several of the other verbal forms and

- negatively with gitﬁ other.

- [

Given the failure to find an empirically based means of reducing.

' the data, the l4 vebal forms of directives were reduced into the two :
N [ 2
. rather global categories used by Garvey (1975) and Levin and Rubin-

(i979) as vell as two other categories specific to the present study.
Category'I - Direct Requests was identicalffg/:hac of Garvey and Levin
. » , - '

-and Rubin and included all requests expressed in imperative form.

This category included both the. .imperative ad "ﬁfetend" ﬁer?al forms

) originﬁily coded. Category II - Indirect’ Requests ihcludé% the four -~
. P N , ~

N ) ¢ . y - T 'Mof I3 .

.subtypes.of requests thst .Lévin and Rubin clas#ified as 'indirect . . .

.

. [ - ¢ .
requests - 1) interrogatives that specified what the listener was

* - . Py
“requested to do, 2) imperatives with rising intonation (eg.:Put the .

K

N “
* “

Lo

‘
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¢rayon away, OK?),-3) decl;ratives and 4) inferred requests in which
vhat the listener has to do was not specified. Specifically, indirect
i'equ'ests included the following 8 of the originally coded verbal
request forms: direct requests plus tags, embedded imperatives (I &
I1), need statements, permission difectives, hints and declaratives (I
& II). Category III - Assertions, was kept sep‘arnte from indirect’

requests given their negative correlation with three of the verbal
\

forms comprising this category as well their not being previously

included by other researchers as requests for action. Category IV =
Counterassertions was maintained as a separate verbal influence form

based on its negative correlation with three of the verbal forms

comprising indirect requests, .its negative correlation with assertioms

(4"'
and its lack of imclusion in other investigations of request forms.

Class differences gnd preliminary analyses

I3
v

. ! )

S8ince two classes of children at each age level were included in

the subject population, it was. necessary to verify the comparabilityv

{

.

of the use of these four verbal request categories across classz:ooms.
A multivariat’g ;malysi.n of variance was conducted for each age and sex
grouping vitxl c?g%s as the independ.ep\fmeuure and the relative
frequency of th: four verbal request categories as the dependent '
méanyres. In all four Age X Sex groups, there was no significant
mixl.ti.,varia‘te effect auggec.ting that the relative frequency of the four
’ verbal categories as a group did not d'ifée;:éntiate‘ the ch’ilar‘én drawn
o N
' . ‘ : ‘ ;
v . . ) i AL
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frqn the 2 classrooms participating ‘at each agekIevel. However, among
three-year-old females, the univariate F ratios indicated that girls
in one classroom issued a significantly highe; proportion of di\rect
rt;.quest:s and a significantly lower proportion of assertioms than
girla in the other class. Despite these minor differences, the data
from children in both classes at eaeh age level was combined so tihat
the analysis could have ‘uth:l.n cell variations as error term rather
than intéractions vith class. Appendix A~16 has the summary tables :::>f

)

the multivariate analysis of class differénces in verbal form.

)

=3




Results

Q\\ The result section examines in turn the degree of differentiation ‘ ™~
\in five aspects of reqt;e;t behavio;: as' a function of the
characteristics of the child issuing the re‘quest-(age,‘sex, and
tatus), the characteristics of the peer addressed (sex, and status),
and the i;teraction b’éé?veen speaker and target characteristics. The ‘
five aspects of request behavior discussed include 1) the total

ency of Tequests 2) their specific verbal torm 3) the su;:ceas of
requests overall and as a function of their specific wverbal form 4)

the legitimacy of requests and 5) the goals of requests. Following

o

the presentation of these results, the relationship between request
behavior. and social cognitive skills is examined.

»

The overall frequency of request behavior was examined in cf}-der ‘ A

to determine whether preschoolers differed in terms of their yfe of e

-

directives in the classroom context as a function of their age, sex

L
i

and status. It was expected that influence attempts would be 1ssued

'J_, more frequently by older as compared with younger children, by males

-

more than by females, and by high status more than by low status

7 preschoolers. These hypotheses wvere based on previous experimental
. N 3 'S ‘ »

& " findings suggesting that request behavior incg;eaued with age (Levin &
v . . v % ) M
‘Rubin, 1979; Garvey, 1975) and the theoretical premise that attempts ;

to influence the behavior of others were more characteristic of males

e e e

-
and more dominant members of 'social groups (Lakoff, 1972; Strayer, *

¥

*
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An Age (younger, older) X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject

1981).

"

(high, ‘lov) analysis of variance was conducted on the nﬁmber of
influence ;tt;empts produced by each child. The numbet‘of requests
differed significantly with age, F (1,56)=4.032, p<.05, as’
hypothesized.. Older children prod:sced f:org, vith a mean of 12.813’
directives (8D=7.855) compared with a mean of 9.469 (8D=5.388) for the
younger children. As expected, males {and females differed
significantly in the number of influence attempts they issued to their
peers, F (1,56)=7,001, E<,'°1’ Males produced more, with a mean of
13,344 directives (8D-7.5501 relative to a mean of 838 (8D-2.430)
for the females. Kb other main effects or interactions were
siglni.ficant .. The iummhry of the analysis' of variance statistics are
shown in Appendix B-1. )

In order to determine whether preschoolers of ditfefept age, gei
and status varied the distribution of their influence attempts
atcording to the sex and status characteristic’s' of their peers, an
Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject X Sex of Target X Status of
Target r“epethtted measure analysis of v;lriance wvas conducted. The
latter two factors were the r.:epeated factors in ’the design and the

dependent measure in this andtysis was the total number of. influence

attempts produced. No specific hypotheses were formulated due to the

. paucity of research eiamining the relevance of target characteristics

in determining how influence b@or is distributed in the
. h iy

%
!
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context., Therefore, Scheffé unplanned comparisons were employed (vii:h
significance levels of p<.10) vherever there was a significant main
effect or interaction. Tﬁe malysfn of variance summary table is :
incl:xded in Appendix B-2, .

A highly significant Sex of Subject X Sex of Target effect, i
E:(1.56)-31.433, p<.001, indicated that males and females differed
significant]y in their distribution of directives accorging to the sex
of their target, While both sexes addressed a similar number of .
requests to targets_oﬂhe opposite sex, males directed aigniﬁicantly
more requests to same-sex peers than fel/nales did, F (1,112)=7.760,
p<.05, Girls issued an equivalent numb;r of directives to children
of either sex (means ; 3.469 vs ?.313 to l‘ule and female targets
respectively); however, boys dir/ect:ed more req;lests to other boys than
to girls (means ='9.781 vs 3.031 r’eapectively).' e

A significant main effect of sex of target, ¥ (1,56)=10.098,
p<.002, indicated that' a different ‘-t;umber of requests were issued tc;
male ind female targets. As expected, based on the higher order
i.nter;ction, more directives vere addressed to males than to fml(u
(My=6.625 (SD=6.373) va Mpmt.172 (SD=3.485).

. The Status of Target X Sex of Target interaé"tion'l wés ’ o '

statistically significant, F (1,56)=4.660, n<.05j indicating that
children differed in the number of directives they issued to targets

of different sex and status. Preschoolers issued the most requests to o i

vas

high status males (M=3.688) followed by low status males (M=2,938);
CQ o

N ' ]
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then lov status females (M=2.344) and the leastyto high status females

(M=1.828). Significantly more directives were addressed to high

"

s.t?tus males than to either high status females, F (3,252)=16.673,

'
p<;02, or low status females, F (3,252)=8,705,  p<.10.
I ‘ N

i The four-way Sex of Subject X Status of Subject X Sex of Target X
| ’ o

St#tus of Target interaction was statistically significant, F (1,56)=
4.660, p<.05. Both high status and low status males tended to issue

more directives-to low status males than low status females (Mpy=4.313

vs ¥.750; My\m=4.563 vs 1.813). This difference was only marginally

significant in the case of low status male speakers, F (3,60)=9.115,

—
L4

‘n.s. and of borderline significance tor high status males, “1 (3,60)=
. \ .

5.845, n.s. High status females did not differ in the frequency of

requestp/ they issued to lovw status males and low status fen;ale targets - -

(nn.-,lr.688 ve 2.500); however low status females tended to direct

more requests to low status fema'le‘than‘ low status male targets (l‘du-

1.188 vs 3.313), F (3,60)=5.441, n.s. Table | summarizes the

relevant means and standard deviati:ons for this interactional effect. "
The Age X Sex of Subject X Sei of Target interaction was

mgrgimrly significant, F (1,56)-73.392, p<.lo0, indicating a trend

for males and f.eﬁmle: of differexit ages to differentially distribute

their directives according to the sex of ttfeir target. Five-fear—old

males addreueg more directives to male than female targets,

¥ (3,124)=18.930, p<.01, vhereas all three-ryear—olds and five-year-old

girls did;"‘nol:i'différ significantly in the number of requests they

~ - I

g
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. ' Table 1
Means and Standaxd Deviations in the Rste of Influence
Agtoupts as g Function of the Sex and Ststus of Subject

and the Sex and Status of Target

Sex of Target

- .
Group" Male . Female
lﬁ.gh Status Target .
Male ~
High 6.188(4.475) . .875(1.204) °
Low . 4.500(5.020) 1.625(2.361)
Female | '
High + 1,813(2.316) 3.063(5.380) '
Lov o 2.188(2.786) 1.750(1.;80) ~
- Low Status Target <
Male o '
High 4.313(4.634) 1.750(1.949) -
Low 4.563(4.016) 1.813(2.228) ‘ -
Fenale: . ’ .
High | 1.688(1.622)  2.500(2.338) -
Low ~ ° ° 1.250(1.183) — 3.313(3.177) |
- 3
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‘issued to boys compared with girls, F (3,124)=3.461, E (3,124)=.737,

r'qap‘ectively. Table 2 summarizes the relevant means and standard .

deviations.

A marginally significant Age X Sex of Target effect, 1 (1,56)=
2.822, p<.10, indicated that children attempted to influenge le'and
female targets vith different frequency at the two age levels\gR As
seen from the I.n'.ghex': order Age X Sex of Subject X Sex of Target
interactions, three-year-olds issued an equivalent number of
directives ‘to m‘ale and female classmates, F (3,124)=2.246, while
five-year—olds addr]esaed more reque;ts to male than fémle taigets,
E (3,124)=23.989, p<.0l. ’ |

Finally, a marginally significant Age X Status of Subject X

-

Status of Target effect, F (1,56)=3,063, p<.10, vas found, High
status ‘five-year-o1lds tended to address more directives to low status
targets thgn did three-year—old children of high status; however, this
difference was not statistically significant, F (3,60)=3,174, n.s.

In summary, these analyses indicated that children increased the
‘freﬁuency of their attan'pts to direct the behavior of peers over the
' preschool years. Males issued more requ\ca;ts to peers than females did
and they were also the recipients of a greater number of requests.
Over the preschool years, boys i.'n particular showed incressing
specificity in wvhom they chose to influence. While youngelr children

‘and girls showed some degree of preference for same-sex targets, only

older males shoved this differentiation to a significant effect.

s ey Syt rrivens. o
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Table 2
!snn:.nné.§£§n§£:§.ggziasigz:.ig.;hs.sgss.gf.;;,;hsnss

Actémpts go 8 Function of Age, Sex. snd Sex of Taxset

Sex of Target. Y .

“Grbup ' Male - . Female .
. N _l
° Younger
M. 7.188(5.695) 3.188(3.391)
¥ 3.000(2.708) | 4.750(3.587)
Total younger 5.094(4.875) 3.969(3,524)
Older
M 12.375(7.623) 2.875(2.419)
¥ 3,938(3.924) 5.876(3.810)
. Total older 8.156(7.345) 4.375(3.490)
Total " 6.625(6.373) 4.127(3.485)
N ’!
] - *
;
1 : T !
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Prior t6 examining the effect of speaker and target
charactex;iaticu\qn the verbal form of requests ‘selected, it seemed ~
worthwhile £6 examine t:ﬁe' range of*xrequestr%arliacions used by
preschoolers in the classroﬁ context. Although a body of literature
exists suggesting that children Ehis age ‘use a variety of request
_ alternatives similar to those used by adults, the majority of pre::ious
studies have focused either on requests in lébOtatoryLsettinga “with
‘ same—age dyads ‘:r tole-play situations so that the répreaentativeneu o
of these Lfindings ig open to ques;ion. It was expected that

preschoolers would show the six verbal request forms identified by .

_ Ervin=Tripp (1977) and that speech to peers in the social context of

o

play would be similar to apeech found among adults who vere familiar — -

.-

equals and would contain imperatives and embedded imperative forms as a '

* .
of the request were expected to be infrequently used by preschoolers

the most frequent forms. Hints that did not specify the goal or agent l
|
alt!mugh their use was hypothesized to i.ncx;_ease with age.

In the classroom context, preschoolers used all of the' 8ix types
of -requests identified by Ervin-Tripp (1977) - imperatives, embedded
impgratives, need statements, permission direct'ives, hints and ' ? ’ . .
qt'x;a'a’tion diré}:tives. In accordance with the reports of Doré (1978),
but in contrast to those of Garvey (1975), some requests to peers were

expressed\ as hints and question directives, although infrequently.

Hinta and question directives comprised between 3-6X of all directives

used by preachoolei's when influencing.their classmates. Examples of




n

¢ somie of the request utterances coded as hints included:

That“s enough. (to mean stop)

e Where”s my chair? (to mean Give me that chair. ' It“s¢ mine) o

, ’ Yqu forgot me. (to mean Give me some of that too) o

- You“re sitting on the baby. (to mean Get off) 1
¢ ® Ao

As expected, the most frequent verbal form of reqjuests used in

e,

the classroom vas the imperative comprising bet.ween 3.35-452 of’ the

1 -
total directives. Embedded requests yere the next most frequent type

a e n s
of request form making up approximately 10Z of the influence attempts ’
2 T . - v

issued; Both need statements and permission directives were much less
frequen't acéounting for between 2-9% and 2-8% of-all ditecti;rea

~  respectively. T ' o

4 Q . . - , //
In addition to the six categories of Ervin-Tripp, ‘qévy

additional categories where included Wsﬁ = .
declaratives (16-32%), asseitions, (5-13%), cdunterassertions (11-202),:) \ ’
. . ‘ 7 e .,

A'-

_

. . ./ . .
. suggestions (1-87), and threats (<1Z). The numbers in parenthesis
) ' .
_ indicate the proportion of requests having these verbal forms.

L . These 'tle/siript‘}.v‘\ data corr.espond vell with other reports of the ]

~ 4

request repertoire of pfetcboolerl. " Furthermore, they suggest \t‘hat‘

the most indirect forms of requests such as hints. and question . '

directives are used by-pfescﬁoolern on occasion when interacting with

. peers and are not rea}:ricted to adult-child dialogue: I
- i ' . : . o~ B ¢ . : '
ar Due to the low frequen}:y of many of the verbal‘ form'categories, ‘-

Y
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“(1,56)=5.727, j>_<.05, an;! indirect requests, F

;he fourteen .verbal reques't forms ver; combi ’ed to form four larger

verbal form categories - direét requests (DR), indirect requests (IR),

assertions (A), and cdunterassertions (CAQ. ' (See method section for a

P g
discussion 6f which yerbal forms were summed to form each of the four
.~ ’ ' ‘.

categorﬂ). It should‘):‘e/'ﬁoted that suggeeti.ons were recorded as
»
dxrect:.ves, however éyhey were ’not included in any of the four verbal
¢
categonee\due to theu‘ failure to correlate poutxvely wlth other
» o

request forms and their lack of conuderatmn by other 'reaearchers as

requesta for action. Suggestions {ended to incresei in frequency with
S, LV N

" dge and were more frequent among males as opposed to females,

particularly thpse of hzg’lt status.

In order to determine whether the four veﬁbal request torms were

.

differentially used by cPildren of different age, sex, and status, a 2 -

X 2 X2 multivariate analysis of variance was conducted with the four

! .

)
important to examine not only thé proportion of requea\ts having each

verbal reqpest forms as the dependant ‘measures. It was considered

of the four verbal forms, but also the raw frequency, given thﬁt

frequency of spetific type of requests has been found to be an
e {
important parameter of status (Wood & Gardner, 1980). The

multivariate F ratio for the main effect of age approached ¢

‘significance, F (4,53)=2,045, p<.10. Younger and older children

¥

i~ , . .
differed significantly in the frequency of both direct rﬁgueats. F

(1,56)=4,401, p<.05.

More requests of both types were produced by the older subjects. The
]
]

'
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qggﬁa and standard deviatioms. of the four verbal forms are sumuarized
* " e ’ « ~

~

¢

fn Table 3.
. The main effect of sex approached significance, Multivariate
g,(4‘53)-2.387, p<.10. TUnivariate F ratios indicated that DRs were

produced at a signiffcantly different rate by the two sexes, F

(1,56)=
9.217, p<.805, vith boys producing more of this form than gir}s
(My=5.875 ve Mp=3.219 respectively). No other main effects or
interactions were statistically eignificant. The analysis of variance
summary table is'foqnd‘jn Table B-3 of the Appendix.

In order to determine whether preschoolers differentiated the

verbal forms of their requests according to the sex and status of the

child they addressed, an Age X Sex of Subject X Stétu; of Subject X
Sex of Target X Status of Target multivariate repeated measures
analysis was conducted on the frequency of each of the four forms of
influence attempts; DR, IR, A, CA. The "within" éqrtion of the
_analysis revealed a h%ghly signifiant Sex of Subject X Sex of Target
interaction, Multivariate E_(A,Sﬂ)-S.BOZ, p<.001., The univariate F
ratios were significant for ;11 four verbal requests (See Table B-4).
Post hoc Scheffé analyses indicated that boys issued signigicantly

F (3,124)=29.869,

more DRs, IRs, and CAs to other boys tham to girls,
2<.01; F (3,124)=9,417, 2&.16; F (3,124)=12.376, p<.05 respectively.
However, girls did not significantly differ‘in the frequency with
which they directed theée forms to boys and girls even though they

generally addressed more of each form to other girls. In the case of
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“e } ' Table 3 P
. 1 ~
\ Means and Standard Devistions of Foug Request
Forms as g Fupction 'nszf.énm.é_e.sgf_m_s.s jec ’
Type of Request®
\ - ¥ - \
Group DR - ‘IR | A cA
Age
* ' Younger 3.500(2.272) 2.875(2.406) .875(1.157) 1,594(1.500)
- -
_Older . 5.594(4.649) “4.438(3.292) .969(1.204) 1.469(1.502)
Sex *
‘Male ~ 5.875%4.441) 3.938(3.232) 1,000(1.344) 1.813(1.491)

Female 3.219(2.379) 3.375(2.697)  .844(.987)  1.240(1.459)

1

.
Note. Standard deviations appear in parenth/esis following the mean.

8 DR = direct requests (" , ! /

IR = indirect réquests

A = assertions
W . P .
CA = counterassertions
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\l
assertions, boys issued more assertions to other mle?‘ compared with
feml;es but this difference was not significant at the level needed
for aposteriori comparisons; ¥ (3,124)=6,280, n.s. When the

frequency of these verbal forms was compared among same-sex pazfners,

boys issued significantly more DRs to other boys than girls did to -

other girls, F

(3,124)=20.131, p<.01, There was a monsignificant
trend for boys to issue more CAs than girls when interacting with

’
same-sex peers, F (3,124)=6.886, p>.10. Table 4 summarizes the means

and standard deyiationsgﬁf each verbal form according to the sex of

> the speaker and the sex K:he target.

In addition, a significant Age X Sex of Target effect was found,
Multivariate F (4,53)=2,626, p<.05. Older and younger children
differed in their rate of direct requests %o male and female targets, J
F (1,56)=7.336, p<.01, Three—ye'ar-oldé addressed a similar rate |
of Dnﬂ'i:o both girl and boy ta;'geta; howev,er. at the .‘:ive-year-old
level more direct requests verenaddressed to male than to female
targets, F (3,124)=12,678, p<.05. Table 5 summarizes these means °
and standard deviations.

The main effect of sex{of target was ata:isticglly significant,
Multivariate F (4,52)=3,633, p<.01, as were the univa:_:iate F ratios
for frequency of DRs and CAs toward targets of different sex,

F (1,56)=11,400, p<.001, and ¥ (1,56)=4.569, p<.04 respectively. Both

DRs and CAs vere addressed teo boys more than girls (MS=2,906 vs

1.484; .953 vs .531 respectively). No significant main effect or

3
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Table & " ' \-,.
Keans god Standsrd Deviations of the Four Verbal Forms -

. According to Sex of Speaker and Sex of Target

\") -~

-~

' ' Sex of Target

_Group " Male Female
¥
Male 4.500(4.212) 1.188(1.533)
Female 1.313(1.595) 1.781(1.497)
Total 2.906(3.544) 1.484(1.533)
Male ' 2.625(2.420) 1.125(1.561)
Female 1.250(1,524) 2.094(2.347)
Total 1.937(2,122) 1.609(2.036)° '
Male +719(.958) T ,250(.568)
Female T .250¢( .6&2) ' .594(. 712)
. o/
Total 7 J484(,836) 422(,662)
" Male - 1.344(1,428) o ,375(.793)
Female | .563(,948) .688(.998)
Total .953(1,265) .531(.908)
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Table 5

Forms Actording to the Age snd Sex of Target il

Group

Younger

Older

Youngei:

Older

Younger

Older

Younger

Older

PR PR -twq
v

’ 5%,
) ' ‘ 4 . . Vg i
Sex of Target LRI
¢ . . s’ \,' !
. ¥

. Male

1.813(1.908)

4.000(4.407)
wi

EY

\

1.531(1.831)
2,344(2,336)

' .500(.842)

.469(.842)

+906(1.174)
1.000(1.368) »

Female © : 1"

2 , i, 2

1.531(1.760)

e &
‘ o
1.438(1.294) e
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interactions were foﬁﬂdsfor the factor status of target. Although the
\ .
Sex of Target X Status® f Target effect vas nonugnx.fxcant,

Multivariate P (4,53)=1, 65, n.s., DRs were distributed dxfferently to

LY

tarﬁets of different sex and status, F (1,56)=4.10, p_<.05.'
Preschoolers tended to direct more Dﬁs yto high status mal(as than to
high status females (M=],625 vs .953') howvever, this difference,fell'
short of the significance level required for unplanned comparuons
FE @, 189)-5 821, m.s.

Although the multivariate Age X Sex of Subject X Sex of Target:
effect was nonsignificant, Multivariate F (4,53)=1.66, there was a %
significant univariate F ratio tor the dependant(measure IR, F (1,56)
=6,.58, p<.05. Post hoc Scheffé tests showed that both males and
females significantly increased the frequency of their IRs to same-sex
peers over the preschooi years, F (3,45)=10.798, 2°<.05 and F (3,45)=
15.757, p<.0l for males and females ‘respectively. The mean number of
IRs increased from 1.875 (SD=2.094) to 3.375 (8D=2.553) for males
addressing males and from 1.188 (SD=1.884) to 3.000 (SD-2.503)‘ for
females ;ddréssihg female peers.. In contrast, both males and females
4ssued an equivalent number of IRs to opposite sex targets at each age
level, My 5 =1.188 (SD=1.559) and 1.063 (SD=1.611) and My, y=1.188
(SD=1,515) and 1.313 (8D=1.580) for younger and ‘;ldér afes o
respectively.

These results indicate that the increase in influence behavior

over the preschool 7e£rs was the result of children”s increased use of
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.targets and particularly high status males was thé result of the

both direct and indirect vetbal reﬁuést forms. Direct reﬁu;ot fo#ms
vere produced x'nqre frequentiy Sy males than female“l‘ and Slgis verb%l
form accout;ted for the greater overall frequency of inflt;en\cea atte:mpta
among ml;es .t The great;r’frequeucy of directives addressed to ma]le

t
P

l
greater amount:‘ of imperative request forms gnd countersssert‘i.ona \\
addressed to them. Boys interac}:ing with their same-sex peers ;l
addressed their requests in imperative form or as counterassertions
more ofM than girls -did when with .ot:her girls. With in_c;;asing ﬁge‘,

imperative forms of requests became increasingly differentiated in

terms of their use and were more often reserved for i'nflueime bids

J

»

directed to males rather than femies. ‘l ‘
The frequency of each verbal form relative to the tlotal numberx of
influence attempts produced was also examine§las a function of the |
age, Bex, and status of the subject to asses wnet:hgr éhe age and séx
differences described above were independant of the age and sex |

|

t

differences in the total rate of influence behavior. Again, an Age X

Sex of Subject X Status of\Suhject multivariate analysis of variance

vas conducted on the relative frequéncy of each of the four verbal L

- forms. In this and all subsequent analyses of proportion Arcsin

transformation were performed prior to the analysis to normalize the

proportional dats (Winer, 1974). The analysis revealed no significa!pt

.multivariate main effects or interactions. However since the i

-~

univariste ¥ ratio for the Age X Sex of Subject interaction for the

¢

S
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proportion of IRs produced.approached significimce, F (1,56)=3,262,

. "7 p<.10, an onate.riori\qxp;rison was conducted between cell means.
Five-}ear-old females tended to i.s'st.xe a higher proportion of requests’
that were indirect than three-year—old females, F (3 ,61;)-6.872, p<.10,
suggestiﬁg that girls became increasingly indirect 1in their request

behavior with age. Thus, it appears that although request frequency

increased with age, the proportion of requests of a given type did mnot
change significantly. Only the proportion of IRs tended to increase
wi.fh age and for girls only. The analysis of variance summary tsble

is included in Table B-5 of the Appendix and the means and standard

» o

deviations for the proportion of requesfa with each verbal form appear
in Table 6. R

'In order to determine whether the age and sex differences in the
distribution of Ehe four veérbal request forms we;e inde;}enaant of the
differences in the total frequency of influence behavic‘n:, a .
multivariate repeated measures analysis of wvariance was conducted on
the prdportion of the four ;erballgoma relative to the total
frequency of: influence attempts. Separate analyses were conducted fon,\
é}_zne two r:ep'eated factors of sex of target and status of target. This '
approach was ﬁecessary‘ given the donsiderable number of fubjects
making no requests to targets of a particular sex or ‘statua. Because
of this limitation, for tHe Age X Sex of Sﬁbject X Status of Subject X
st of Target analysis, the number _of subjects vas reduced to six per

cell., Because of the skewed distribution of the data, sn equal number

T f . . -
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Table 6 '
Mesn Proportions snd Stapdard Déviations of
Each Verbal Form gs a Function of Age and Sex - ’ /}*\
Type of Request ‘
Group . PDR PIR PA PCA !
‘Younger - ’ . "’
. Male .374(.116) .302(.159) .048(,065) .200(.122)

Female 405(.273) © .248(.187)  .127(.129)  .141(.149)
Older ‘ ’

Male .450(.206) .301(.203) .071(.074) .145(.151)

Female .327(.145) .430(.235) .125(.242) .113(,122)

) - -
Note. Standafd deviations appear in parenthesis followang the mean,
v ‘ -
\ -~
4 ' !
kY ‘
. ' ”
s



proportions of assertions to targets of different sex,

91

of subjects per cell wugﬁy%intained by inserting the mean for the cell
in 2 cells where only 5.;ubjecta had data (3-§éar~oldﬁhigh status . .
males and 3-yéar-olddhigh ;tatus females). Siq?e the "between factor"
portion of the anaiysis vas discussed above, oﬁly the “within factor" ) -
analysis is presented here. ' /

As in the frequency analysis, a statistically significant
multivariate Sex of Subject X Sex of Target interaction was found,
F (4,37) = 3.299, p<.02. Males and fgmales produced different

P (1,40)=7.298,

p<¢.0l1. Both males and females issued a higher proportion of

asgsertions to same-sex peers than to opposjite~sex peers (My=.083

ve .049; Mp=,134 vs”.077), However, this comparison fell short of the.

signifieance ratio needed for aposteriori comparisons F

(3,92)=5.465,
n.s. Relative to their overall higher rate of influence behavior '
differences in theaproportioﬁa of the verbal forms DR, IR, CA, to
targets of different sex were not statistically significant. Even
though males directed more DRs, IRs and CAs to male compared with
female targets, these differences did not hold when the differences in.
base rate of influence attempts was accounted for. Table 7 summarizes
the proportion of each verbal form as a function of the sex of the -\
speaker and the sex of the target.

In addition, a si;nifiégnt main effect of sex of target was

found, Multivariate F (4,37)=3,501, p<.02; however, none of the

univariate F ratios were gsignificant. The proportion of all verbal

.
i
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) PDR
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&
' PIR )
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T~
1
PA

L . .
Yo
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¢ ’
H
: PCA
; I
¢
|

t . s b oAb i =

Group

Mzale
Female

Total

Male
Female

Total

Male
Female

Total

Male
Female

'Totgl

) Table 7
Brovortions and Standard Deviations of Verbal Foms = .
According tof theoSex of Speaker and Sex of Target

Sef\gf ?arget

- Male

«411(.200)
.359(.279)

.385(.241)

.275(.181)
.362(.253)
.319(.222)

.083(.085)
.077(.141)

.808(.115)

.179(.235)
.173(.180)
.176(.207)

Female

407 (.362)
.382(.292)

.395(.326)

332(.336)
.316(.256)

324(.296)

-0&9( 0120)"
1340\ 84)

.091(.15

L'

.168(.343)
.129(.181)

) '159('273)<f .

' 92
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forms relative to the total number of influence ntteinpta addressed to
targets 'of each sex was comparable, although as described above, the

t

raw frequ’mcy, of DRs and CAs was greater to males than females.

A marginally significant multivaribte Age \KSex of .Subject X Sex

3

of Target effect was found, Males and feml\es

z, (4,37)-2.546, 2(.060
at the two age levels differed in the proportion of DRs addressed to

targets of different sex, F (1,40)=5.060, p<.03. l_!xaminatioh of the

, means indicated that 3-year-old girls tendéd to. address a higher |
proportion of their d1rect1ves to other girls ﬁx mperatlve form than

(A
did 5-year-old gxrls (H-.456 vs .245); however, thu difference tailed
L

to reach the F r&tlo needed for apoatex;:.om. comparisons-F (3 ,«44)- -

s

} \
4.530, n.s. Table [B—6 gives the multivariate analysis of variance

summary table. {

»
Y

A similar 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 multivariate repeated measures "analysis

of variance with status of target as the repeated factor was

o

conducted. The number oflsubjectq pe,r cell was decreasgd to 6 and a

equal number of subjects per cell was mainta;'.hing hby inserting the.
mean for the cell in the 2 cells where only 5 subjects has data (5-
year-old low status girls and 3—yéar—old high status girls).

was no sxgn:.f:.cant multivariate ma;.n effect of status of target or any

significant interactions. Alt:hough the multivat\j.ate 8ex of Subject X

,Status of Subject X Status of Target interaction Was nonsignificamt, ¢

E (4,37)=2.00, n.s., two of the univariate F ratios were ‘statistically

significant., The proportions of DRs issued by subjects of different

°
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characteristics showed few differences in the proportions of each !

sex and status to targets of different status differed uig)nificantly,
F (1,40)=4.81, p<.05. Males.tended tlb issue a higher proportion of

their directives to children of equal status to themselves in

-

imperative form compared with females ('Mn-.457, Jbh ws Mp=.286, :295

l .
for same-status high and low targets respectively); however, this

s

difference fell short of the level required for post—hoc comparisons,

K .
F (3,44)=6.519, n.s. Table 8 summarizes the relevant means and

' standard Weviations.

Children of different sex and status groups differed
significantly in the proportion of directives that were indirect

¥ (1,40)=4.45, p<.05. Low

addressed to high and low status targets,

status girls tended to issue a higher proportion of requests that were
¥

indirect to low status targets than either low status boys, or high

v

status girls did, MS =439 vs .212 vs. 259 for LF, LM and HF

¢

respectively. However, none of these results were significant at the

‘level required for umplanned comparisons, F (3,44)=5.006, p<.10, '

a
F (3,44)=

7972, n.s. Table B-7 gives the summary table for this

variate analysis of variaz}ce.

In summary, when the differences in base frequemcy of requests

ere taken into account, preschoolers of different age, sex and status e

‘{“//

verbal request forin they issued to targets of different sex and

€

status. Females tended to phrase a higher proportiom of their .
£l ‘r .

.requests in indirect verbal form with increasing age. .There were
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Means and Standard Deviations of the Relative
Erequency of DRs and IRs as g Function of the Sex . &
12N

and Status of the Subject and the Status.of the Target

Status of Target

Y;riafe

PDR

PIR

Group
Male
n.
L

Female

High

«457(.270)

.378(,213)

.286(.219)
.338(.246)

.243(,208)

o<
" 343(,199)

.341(:261)
.331(,288)

H

Low .

.311(.255)
.533(.244)

444 (.352)
.295(.292)

.360(.323)

.212(.199)

.260( .193)
440( .310)
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'3
nonsignificant trends for children to use a higher proportion of

assertions with same=-sex peers coinpared with opposite-sex peers.

‘Males tended to express a higher proportion of their requests to equal

séatus partners in imperative form than females did, while females

tended to decrease the proportion of direct requests they addresged to

other girls with age. Finally, low status éirls tended to use a

higher proportion of indirect ggggests with other low status partners

. than either high status females or low status males.

oy §
Up to this point in the reau% section, the analysis has been at

the level of the individual child and his rate and type of directives
issued, as well as the distribution and variation of these directives
as a functign of status an® sex characteristics of the target
addressed. In this section, the focus is switched to the level of the
dy;d and consideration is given to the relative frequency and success
of each member of the dyad in directing the behavior gf the peer.
Particular attention is paid to the verbal form of directives used by
each member of the dyad and its relation to the relative status
between members of the dyad. The rationale behind this a@lytic
approach lay in the theoretical argument that status is better -
conceptualized as & property of the dyad rather than the indivi’dual.‘\
Following this line of reasoning, only at the dyadic level would the
more dominant memb.er issue a higher prop;n'ti.on of direct requests and

the subordinate member a higher proportion of indirect requests.
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It was expected that influence behavior was similar to more
aggressive torms of social control, in that it vas a behavior that was
quite asymmetric at a dyadic level. Put more simply, one member of a

dyad was likely to be the one to direct the behavior of the other

member who in turn was likely to yield or comply. Strayer and Strayer

" (1976) have devised a measure called the rigidity index. It measures

: 4
the degree to which members of dyads actually maintain their dominant/
oo F

subordinate sté.tus’fin all episodes in which influence attempts are

J

exchanged. The rigidity measure was calculated by determining the

number of ejpi.ﬁodes in which less success,ful’ dyad members mnaéegi to’

gain compliance in their attempts to direct the behavior of their more
successful partners. These violations in usual position were termed
episodic reversals. The regidity index was calculated by determining
the proportion .of total dyadic episodes in which no episodic reversals
occured. The rigidity formula suggested by Strayer and Strayer is the
following: ’ .
P .
% Rigidity = 100 X T. isodes ~ Episgdic Re
Total Episodes

A high rigidity index would indicate that the dominant member of the

dyad maintained that position over the other dyad member in most

instances of influence attempts made by members of that dyad. At the
two age levels omly slightly more thm a third of aii possible dyads
engaged in any attempts to direct behavior (39.0% and 37.51 for

-

younger and older preschr;olera respectively). Episodes were found to

)
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be quite rigid (91.5% and 88.5X% for younger and older preschoolers
respectively) suggesting that one member of the dyad was likely to be
the one to submit or comply with the directives of the other member
vhile the reverse roles were found only occasionally. The frequency
distribution of the numbeyr of requests exchanged by all possible
dyadic combinations is summarized in Appendix B-8.,

Prior to examining the relative frequency of total requests, DRs,
and IRs exchanged by'members of the.dyad, it was necessary to
eliminate from the analysis any dyads in which there vas ﬁ;'member who
was more dominant. Asymmetric dyads included in the analysis were
defined as those dyads in which one member issued more successful
directives than the other member and that the more successful child
was able to control the behavior of his peer at least 2?3 of the time
he tried to do so. This definition of an asymmetric dyad was similar
to that used by otﬁer researghers (eg.LaFreniere & Charlesworth,
1983). A total of 13} asymmetric dyads were found across the two age
levelg - 66 and 71 at the‘younger and older levels rgspectively.

At both age levels there was a aignificant correlation between
the number of successful directives the child issued and his frequency
6f influence behavior (r=.937, df=31, p<.001; and r=.907, df=31,

P < 001 at older and younger, age levels respectively). Thgt is,

these correlations show that the more dominant member of the. dyad

.(defined in terms of success of directives) issued more directives to

his partner than the less dominant member. By definition, the more

[R5 SRS
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dominant member of the dyad had to issue more successful requests.

Given tl;e highly sig;lificant corz;elation between tfhe number of.

successful directi'veé and the rate of influence behavior, it was

expected that the more dominant. mer;lber would also issue more overall
requests, To illustr;te this further, a repeated measure analysis .of
variance was conducted with age of the dyad as the "between" factor

and the status of the dyad member as the "within" factor. There was @
no age effect, F (1,35)-.01‘. However, significantly more directives *

w

vere issued by higﬁ to low status members than by low to high status

\~ members, F (1,35)=105.84, ;)_-.00. The Age X Status interaction was not
aignificant‘. The magnitude of the status ef.fect' suggests that at a ' <
dyadic level one member is not only more successful than another
membgr but aino that he is much more likely to be the source of any
attempts to control the behavior of the other. Table B-10 of the
appendix summarizes this analysis.

A similar multivariate repeated measure analysis of variance was
conducted on the rate of DR and IR produced by high and low status
members of the dyad. There was a significant correlation between the

’ num-l\)er of successful directives and the frequency of DR and .In'at: each
age level (r=.844, df=31, p<.001; and r=.613,%df=31, p<.001 for older
children and r=.611, df=31, p<.001; and r=.820, df=31, p_<.001.‘for
younger children). - Therefore, it was expected that the more dominant

member would issue more direct and indirect requests than would the

less dominant member. There was a significant multivariate

‘ e mme cmmen b e an Mx Aede i b R HEEPRS
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status of target effect; ) 4 (\2.134)-38.78. 2-.600. The number of
direct requests addressed by high and low status members was
significantly different F (1,135)-63.13, p=.00, as was the number

of indirect Tequests addressed by children of different status, F
(1,135)=32.29, g-ﬁ.OO. As expected, in both cases more direct an@
indirectyrequests were issued By high status to low status targets
(high to low) than low/fa"hi.gh status targets. There was mno
nignificant age effect nor any interaction of Age X Status of Target
for either verbal form of directive.’ The mean number‘of DRs, IRs and
total directives as well as the standard deviations are summarized in
Table 9 while the summary table of the analysis is presented in Table
B-9 and B-10 of the Appendix. The results of the two analyses auggeatf
that high status members issued more directives to low status members
of the dyad than vice versa and this effect held for requests with
both direct and indirect wverbal foims. ‘

Given the difference in the overall rate of influence attempts as
well as DR and IR produced by high and low status partners of the
dyad, to further understand status differences in directives, 1t
;eemed necessary to examine the relative proportion of directives
produced by each dyad member that had a particular verbsl rorm. Since
a large number of dyads were such that only o%le member of the dyad
issued any directives, only those dyads in which each member issued

some requests could be included in any ltatiyicil comparison based on

proportions. Out of 137 dyads only 46 dyads were observed in which
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Table 9 , ‘ :
~ Mesn Frequency and Standsrd Devistion of DRs, IRs sud Totsl ,
) ¢ Rogueste as 3 Function of the Relative Status of Dyad Members '
Relative Status of Dyad Members !
- ;
: - : : i
Variate , B ->L L -K> H f
DR o .876(1.053) | .204( .502) ? :
L 1 S o L15C L91) .263( .667)
[ . . ‘
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both high and low status members attempted to direct the behavidr of-
g}eir partner. A sign test was used to compare the differenc?s in the
proportion of DRs and IRs issued by dominant and low status mémbers‘of
this subgroup of dyads. Among -older preschoolers, it was expected
that high status members would issue a higher proportion of their
directives in the imperative form than would the low status members.
For the indirect requests, it w;a expected that a higher proportion of
these requests would be issued by the lower status compared with
higher status dyad member. Results of the sign test, however,
conducted separately for younger and older children, indicated that
there were no statistically significant differences in the proportion
of DR issued by high compared with loy status members. At the younger
age level, 18 dyads showed differences in the proportion of DRs
produced, with 8 in the predicted direction with the higﬁer status

member issuing a higher proportion of DR than the low status member;

_and in 10 in the opposite results. The probability of these results

“ did not differ from chance (p=.41), suggesting that at this age level

dyad members were not syntactically coding their relative status when
issuing dinec& requests to each other. At the older age lével,.15
dyads were found to différ in the proportion of DR issued, with 10 as
predicted with the higher status member issuing a higher proportion
of directives that;vepe imperatives. In 5 dyads, it was the lower
status member who used a higher proportion of imperative influence

attempts. Although the probability of these results using Binominal
: Y

-
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Tabl;és was notvstatistically significant (p=.15), it does suggest what
might be a devéiopmental trend fc'ir children to increasingly encode ai:
a.synta'ctic level status aspects of their relat‘iothip when issuing

directives. Clearly, only further study with a larger number of dyads
and an extended age range could detg;mi_.iie whether this is' the case or

]

the findings reflect chance variation

The results of the Sign Test bas d. 01:1‘ the proportion of indirect
requests produced b’high and low sta#: 8 members are presented
separately for younger and older c‘lyadJ .\ At the 3-_-yéar-old ](gvel, only
5 of 15 dyads showed the expected results of a higher proportion of
IRs produced by the lower status compared with higher’status member of
the dyad (p=.15). At the older age level, the results although not
statistically significant, were in the expected direction. In 10 out
of the 15 dyads showing differences in the proportion of indirect
requests, it was the lower status mémberlwho issued a hiﬁgher
proportion of influence attempts that were indirect (p=.15). ~Again,
the results suggest what might prove to be a developmental trend for
children to syntactically code’ajspects of the relationship when
issuing requests. Replication with a larger number of dyads and an
ex'tended age range is indicated to determine vhether this reflects
chance findings or a true developmental trend.

The findings“of the dyadic analysi‘s differed from those based on

individual data concerning the status of speaker and target effects on

the frequency and type of verbal form of requests. The expected
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status effects ténded to emerge only in the dyadic analysis. High
_.status preschoolers issued more requests of both direé¢t and indirect
verbal form than lqw status peers did., Furthermore, older
preschoolers showed some tendency to syntactically encode relative
status when issuing requests in a dyadi.c contexl;. It seems likely
that the discrepancy in results can be understood on the basis oi{
differences in the status measures used in the two analyses
(observationally based in terms of successl vs based.on teacher
‘ratings) as well as th’e differential level of analysis (dyad vs

individual child).

The next series of‘analyses presented éxamines the eff’ect of
speaker and target characteristics Ot; the success of request behavior.
.It': was considered important to examine this aspect of requéut behavior
so that the reinforcement contingencies provided by peers for influence
behavior in éeneral and the different verbal forms of request in
particular could be examined. Based on social learn:‘..ng theory, this
information would be crucial in understanding age increasea' in
differentiation of request behavior as a function of speaker and
target cha.racteristics.

An Age. X 8ex of Subject X Status of Subject a}{alysia of variance .

+ was conductéd to determine whether successful use ;f requests varied
as a tunction of the age, sex, and status of the speaker.' Thé

" .
dependent measure was the proportion of influence attempts that was
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successful, As hypotheﬁized, the’succeas rate of' requests did not

vary across the two age groups. 69.51 of preschoolers’ directives

vere successofﬁl in obtaining their desired goal. Theré were 1o

significant main effects of age, sex or status of subject om the

success rate of requests nor any significant interaction. The summary
6

table for‘this analysis is found in Table B-l1l.

In order to determine whether the success of requests varied as a
function of the sex and the status of the child to whom they were
addressed, two univariate repeated measures snalysis of variance were
conducted., 8Since not all‘chil'dren issued di.rectives to targets of )
both sexes and status and the same children di;l not .always attempt to

influence all 4 types of targets, the effects of the sex and status of

the target on the success of requests were examined in separate

analyses. " The number of subjects per cell decreased to 6 in each

analysis. The "between" factors were age, sex of subject and status

of subject while the repeated factor in the analysis was first sex of
targét then status of target. In both analyses the means for- the cell
vere inserting in the groups in which there were only 5 members per

cell issuing requests to a particular target (3~year—old low status b
females and 3-year old high status males for the first~§na1ysea and 3~

year-old high status females and 5-year-old low status females in the

second analysis)

B P T T O TR T

v
-



P

Ty 1

e T Sp——

106

° 3

olds” requesté met withlstatiltidnlly equivalent success regardless of

whether the& vere addressed to male or female peers (means=.749 .
and .650 respectively); béwever, S-y%pr-oldu tended to gain more
compliance when addressing females as opposed to male classmates,F

(1,80)=4.011, p<.10 means=.774 vs .637 respectively. (See Table B-12

~ of the Appendix for the analysis of variance summary table.)

anexd s

The "within" portion of the second analysis showed that the
success of requests did not’ vary as a function of either the status of
the target or any interaction of status of tiéget vith the age, sex or

status of the speaker. The average success rate of directives ncg?sa N

Bty
8

all subjects was 732 and 62.6% for high and low status targets 3
respectively. Table B-13 of the Appendix summarizes' this an;iysfi.f ..
. v -

The success of each verbal request form was examined as a

function of the age, sex, and status of the child issuing the’rquest'

by

o

This analysis was performed in order to determine whether'fkrtiéulir' f?q
- N
verbal request forms were more likely to be reinforced when issued by
preschoolers of varying age, sex and status characteristics. The
4

number of children using each verbal form as well as the mean success
rate of the four iypés of directives are summarized in Table B-l4 of
the Appendix. The percentage of children making each type of request
varied considerably as a tunction of the'gerbal form of directives
(89.1, 87.5, 51.6, and 65.5 percent for DR, IR, A, and CA
respectiveiy). S8ince cell frequencies wefe to low for analyses other

than that of DR and IR, only the success of these two verbal request

K
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forms was statistically examiﬁed as a tunction of the age, sex, and
status of the child. :
An Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject multivariate snalysis
of variancg vas' conducted with the p’oportion.of di;eét and indigect
requests that were qpccesaful as dependent ‘measu;es. The number of ¢ -
sub§§c£3~per cell was Fept at 6 so as not to cgmpdund éhe'gffect of
" heterogeneity of vdri;nce. The mean of the cell was ;;:;;:EE’in the°
case were only 5 subjects in‘a cell'had issued a particular verbal
form o£ request (3-year—old low status femalelland 3—year-old high
status females)(\\The Age X Sex of Subject interaction was margxnally
gignificant, Mu1t1varxate F (2,39)=2,458, p<.10. Males and females at
the two age levels differed in the success of their direct requests, F
(1,40)=4,682, ES.PQ. At the older age level, boys and gi&ls Aid“hot“
differ in the proportion of their direct requests thaﬁ’ﬁere .
sucggsqful, Z_(I,AO)-£.016, n.s.; h&vevet, among 3-year-olds a nigher i
proportion of imperative requesfs oftained their goals vheq ;sed by
girls as coﬁggred with boys, F.(1,40)=4,219, p<.05. The proportion of
direc; andVi;direct }equests that were aucces;fui for boys and girls -
at each age level are summarized in Table 10. 3
Altﬁough the mul:ivaria;e F ratio for the main effect of sex was

v

nonsignificant, boyﬁ and girls were found to differ in.their success

A

using indirect requests, E,(1,403-4.077, 25.05: Females were more o
succesful than males when using indirect request forms ; Mp=,735

‘- (8D=.262) vs qM-.561(3ﬁ-.331). The summary table for this analysis is
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Table 10 . S -
-Propogtion of Direct and Indirect Requests
’ . Successful 2s a Function of Age and Sex of Subject,
Type of Request )
+ Group DR IR
Younger
- 4 ! b *
¢ Male .661(.217) .564(.329)
"Female . .865(.169) .840(.189)
Older
Male .792(.212) .558(.386)
' Female .679(.302) .629(.289)
%F : 29¢
All males +726( ,220) .561(.351)
All females .772(.258) .735(.262)
R =48
‘t_f A
\
f - .
[ - :r‘
;
&
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4 found in Table B-15.

v
*
u
)
~

1

In order to determine whether the success of each verbal torm of

refuest varied as a function of the sex and status characteristice of

the child to whom they were directed, a similar Age X 8Sex of éubject X

Status of Subject X Sex of Target X Status of Target analysis of
variance was originally planned. “However," given the unequal numbers

of subjects issuing each verbal form of directive to each of the four

targets, statistical examination of this data was impossible.
I

For
example, Table 11 shows that tl;e number of childres issuing each

verbal request form to male and female targets: In the case ;Jf DRs,

the number of children addressing this verbal form to aither sex

target ranged from 6 to 14 (of the 16 subjects per cell), depex?ding on
the Age X Sex group to which they bellonged. Similarly, in the case of
IRs, the number of children issuing this request form ranged from 7 to
\ ‘ l4. Since the success of requests of different verbal form was
considered of importance in terms of understanding ledrning

contingencies when addressing targets having different sex and status

characteristics, this data.is preaehted in descriptive torm.

The success of the fou; verbal forms when addressed to targets of
different sex is summarized in'Table 1l. The data are presented in

terms of the independent measures age, and sex of aﬁeaket but
collapéed across status of speaker due to the small number of subjects

represented in each cell. Over the preschool years, girls became less °

successful in influencing' male targets in general, especially when
\

¢ e
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Table 11
Success of the Four Verbal Bequest Forms As A Function

. of Age, Bex of Speaker'and Sex of Target

Sex of Target

Male . . Female
Variate Group n X SD n X 8D
‘PSDR Younger .
M (13) .724 (.219) (6) .500 (.422)
¥ (8) .844 (.352) - (12) .847 (.194)
Oltier | _
M (14) .801 (.178)  (10) .900 (.316)
, T f (11) .526 (.423) (12) .847 (.295)
PSIR Younger ’/ ) ’
Mo (12) .806 (.324) (8) .281 (.411)
| ¥ f (9) .817 (.339) (1) 764 (.354)
l Older
M (14) .546 (.407) (8) .729 (.454)
F (8) .688 (.458) - (13) .560 (.317)
PSA Younger .
M (1) .429 (.536)  (10) .725 (.416)
r (3) .833 (.289) (5) 1.000  (0)

) _.  (table continues)
, L » ' T
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8ex of Target %
Male . X Fénale :
Group n X 8D n X s {
Older . 3
L] , . ’;g
M (7) .500 (.500) (9) .704 (.423) !
P C(2) .750 (.354) . (5) 1.000 (0)
Younger |
u (10) .725 (.416) (6) .833 (.408)
) : (5) 1.000  t0)  (6) .833 (.279)
Older ‘ ‘
M C(9) .704 (.423)  (3) 1.000 (0)
F - (5) 1.000  (0) ' (7) .929 (.189) , “’;
% 7
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they phrased their Tequests in imperative verbal form (success rai:e 844

ve .526 for DRs issued by younger and older girls respectiyely).
In contrast, requests phrased in imperative verbal forms
maintained their effectiveness in influencing the behavior of

- other girls over this age range, In fact older girls were more
likely to be successful in' their requests to their same-sex peers
when using DR and opposed to IR verbal form (.847 vs .560).

" In contrast to girls, boys were increasingly successful when they
selected imperative verbal form to influence opposite-sex peers (.500
v8-.900 for younger and older boys respectively). Similarly, with
increasing a'ge, boys were ‘more likely to be aucceaaful.i'.n their
requests to other boys when they phrased them in imperative rather
than indirect verbal form (.801 vs .546 respectively). Boys” greater
success using impera’tive requests with same-sex peers was the result
of the decreasing responsiveness of other .boys‘ to indirect request
forms (,806 vs .546 for younger and older boys respectively) rather
than any increase in boys” responsiveness to the imperative requests

4

of other boys (.72% vs .801).

The data on the success of assertions and counterassertions are
based on an even smaller m;mber of subjects gi;vren; their less frequen‘é
use. Assertions met with considerable success when used by girls at
either age level addressed to classmates of either sex (Hyounger

=.833 and 1.000, Holder =750 and 1.000 for male and female targets).

However, boys q£ both ages were less successful tham girls when

a A

<
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- phrasing rtequests as assertions especially wi:en addresgsing same-seéex
peers (Myounger =+429 and .725; My gey =-500 and .700 for male and
female targets reépectively). It is ;nteresting to note that again,
females are quite sucgegsful in influencing both\ male’“_and female peers
using this vety indirect requgst strategy.

The use of counterassertions is based on so few childrem that any
¢

interpretations are highly suspect. In genéral, it appears that CAs
are effective means of stopping the behavior of a peer. They seem
particularly effective with targets of the opposite sex.

The success of the four verbal forms as a function ;)f the status
of the child addressed was examined in a similar descriptive mannmer.

Over the preschool years the success of girls requests varied as a

‘\‘function of the verbal forms they selected in addressing targets of

kY

different status. Girls became increasingly less successful when they

addressed high status targets using imperative verbal form (.924

. 7

vs .‘5‘74 for younger and older girls respectively). In additiom, girls

s

became. less successful in influencing low status targets using

[y

indirec;:\ request forms (,97Y vs .519 for younger and older gorls

[y

- respectively). In fact, old girls were more likely to be successful

in influencing low status targets when they phrased their requests in

¢

imperative r‘a(ther than indirect verbal form (.743 vs .519

redpectively). 5

1

Over this age range, the success of boys requests did not éhange

as a function' of the verbal form of request they addressed to high s

i
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status targets. However, boys became ‘increasingly suc;.essful in
influencing low status targets when they phrased their requests in
imperative form (.600 vs .848 for younger and older boys respect-
ively). “In fﬁct, older boys were ;néfe likely to be successful in
directing the behavior of low status }eers using imperative rather
than indirect verbal forms (.848 vs .504 respectively).

Three-year-old boys were-equally successful in infiuencing
high and low statua'playmatea when using direct and indirect
requests (Mpp, =.683 vs .600; Mrpg = 641 ve 654 fof‘high and low
status targets respectively)., Three-year-old girls were more
successful with imperative requests addressed to high as opposed to
low status'ta:rget:s (924 vs .760); while the reverse w‘as true of
indirect influence attempts (.673 vs .975). Among older children,\
direct requests tended to be most effective when addressed to low
status peers (My =848  vs .690; Mp =.743 vs .574 for low and
high targets respectively) while indirect requests were most
successful ;rith bigh status targets’ (My = ,722 vs .504 and My
=689 vs .5i9 for high and low targets respectively).’

"l'able 12 'summarizes the mean proportion of req;xests that ‘were
successful as a function of the age and sex of subject and the status

oo e

of the target,
Iw’ summary, girls were more successful than boys in the use of
indirect verbal request forms over the preschool years. With

increasing age, females became less successful in gaining

-
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The Success of DR, IR, A, CA as a Function of Age

and Sex of Speaker and Status of Target

Variate Group

PSDR / Younger

PSIR Younger

PSA Younger

(13)
(11)

(13)

(9

(13)

(8)

(12)

(11)

(5)
(5)

High

X

.683
«924

.690
574

641
673

722

.689

+600

.600

Table 12

‘8D

(.356)
(.173)

(.515)
(.401)

(.466)

(.367)

(.343)
(.274)

¥

(.548)
(.548)

Status of Target

(10)
(10)

(14)

(12)

(9)
(10)

(13)

(13)

(3)
(6)

115 -

b

.600

.760

.848

<743

«654
<975

<504

.519

.333
.722

Sb

(.402)
(.255)

(.201)
(.354)

(.428)

(.441)

(.428)

(.577)

(table continues)
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PCA

O it

.Group n
Older
M . (3)
P ()
Younger

‘ (11)
F '
Older
M m
F (8

High

X

.333
.800

.818

.857

«667
1.000

Status of Thrget

8D

(.577)
(.447)

(.405)
(.378)

(.471)

-

/

(9

- (5)

(6)

(5)

(7
(5)

y

Low
X

[

+556
.667

+625

.900

.857

900
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'8D -

(.527)
(.471)

(.494)
(.224)

(.378)

(.224)
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conpliax;ce from.male‘clasam'ates' in general and particularly so when
th;ay phr':aaed ‘their requests as imperatives. It is likely that the
greater success they experienced in addressing males with indirect )
requemmﬁ might form the learning contingencies necessary tor
girls” increasing indirectness with their male peers, In additiom,
.8irls experienced more suc;:ess in the use of assertions with both
boys and girls than did boys. Again, suc;h learning contingencies
won1§ be expected fo foster increased use of this indirect tyge of

request strategy amongst females. In contrast, in the later

preschool years males were most successful in influencing peers of

a %

both sexes vhen they phrased their requests in direct imperative
form. Thgse learning cont'ingencies would be expected to reinforce
incr;zasing directnesss in the requests of male children.

High and low status preschoolers did not differ in terms of
the success they experienced using direct and indirect verbal forms
of requests when influencing their peers. In the later preschool
years, both ;)oys and girls were more successful in influencing low
status peers when they Psed‘imperative rather than indirect
requests. Girls also bec‘ame‘incréasing‘ less likely to influence
hig\h status targets using imperative verbal requests., These
learning .contingencies would iikely result in the increasing
differentistion of the verbal form of request as a function of the

status characteristics of the target with increasing development.
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Barner-Barry (1977) had introduced the idea that the
legitim;xcy of requests was an important indicator of children”s

:
increasing com‘betence in iufluencingA the behavior of "péers. She
si:ated that children’s requests vere the most effective and mature
if they mot only were successful in achieving their desired goals
but also ?’.f they resulted in a continustion of the socci.al
interacti;an following the issuing of the request. The maintenance
of the interaction was thoug!xt; by‘Barner-Barry to refléct the more
reasonable #hd appropriate nature of the requested behavior, In
order to determine vhetghei: children of different age, sex and
status differed in the proportion of requests they issued vhich
ma’i.ntained the social interaction, a 2 X 2 X 2 -analysis of variance

was conducted. The dependent measure, the proportion of requests

maintaining the social exchange, was submitted to arcsin transform-

. ation before the analysis. Contrary to expectation, the requests

of preschoolers at the two age levels did not differ significantlyﬂ
in terms of their effect om the course of the ongoing social
interaction. Influence attempts maintained the social interaction
68.42 of the time for both ages.. Iﬂbveyer, there was a tendency for
males and females to differ in the pr:)portion of directiveés t-hat
maintained the ongoing social interaction, F (1,56)—- 3.451, p<.lo.

Girls’ requests tended to mainf:ain the interaction 73% (8D=.229)

relative to 63.92 (SD=209) for males. "No other significant main

effects or interactions were found. Table B~16 gives the 'summary
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table for this analysis.

An Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject X Sex of Target

repéated measures analysis of wvariance was conducted to determine

" whether the proportion of requests which maintained the interaction

varied as a function of the sex of the child to whom they were
addressed. The number of subjects per cell decreased to 6 per cell
sinct-.; some subjects issued no directives to targets of a particular
sex. The mean of the cell was inserted in those cases in which
only 5 subjects per cell issued a particular verbal form to targets
of either sex in order to maintain equal number of subjects per

cell (3-year-old lo‘v and high status females and 3-year-old high

status males). The "within" portion of the amalysis indicated that

. the maintenance of the social interaction following request

behavior did not vary as a function of the sex of the target

addressed. The social interaction was maintained 62.7% and 68.22

folloéing influence attempts directed to male. and female targets
éespectively. There were no other significant interactions. Table
B-17 of the Appendix gives the summary table for this analysis.

A similar Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subjecf X Status_of
Target repeated measures analysis of variance was con¢ugted to
determine whether the effect of requests on the social interaction

varied as a function of the status of the target to whom they were

addressed. Again, the number of subjects per cell decreased to 6

since somi children issued no directives to targets of a particula

o
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status. The mean of the cell was insertefl in those cases where

only 5 subjects per cell issued & particular verbal torm 't:’o targets

of;'ei.th‘er status (3-year-old high status females and 5-year—old low

status girls). The."within" portion of the‘analysis indicated that ?
i

the proportion of i'e'quests which maintained the “interacti‘.&h did not

vary as a function of either the status of the target or.any

interaction of the status of target with the age, sex or status of

the speﬁker. Requests addressed to high and.low status peers

-

maintained the social interaction 64,17 and 68.7%2 of the time
respectively. Table B-18 of the Apperdix summarizes this analysis.
The réﬁi‘lts of these analyses ‘taken together suggest that the
fate c;f the ongoing socigl interaction following request behavior
did not vary as a function of either the age or status of the
speaker or the sex and status of the_chlld addressed. However,
there was a trend for girls® requests to maintain the social
interaction a higher proportion of the time than did those issued
by boys. Perhaps the reason fotr these results was that t\lio
developmental processes were occuring simultaneously and therefore
cancelling out each other’s effect. Specifically, it is possib]re
that; the ;.'easonableness of preschoolers” requests increased over
the preschool years, H_owevet, .preaghoolers, espec:‘mlly~ boys, , g
became less likeiy to comply with requests and maintain social
interactions following requests due to their increased interest in

asserting their status and saving face (Haslett, 1983), These two -

ol
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processes might cancel out ea"ch‘;other .gnd explain the l!ack ofv, .

Y

change in legitimacy as a furction of either speaker and target
. -* -
characteristics during the preschool years.

. The results presenfed below doncern the nature of the goals
underlying the requests of'preachoolers a;td whether they diflgt\aru‘as a
function of the characteri;tics of the ch:.lil issuing the reqfxe'at and
the type of target addressed. It was exi:ect:ed that the goals of
requests would be ix;creasingly itvolved \{ith gai'hing the mutual
garticipation of peers and det“:’reasingly mgi:ivated by concern for.
obtaining toys from others. Furthe::more, it was hypot‘hesj.zed that
,high et:;u:ua children would be mo:l.-e iikely to issue more high cost
requests such as obtaining a toy or possession frém a pet;r than low

.  status children. ~ )
An Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject multivariate analysis
of variance was conducted to determine whethei the goals of ‘influence

. attempts varied as a function of the age, se;x, and status of the child r

, issuing the request. The dependent measures were the‘frequency ?f 1)
attention bi:ds (A), 2) toy bids (T8) and 3) mutua} pa;ticipation bids . 5
)
(MP). The frequency of control bids (C) ga; pot included a8 a \1/
‘dependen; measure due ’t:o its linear dependegcy' with the other

3
meagures. A statistically significant main effect of sex was found,

v
H ]

_. Multivariate £°(3,54);2.703, p=.05. Males and femsles difgere& z.n

H
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their number of influence attempts with the goal of MP, F
v (1,56)=5.947, p<.02, with boys issuing an average of 7.188 (SD=5.544)

MP directives compared with an average of 4.406 (SD=3.078) for girls.

TWE e w8 g -

No other main effects or interactions were statistically significant.

Table B-19 of the Appendix summarizes this multivariate analysis of

Rt & S

variance.
An Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject X Sex of Target X °
Status of Target multivariate repeated measures analysis of variancé

was conducted to determine whether the goals of influence attempts

»
¢

varied a8 a function of the sex'and the status of the target
3\ addressed. The dependent measures were the frequency of bide for
% o attention (A), toyself (TS) and mutual participation/(m.’).“
The multivariate Sex of Sub;iect X Sex of Target effect was highly
) significant overall, F Q‘,SA)-IO 95, p=.000, and for each of the three
dependent measures - A, ‘i@}' and MP, F (1,56)=4,72, p<.04; F . .
o * . (1556)=17.95, p<.0001; 1 (1,56)=19.85, p=.00Q; Males and females
‘ addressed an equal frequency of attention bids to same sex targets
(3.844 and 3.750 for male to male and female to female respectively).
Bowever,hpost hoc Scheff€ comparisons indicated that females‘di.rect:ed
significantly fewer bids for attention to opposite—sex targets than ‘;
% did boys, F (3,124)=27.047, p<.01 (means=1.281 vs 2.063 for female to -

male and male to female targets respectively). Males and females

- issued an equivalent number of bids for toys to opposite sex peers

I

-

(means=,969 and 1.000 for male to female, female to male

—

R



. 123

\ ]

respectively); while males issued more bids for toys to other boys

than girls did to other girls, E (3,124)=13.429, p<.05 (means=2.531 vs
1.625. for male to ma}e, female to female respectively). In fact,
boys addressed more bids for toys to other boys than' did boys to

girls, and girls: to children of both sex, ¥

(3,124)=40.576, p<.0l.
Similarly, boys issued more bids for mutual participation to other

boys thanm did boys to other girls and girls to targets of both sex

N .

 E (3,124)=26.938, p<.0l, means=3.000 ve .406, .875 and .595 for boys

to boys, boys to girls, girls to girls respectively. T;ken together,
these results ;uggeét that bids for to'ys and for mutual participation
are particularly characteristic of boys” interaction with other boys
whi.}e attention bids are most frequently in same-sex peer interaction

and next most frequent in male to female rather than female to male
B " 1\-}’

interaction.

'I‘Tle multivariate main @ffecth of sex of target was statisticaily
significant, F (3,54)=9,285, p<.04, refle;:ting .the greater number of
bids for toys and bids for mutual parti;:ip'ation addressed to male

targets, F (1,56)=5.76, p<.02; F (1,56)=4.71, p<.04 respectively

(means=1.766 vs 1.297 and 1.937 vs .500 for T8 and MP bids to male and

female targets respectively). /

£

While the multivari_at:e F ratio for the Sex.of Tar}{t_X/sé:u\n of

‘'Target effect was nonsignifigant:. F (3,54)=1.82, NS., a different

frequency of bids for attention were directed toward male and female

targets of }diffexfent status, F (1,58)-5.48, p<.03. While a similar

)
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frelquency of attention bids were adti:\:esaed to females of high and low
status (1.406 vs 1.500 respectively), .hxgh status boys received far .
more bids for attention than low status boys, F ('3,12‘4)-109.053, h
2,<.(;1 (means=2.359 vs .203 respectively). In addition, high statu;
males réceived more bids for attention than high status females, F
(3,124) = 21.352, p<.01 respectively (means = 2,359 (SD=3.067) and
1'.406 (SD=1.823) respectively) . However, among low status targets,
females received more requests for attention than males, F (3,124) =
39.405, p<.01 (mesns = 1,500 (SD=1.690) and :203 (SD=.510)
resl;ectively). Thus the relativé rating of subjects according to
preference as targets for bids for attentié;n was high status boys
followed by high and low status girls who were equivalent andllast.

low status boys.

H

Although the multivariate F ratio for the Age X Status of Target )

effect was nonsignificant, F (3,54)=2.00, p>.10, older and younger

children addressed a different frequency of attention bids to high and ’

low status targets, F (1,56)=5.23, p<.03. While the frequency of

requests for attention addressed to high status classmates was
stai:istically equivalent at the two age levels (means=I.75 and 2.016
respectively), 5-year-olds addressed more bids for attention to -low ’

status peers than did 3—ye‘ar-olds, F

(3,124)=9,464, p<.10,
(means=1.078 vs .625 respectively)., The summary table for this
analysis is found in Table B-20 of the Appendix.

Inyorder to determine whether this difference in bids for mutual .
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participation merely reflected the already described sex differences
in rate of requests or, in addition, different motivations in the
preschoolers” use of directives, a similar anaiysis was conducted
using the proportion of total influence attempts having each goal as
the dependent measures. The analysis of variance summary table is
found in Table B-21.

Although the Age X Sex of Subject X Status of Subject interaction
vas nonsignificant, Multivariate F (3,54)=2.094, n.s., a significant
univariate 3-way interaction was found for the proportion of requests
that were bids for toys, E,(I,SG)-§.303, p=.0l. Low status children

of both ages and high status older preschoolers issued an equivalent

proportion of TS directives. However, 3-year-old high status males and

females differed in the proportion of requests that were TS, F

(1,56)=5,279, p<.05. Three-year-old high status boys produced a

higher proportion of TS requests than did girls of the same age and

status. Table 13 summarizes the mean proportion of T8 directives

according to the age, .sex, and status of the child.
While males were found to produce a gre#ter number of bids for ]
mutual participation of a peer than females did, they issued a similar

-~

proportion of directives with this goal.
A similar multivariate analysis was conducted to determine
vhether the proportion of influence attempts with each of the goals

varied as a function of the sex and status of thg chiiﬁ addressed.

This analysis corrected for the different rates of directives with

[
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Group

Younger

Male

X

.208

L1851

+268

.220

. .275

271

.187

Table 13

L — , (sD)

(.178)

(.169)

(§1so)i

(.221)

(.062)

(.221)

(.164)
(.152)
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Relative Frequency of TS Bids According
to Age, Sex and Status of Subject
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each goal and allowed for a comparison of the motivations underlying

reqﬁesti issued to bois and girls of different sex and status.

Separate analyses were conducted for sex of target, and statua of

-

target as thé(repeated measure, as not.all children addressed

classmates of(both sex and status, The number of subjects per cell

deé‘eased to gii\for~both;analyaea. An equal number of subjects per .
cell maintained by inserting the mean for the cell in the 2 cells

vhere only 5 subjects had data (3-year-old high status males and §;

L%

year-old high and low status females).

The "within" porkion of ;he Age X Sex of Subject X Status of
Subject X Sex of Target multivariate ;epeated'measures anaf}sis of
yariance showed a statistically significant multivariate Age X Sex of
.SBubject X Sex of Target interaction, E_(3,38)-§.253, Eﬁ.Oi, as well as
a signifiCﬁnt univariate interaction for the proportion of TS
requests, F (1,40)=4.686, p<.04. Post hoc Scheffé tests showed that
younger boys tended to address a higher proportion of requests that
were bids for toys to female classmates than did older boys, E,(3;44)-
8.602, p<.10, mean§-.424 vs .144 respectively.

In addition, the multivariate sex of target effect was
niénificant, F (3,38)=7.047, p<.001, as well as the univariate ¥
ratio for the proportion of directives that were attemtion bids,

F (1,40)=22,241, p<.0001. A higher propﬁrtion of directives

addressed to girls were bids for attention than was the case for

requests to boys (.511 vs .326 respectively). It should be noted that

a1
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in the frequency analysis; more TS and MP bids were addreased‘gi male
than female targets. However, vhenAthe:overall difference in base
rate of reqﬁesfs to targets of different sex was accounted for, the '
two sexes received proportionately the same number of reﬁuests whose
aim was the acquisition of toys and mutual participation of peers. In
contrast, when the base rate of request behavior was controlled, the
influence attempts §irected to females were more often motivated bj
the peer”s desire for their attention. The summary table for this
analysis is reported in Table B-22 of the Appendix.

A similar Age X Sex of Subjecg X Status of Subject X Status of
Target analysis of variance with status of target as the repeated
measure was conducted. An equal number of shbjects per cell was
maintained by inserting the mean of the celliin the 2 cells in which
only 5 subjects issued requests to targets of both status (3-year—old
high status females and 5-year-old low status females). The ?ginhin"

portion of the analysis showed & significant Age X Statdzféf Target

F (3,38)=4.65, p<.0l. Three-year-olds and 5-

.year-olds differed in the proportion of directives that were bids for

attention addressed to high and low status targets; F

(1,40)=7.90,
p<.01.. While both age groups directed a similar proportion of

4

directives that were attention bids to high status targets (.08 vs .06
for younger and older<§féachoolers respectively), older,preschoolers
issued a higher proﬁortion of attention requests to low(rtatus targets

F (3,92)=10.895, p<.05, means=,172 vs .061. A

I'4

(13
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bettef ﬁpderstanding of ‘the meaning of this result can be'obtained b&
comparing the proportions of requests with each goal addressed to high
and low status target§ at each age level. At the 3-yéar~61d levél.

preschoolers did not diffeér in the proportion of requests with each of

the four goals. At the 5-year-old level, the proﬁortion of directives

" aimed at securing toys or mutual participation was similar to high and

low status targets (means=.245 vs .296 and .504 ve .48l for PTS and
PMP respectively). Howezer, 5~year—olds isgued a higher proportion of
attention bids and a lé;er proportion of control bids to low status
compared wiﬁh high status targets (means=.172 vs .060 and .069 vs .204
for attentién and control bids respectively). Thus, it seems that the
pigher groportion of attention bids to low statu; targets on the part
of 5-year-old préschoolera reflects their greater interest in
noncompetitive goals rather than in asserting their status by
controlling the behavior of the other. On the other hand, 5-year-ol&a
show a greate; concern vitﬁ'atteﬁptin& to control or manipulate status
of,highér status classmates.

Aithough the multiv;riate Age X Status of Subject X Status of
Target effect was nonsign;ficant, F (3,38)=1.75, the univariate F

ratio for the proportion of requests that were bids for attention was

_statistically significant, F (1,40)=5,47, p<.05. High status five

year olds tended to issue a higher proportion of attention bids to low
status than high status children, means=.229 vs .072 respectively,

although this comparison did not reach the level of'significance

IR
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reéuired for post-hoc comparisons, F (3,44)=8.101, n.s. It is
interesting to note that five—ye;r-old high status preschoolers

; addressed a higher proportion of directives that had the goal of

' control to high status than low status targets (meagé-.236 va .052

respectively). These findings suggest that the previously reported \

Tt s L N,

Age X Status of Target effect for the proportion of attention bids was

R

largely the result of older high status children differentiating the
motivation undérlying the réqueats they issued to targets of different -
status. Specifically. older high status preschoolers addressed their
lower status peers with a higher proportion of requests which were

noncompetitive attention.bids while they issued a higher proportionlbf

R i T T

.

requests which were status manipulating in nature to higher status

classmates. -

Although the multivariate Sex of Subject X Status of Target

-

A
effect was nonsignificant, F (3,38)=2.10, the univariate F ratio was

significant for the proportion of directives aimed at getting the

F (1,40)=4.33, p<.05. While females addressed a

attention of peers,
similar proportion of attention bids to high and low status targets
(means=.104 vs ..110 respec&ively), males ténded to direct a higher
proportion of attention bids to low status than high status targets
(means=.121 vs .406 respectively); ho;ever, this difference was

nonsignificant, ¥ (3,92)=3.36, n.s. Males also issued a higher

proportion of control bids to high status as opposed to low status

TR IR et T ML e

targets (.204 vs .052 respectively). The multivariate analysis of
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vapiance summary table is found in Table B-23 of the Appendix.

The results of the frequency and proportion analyses.

°

on the goals of requests suggested that males” requests to their same-

sex peers more frequently involved bids for toys and for mutual

participation than did girls” requests to their same-sex peers. These

results were explained by differences in the base raﬁe of request
rather tﬁin by differences in the motivations underlying their
influence attempts. Requeéts with the goal of gaining the attention
of peers were more frequently issued by boyskfather than girls when
interacting with opposite-sex peers. Furthermore, the proportional
data suggested that a higher proportion of requests to females were
motivated by\; desire to get their attention than was the case for
reqpestswfo males, These results mightireflect sex-stereotyped
socialization of females which lea&n to h;ir assuming a nurturing

’

role and providing confirmation and atjention to others.
_The results of the status of tarket analysis suggested that
preschoolers addressed more attention bids to high status males than

either high status females or low status males. Children did not

" differentiate the number of attention bids they directed to ﬁirls of

high and low status peers. This finding only partially supports the

findings of Abramovitch (1976) that the more dominant members of the

«

social group receive more bids for attention than do less dominant

members of the social group. The results from the proportional data
‘ e .
on attention bids demonstrated that older preschoolers particularly

-
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those of high status showed differential motivations in the requests

they directed to high and low status targets. When interacting with

low status targets, they were motivated by noncompetitive

(attentional) rather than competitive status-manipulating (control)
goals; In contrast, when interacting with high atatus\targets they
were motivated by ﬁoncompetitive goals. ’ ’
In summary, tie findings suggest that the main motivational
differences in the goals of directives as a function of the sex and
status characteristics of the targets addressed were a) the greater
tendency to look toward female targets for attention and confirmation
than male‘(:zfiﬁg and b). the greater tendency for older preschoolers
parficularly those of high status to be motivated by status-—
manipulating goals when interacting with other high status targets and
less competitive/goals of attention when interacting with low status

targets. ~

The final section of the results examines the relationship of

role-taking skills to influence behavior. Theorists such as Piage{

(1926) and Flavell (1968) have speculated that the abiiity to

understand the perspective of another is a necessary ébmponent of
effective social functioning in generai and communicative skiil in
ﬁarticuiar. In order to assess whether role-taking skills were

related to skill in influencing the behavior of amother child - a

particular social communication skill, children”s performance on three

s
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:Ec:le-taking measures were correlated with several dimensions of
request béhavior. The three role-taking tasks were 1) the Flavell
Birthday Gift task (ROLE 1) 2) the Urberg and Docherty affective role-

taking task (ROLE 2) and 3) the DeVries Hide-A-Penny cognitive role-

-

- taking task (ROLE 3). The means and standard deviations as well as

the intercorrelations between these two measures are summarized in
Table l4. The scores on these thr.ee measures and the. total role-
taking score were correlated with the fréquency of influence attempts,
the proportiom of requests 1.:hat vere successful, the proportion of
requests that were direct requests and the proportion that were
indirect requests. These correlations are presented in Table 15. As
can be seen, role-taking skills were not strongly related to the

child’s ekill in influencing his peers. The only significant

relationship to emerge was that affective role—taking scores were

significantly cérrelated vith the frequency of requests among younger °

preschoolers. Three-year-olds with more developed role-taking ability
were more likely to produce a higher frequency of influence attempts

in the classroom. Contrary to expectation, perspez:tive—takigg ability

vas not related to the degree to whith preschoolers were successful in -

influencing their peers. Similarly, the expected positive correlation
between role—taking skills and the use of indirect verbal forms in

older children was not supported. Rather, the non-significant trends

that emerged suggested that cognitive perspective-taking skiil might

be more associated with the selection of direct rather than indirect
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.Table 14

Means and Standayd Deviations of the -

Bole-Taking Measures

.
red

° :
Role-taking Measure, ' X (8D) - ‘ .\
. . ROLE 1 3.825 (1.056) 7 1 /
‘ ROLE 2 L 8.766 (3.260) Loy
ROLE 3 7.250 (1.380) .
- ROLE TOT 19781 (4.424) i
Pearson Correlation gggff;c;enga jg;_;hg.lngg; oxrrelations
of Role-taking Measures
Role-taklng Measure Tl 2 3 "4
ROLE 1 ' . 424wk - 230%  L607%*
o < ROLE 2 . - Tlasse Lopge
ROLE 3 - - - .563%*
ROLE TOT - - - -
*p<.05, **p<,001. ’ :
a RbLE 1 = Flaveil Birthday Gift task | “
ROLE 2 = Urberg and Docherty affective role-taking task
p ROLE 3 = DeVries Hide-A-Penny cognitive role-takln

e et o O b0 e

ROLE TOT = Sum of all role-taking measures
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. Table 15 -
Pesrson Correlation Coefficients Between Role-Taking
Measures and _gggm_c_ Frequency, Form and Success

’

. At the Two Age Levels

‘ E Request Measures

Role-taking Measures, Total PSUCS_ PDR PIR
/ ROLE 1
Younger - . - .053.° -.035 -.101 -.022
, Oldet .2,:[12 -.139 . -0074 R -0007
: y ) / .

— ROLE 2 . ' , . (

Younger 317% -.112 -.209 .060
Older -0024 ‘0062 -czsot . oo37 :

,44“ RME3 | | Ly

. Younger ~.040 133 .094 -.245t
" ~ Older .275¢ .22; .258t o110
ROLE ToT . '
Younger” % 267t - 065 -.174 -.026
0Older 200 ..069 . .015 -.086
- » ' " | @ .

t p<.10. *p<.05.

a ROLE 1 = Flavell Birthday Gift task
' ROLE 2 = Urberg and Docherty affective role-taking task -
ROLE 3 = DeVries Hide-A-Penny cognitive role-taking task
ROLE foT = Sum of all role-taking measurés
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- Discussion

I3

Ha

The tirst goal of the research was to examine the developmental
change in verbal request behavior in.preachoolers'iq a naturalistic
\

environment, the nursery classroom. While other researchers have

examined request behavior in children this age, most have restricted -

-~

their studies to either experimental elliﬁ};%tion tasks, role—plazf or
observation of dyads ?nteracting in a labératory playroom. The
present research was considered to have greater ecglogical validity
due to its full complement of contextual cues operating in
naturalistic settings. As hypothesized on the basis of Levyn and
Rubin’s researcﬁ, older pteachoélers issued more directivea’than ,
younger children, in the c}assfoom environment. Specitically, they
issued significantly more direct as well as indirect verbal request

forms. These findings are somewhat in contrast with other

naturalig;}c dyadic studies such as that of Garvey (1975) who found

4 - ~ ,

" that only indirect and not.direct requests increased in frequency over
the preschool years. Although the' raw fnequencjsof both these forms
was, greater in older children, the number of each of these verbal
forms relative to the total number of directives was similar at both
‘age levels. These results suggest that prﬁschoolers at each age level

"produced a similar profile in terms of the relative -amount of each

verbal form comprising their request behavior.

-

i

" A descriptive examination of the type; of requests used in the

classroom environment confirmed the hypothesis that direct requests '

\ °
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and embedded imperatives were the most frequent means of directing‘the
behavior of peers. In tﬁe present study, direct and indirect requests
comprised 35 U; 45% an& 35% of all influence attempts respectively.
The number of indirect requesg; observed in the classroom environment
was greater'than°the 20% and 6 to 13T reported by Levin and.Rubin
(1978) and Garvey (1975) respectivély. In fact, when the proportion
of indirect requests was calculated on the same subset of directives
as these researchers, fhe proportion of indirect requests issued in
the present study combosed'442 of'all directives. The discrepancy in
the prevalence of indirect requests is likely the result of the
differential context in which the observations were made. In the
dyadic context, it is likely that ciarity is the major determinant of
request form selection. However, in the classroom, indirectness may

. be motivated by other social factors operating in the peer group.
quther discussion of this point wiil be underiaken when the variation

in the verbal form of request as a function of speaker and target

characteristics is examined. It is inyeresting to note' that in a

classroom context, preschoolers did qccasioﬂally express their
difec;ive intent in the form of hints or question directives.which did
not express the goal or agent explicitly. Such verb;1 forms have ot
been obsetved .in child-child dyadic observational studies (eg. Garvey,
1975) but have been identified in child-child interaction in other
classroom observational research (eg. Dore, l§78);

Coéfirmins Garvey’s findings, the success of directives did not

-~ 4

' Y 4
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chs;mge over the preschool years. In our sample, however,

apprC;Ximately 2/3 of requests were successful in obtaig’iné their

desired goal, a figure somewhat higher than the 502 figure reported by

Garvey. While Garvey found that indirect requests were more

successful than direct requests in gaining their intended

perlocutionary effect, ie. compliance of their.partne‘r, the present .
research did not find this to be the case, although as in Garvey

(1977) the design did not permit a statistical analysis. Direct
requests were successful approximately 75% of the time while indirect
request forms gained éompliance approximately 65Z of the time. The

discrepancy in results might be explained by a variety of factors.

.. ¢ i3
First, it may be that direct requests are more successful than

N\

. go L / . . .
indirect in a classroom setting. That is, .in the classroom vs the
dyad it may be more important to assert omes” status and to maintain

-

face in the presence of other peers (Haslett, 1983). The direct

'imperative‘ torm might be more often reinforced by peers due to its

more\ assertive nature. Second, it is possible that direct requests .

are more ‘s.ucceasful in the classroom compared with the dyadic context.

Since the'classroom permitg selective interaction direct requests may

~ be issued to chosen targets who are ffiends,,'vhile in the dyadic
situation they are addr;ssed to a same-sex peer who jis not a close -
friend. Other researchers (Gottman & Parkhurst, 1;80) have found that
friends are more motivated to comply with requests of other chjldren

4

than are acquaintances. < ’

I
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The present research extended previous developmental studies by
also considering whether preschoolers mark their sex and/or status by
means of the selection of verbal request forms from their request

repertoire. Substantiating the results of the small sample study by

Haas (1979), in the present study, boys issued significantly more

diréctives overall and more imperative direct forms of requests than
-

girls did. These findings suggest that preschool boys have learned to

‘speak in a manner that is in accord with both sex-role stereotypes and

actual empirical data which has ehown males to express their directive
intent more directly than females (Lakoff, 1972; Key', 19753 Eakim; &
Eakins, 1977). In contrast, presghool girls tended to become
increé’singly indirect in their request behavior with age, although
some caution is needed 'in interpreting this result given its ‘
aposteribri nature and borderline significance. Thus over the
preschool years, females sc;em to issue directives that are .
increasingly similar to those prescribed according to sex-role
stereotypes and observation of female adults in our culture (Lakoff,
1972; Key, 1975). How these differ‘ences emerge is unclear, although '
several explanatioil have been advanced. One possibility is that
females are differentially reinforced according to the verbair torm of

their directives“by both adults and peers (Lakoff, 1972). In the

present study, however, 3-year-old girls were found to be more

successful (ie.'vgre reinforced more) using direct requTts forms than

three-year-old boys. Thus it seems that, if anything, young preschool

4 r———— ¢
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girls are reinforced for directness in the early preschool yeara.\
r ‘

However, males and ,}q‘;’ﬁales are also differentially reinforced for \
' 4

indirectness by peers. 'In the present study, girls were more / :

successful (ie. more reinforced) using indirect request forms than
L3

were boys. Thus, it seems that while young girls are positively
: A3

reinforced for their use of direct requests, girls at all ages are

more likely to be reinforced by peers for indirectness than males are.

An alternative and/or concurrent process that could explain the

greater directness of boys at all ages and the increasing indirectness

of girls over the preachooi years may lie in the ditferential
treatment that the s;axes receive from teachers and parents and the
differential role-models they are exposed to. For example, Reed and
Cherry (1978) have found that teachers address more directives in
impera;:ive form to boys and more questions to girls in the classroom
context. Thus, maleg are exposed to teachers who speak f:o them in a
manner more in keepi,r"lg with the male sex-role stereotype of
dir;ctness. Females, on t:I;e other hand, are exposed to a teacher,
gex'lerally‘of th.ei.r own sex, who models the use of moré questions and
less directness when i.nter;lcting with them. A similar aituatioq has
been found to exist in the home envirénment where fathers and mothers
model typical male and female ﬁehaviora in terms of the expression of
directives. 8pecifically, fathers have been found to use more

imperative requests than their spouse particularly in their

interactions with their sons (Gleason, 1975; Malone & Guy,1982).  1If

*
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fathers are the primary socializing agent of sex-role stereotypes,
(Lynn, 1974) 'the male child is exposed to a male model who accentuates
sex-role appropriate behavior and t:o2 school personnel such as teachers
who similarly interact with him in the sex-role prescribed way.

A third possibility is that the directives of males and females
become -more sex-role aféreotype'd as a result of the increasing
differences in whom they interact with and in the type of play
activities. they eng:tge ig}over the preschool years. Thus, the

emerging differences in directive behavior may be the result of their

language becoming increasingly tailored to suit their sex-typed

have finished summarizing the variation in request form as a function
‘'of the sex of the child, with whom they are interacting.

Although the sexeé encoded their directives differently, contrary
to expectation, high and low status children did not. Both high and
low status children issued an equivalent number and type of
directives and were ec{ualiy successful in gaining compliance from
peers when status was defined on the basid of teachers” ratings.

High status children did not use a higher proportion of DRs than l;w
statu.a children at either age level. The only status effect that
emerged was that three-year-old high at::atus boys produced a higher

A

proportion of high cost directives aimed’at obtaining toys from others

i
than high status girls. These differences in directive intent among

younger male and female preschoglers probably reflects ‘the weTr\

. . “
.
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documented sex—differences in boys” rate of agonistic or competitive
beﬁaviérs relat:’.vé to girls” (eg. Smith & Gree;t, 1975; Howes,
Rubenstein & Eldred@iéﬂ, 1985). The fact that older b@statua boys
‘and girls did not ;ﬁov the same ditferences in the préport:ion of their
directives aimed at obtaining toys from peers, may reflect the

tendency of boys” interactions to become more positively toned and

less conflictual and competitive with increasing age (Langlois,

Gottfried & Seay, 1973).

The second aim of the present study was to determine whether
preschoolers varied the. sy-ntactical form of their requests according.
to the sex and status charactg'riaticd' of their partners. Although no
specific hypothesés w;re formulat;d régarding how children would
respond to targets of different sex, the results of the present
research indicated that preachoolei:s respondeci differently to male and
fen;le play partners. Bot:;i boys and girls addressed more requests to
same-gex peers than opposite—sex~ peers; however, only olde:i ‘boys
displayed this preference to a statistically significant extent.
Given the oftem cited findings that preschoolé;s play in seg—aegregited
groupsy(A‘bel & Sahinkaya, 1962; McCandless & Hoyt, ~1961; Parten, 1933;
Bt‘rayet, 1977; Serbin, Tonick, Sternglanz, 1972), it is not surprising
that children also issue u;ore requests for action to the same-sex
partners. Furthermore, it is not surprising that in tlie present

study males show this sex~preference in terms of their request,
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behavior at a time when girls do ngt differentiate in their social
interactions to the same extemt. Biys have been found to initiate
interactions more frequently with other boys at both 3 and 5 years,

vhile girls develop this pattern only later, possibly as a result of

the lower levels of success 'they experience when attempting to

initiate %nteractiona with boys (Howes, Rubenstein, Eldredge, 1983).
Since the rate of s'pcial interaction with targets .of each sex was not
recorded‘ in the present sépd}, it is not possible to determine whether
males” greater frequency of requests to males compared with females
merely reflected their greater frequency,p:f"'overall social interaction
vith boys compared with girls. It is 'eciually possible that these
differencés were thé result of differe-ntial motivations underlying
males’ social interactions when interacting with mal.e and female
peers. In male-to-male interactions, a’ de;ire to direct the other
child’s behavior in én active way might‘be more salient. In contrast,
male—to-female i'nteractions might reflect other less active social
interactive roles. Recent resfearch has confirmed (the ‘Presence of
diffefences in the way males and females initiate social contact with
same—sex and(oppoaite—sex peers (Burge, 1982) These differences in

social overture likely reflect ditferences in the subsequent nature of

the resulting social interaction and the types of play engaged in

(Rubin, 1977; Etauéh, Collins & Gerson, 1973).

Boys.iss‘u)ed more of all 4 verbdl request forms to same-sex

compared with opposite—sex peers. In contrast, girls issued an

. -
-
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equ:i.\.raient number of e-ach type of verbal form to male and female

peers. This difference reflected the fact that n;ales but not females
differentiated the total number of requésts they issued to their peers

of different séx. ‘

Since girls have been found to be as socially active as boys when
with same-sex peers (Haas, 1979), males and females were compared in
terms of their frequ;ency of each verbal form when interactiﬁg witl{
their Bame—seX peers. Boys and girls did not differ iw their use of

indirect requests or assertions to other "children of the same sex.

However, boys issued more direct requests to same—sex partners than

girls did and showed a similar trend for counterasserfﬁions.
Preschoolers/issued more imperative (direct) teiuests to male
than female targets and-\tended -to follow a similar p}ttern for
counterassertions. This differentiation in verbal foli&-m wvas more
marked in the later preschool years when older but not younger
ch‘i.ldren directed more imperative requests to male com\ ared with
female classmates. This effect was the result of boys increasingly
issuing more iequests to same-sex peers and selecting DRs and CAs as a
preferred verbal form for mle-to—m;ale directive interaction,

These findings suggest that imperative forms of reguesﬁ and to a

lesser extent counterassertions are most frequently ueed by males

addressing other male peers. It is possible that their prevalence in

" 'male dyads reflect the marking of masculin’é'six[role which is

reinforced by male peers in much the same way that masculine toy
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—
preference has been found to be reinforced by the presence of other

boys (Serbin, Conner, Burchardt, & Citron, 197Y). In the present

study, older boys in particular were more likely to be successful in
their directives (ie. reinforced) when they addressed other boys using

imperative rather than indirect request forms.

«

* While 'thé\frequegcy of imperative request forms ditfered for

——

males and females when intera‘cting in same—sex dyads, it did not vary
in cross—sex dyads. These findings are in c’ontrast. to Haas (1979) who
found no difference in the rate of direct requests among boys an‘d
girls when vwith a same-sex partner but that boys issued more

imperative requests when with an opposite-sex partner than girls did.

Haas interpreted his results to suggest that sex-roles become more

~

defined wpen individuals are with members of the opi?osite sex and that
one wvay this is manifested is by b;:ys using more "male-stereotyped"”
imperative requests. The discrepancy in results between those of Haas
and the present study probably;reflects. dit ferences in the social .
contexts in which the observations were made. In Haas” study, same-
sex and mixed-sex dyads were observed in a 1ai>,oratory playroom with no
other choice of play partmer. However, 'in the present st_udy children
were unconstrained in their choice of [ilay- partner and interactions

occured with other peers present. It is possible that the nature of

¥

that occuring in a dyadic context ‘(ie. less frequent and more

selective) with mo other play partmners available. In the classroom,

. B
boys” interactions with girls in the classroom is quite ditferent from
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boys selected otﬁer boys as the targets of their ‘requests aimed at |
obtaining toys and “elliciting .mut:ual participation. However, a larger
proportion of requests addressed to girls were aimed at engaging their
attention and ackowledgement than was the case with males.

Although’ the frequency of verbal request forms varied as a
function of tl_me sex of‘ the target and the sex of the subject, males
and females showed-fewer differences i:l'l their use of these verbal .
forms when the differences in their base rate of requests was taken
into account. Given Smith"s (1979) claim that sex-markers in speech
are indicated by the differences in the frequency with vhich a
linguistic feature is used by males and females, it seems likely. that *
correctiné for discrepancies in tfe rate of .request behavior would
minimize mgle/female differences. 1In .t'he present study, preschoolers
did not difffer significantly in the proportion of.each verbal torm
they addressed to boys and girls, despite a significant multivariate F
ratic;. In contrast to the frequency analysis, boys did not issue a
higher proportion of direct requests to other boys than girls did with
other girls, One of the few differences to emerge was the finding
that botix boys and girls tended to issue a higher proportion of
aa'sert:iona to same=—sgeXx partners than to opppsi.te-sex partners. The
. same-sex specificity of assertions reflected the fact that they tended
to occur in\gocial situatioms in which well-established no;-ms and

 expectations of participants existed, eg. during board games or other

ritualized activities. These predominantly involved interactions with
: ,
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same-gex peers. ‘ .
The only other difference "to emerge with regarcf to the use of

verbal forms as a function of the sex of target was the finding that
. <

older girls tended to issue a lower proportion of their directives in

imperative form to other fgmal:es than did younger girls. This trend
suggest;ed that females became increasingly less direct in their
requests particularly with same-sex peers. The reason for this
decrease in directness could not be expla:{ned in terms of a change in
the reinforcement (ie. success) that girls experienced with direct
reqnests" addressed to other girls since the success rate was
equiyalent at both ages in the préaent study. Rather, the decrease in
relative frequency of imperatives might reflect girls” incres’s'ing\
competence in "talking like a lady" as eled by both mother and
teacher. -

It has often been claimed that boys develop sex-stereotyped

language patterns at an earlier age than girls (eg. Meditch, 1975;

'Gafcia-—Zamor, 1973). The evidence cited to sup;;orﬁ\ this claim has

been that 1) males of preschool age have been found to be more
accurately identified by tape-recordmgs of their spontaneous speéch

than females (Meditch, 1975,~ Saéhs, Lieberman & Erxckaon, 1973) and

. 2) kindergarten age boys showed a stronger awareness of sex-

stereotyped distinctions in language than did girls (Garcia-Zamor,’
1973). Meditch (1975) has claimed that boys develop sex-stereotyped

language earlier than girls since the develépment: of male—associated

H
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languagé consists of losing features boys exhibited esrlier while
girls have the additional task of losing features they exhibited
earlier and then acquiring female marked language patterns. In

contrast, Lakoff (1972) has proposed that both bo}s and girls learn

women”s language first and then males lose these features while

«
*

females retain these original patterns. The results of the present

study suggest that Meditéh’s theoretical explanatio;; is more acc.urate,

since girls lost the original directness ‘they displayed during the

early preschool years and tended to become inc;'easingly indirect when
]

issuing requests over the age range studied. . In contrast, boys - .

displayed the male—stereotyped directness jin their request behavior,

- even at the 3-year— old level, This pattern did become increasingly

-

-

-

differentiated over the preschool years particularly when interacting ,
|

with other males. . ’

It is interesting to note that submissiveness or compliance - an*
often cited female-stereotyped characteristic (Haas, 19'{9) was . .
differentiated in terms of request behavior in males and females. At
the older age level, requests directed to girls were more successful
th;n those addressed to boys. This greater success may reflect the
fact that females become i.nt:.reaaingly compliant with :‘age as Haas
(1979) has claimed or conversely that‘males become less compliant with
age as‘they show éreater interest: in exh‘ibitiné their dominance. - R S

While the above discussion suggests that the request form

selected varies as a function of the sex of both the speaker and -the

‘e
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that among older preschoolers, a hj

" of the status characteristics of ,part‘ic‘ip_anter might be the result of
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K} - t

. target, systematic variation was not found as a function of status

characteristics of participants. Contrary to expectation,

-

preschoc';lers did not differentiaté the directness of requests they

.addressed to high and low a'tatus classmgfes. While it was expected

er proportion of direct requests
would be issued by high status children speaking to low status targe‘gs

) tha°n vice-versa, this hypothesis'was not s’upported. In addigion; .
high and low status targets did not ditfer in t:h‘e p;'oportion of

indirect request forms they received. These findings were in contrast

to those expected based on research suggesting that direct requests

vere distributed downward in rank while indirect requests wvere
%
directed upward in rank.' - - ' 5
. 7 : r s - .
The only effects of the target’s status on request variations
¢

found in the present study was that children tended to address more
Adirect‘; request forms to high status males compared with high status

} a .
female targets. In addition, high and low status males tended to

]

issue a higher proportion of their requests to peers equal 1in status

to themselves ifi imperative ‘form. than did females of high apd low

-ftatus. Low status females ‘t‘:ended to issue a hi‘_gher p’roportion of
indirect requeét forms to other low status targets than either high

status females and low status males did. )

.

-~

The lack of the expected .variation in request form as a fyhction

<

e ' ’ '
: (neveral factors. PFirst, ’g,gf to practical difficulties, status was: not

-
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L .
measured %; t}\f“child’s position on the social influence hierarchy as

£

originally \I;Ianned. Rather _ gjatus was based on composite rankings of

the child’s cfeadership and popularity as indicated l;y teacher”s ' .
' ¢ .

' rankings. It is possible that 'status derined in this way bears o o

little resemblance to status position on a social influence hierarchy,
¥ A '

* that is ,mpirically based. Perhaps requiring teachers to ranmk ail

possible dyads in the class in terms of who was the dominant member f

and then formj.xig a linear hierarchy based on this data mlﬁht have

2
o

teacher”s rankings and that based on a social influence hiegarchy. |
Second, the lack of systematic variation in request form might
have been. the result of the way in which children were dichotomized ' 0

into high and low status separately by sex. Previous studies had

confounded sex and status of target factors so that it was unclear the "~ ”

relative importance of each for f?qnest variation. The ptésent
approach to assignment of status separately for each sex ensured that
sex and status fac'tor‘s could be statistically separated. While this
approach had atatistiéal merit, it %s posaible‘/that it distorted the
actual oﬁgrlﬁa}a between éexh‘ and status in the preschool environment.
Iﬁ fact, in the present study in two of ’the three classes in which
leidersbip rankings flere afva’ilable, males ven;. over-rep‘reaented ahd ‘
females aﬁdta'r-represéntgd in high leadership positions. By
dichogomizing children into high and low stat;.us separately by sex, it -
. N

is likely that females classified as high status in the present study

4 9 '
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". their peers. Empirical evidence has indicated that preachoolers have

] ’ . N\

actually }ocmﬁp’ied, lower status positions than the equivalently ranked '

+ high status males. Given the actual overlap ot sex and ptatué in the’

3

reachool social groups studied, t:h'e oizly way to tease apart the

t

jmportance of €ach of these factors to request variation would be to-

v

[ .
have j large enough sample Jf subjects to select from so that enough

high” status females and low status males could be identified and their

rfequest behavior studied. The few effects of status that did emerge

\

often‘involved' high status males who were probably the most accurately

identified §ven by the dichotomous approach taken in the present,
.7 ' ‘ . 4,
study.

~

Despite the difficulties with the status measure reviewed above,

it is also possible that status characteristics were not salient

enough for children this age and therefore they did not atfect their

o

request selection to an appreciablé extent. Furthérmo:g, i’t“ is

possible that childred vere not capable of the cognitive operations

ks

.o - . | o
necessary in making judgements of their status relative to that of .7

little skill at comparing ‘themselves with others in terms of such ,

‘ ¢
characteristics as "toughness" and "fastness" prior to age four

- LY - -
(Slucken & Smith, 1977; Norris & Nemchek, 1982). At .age 4 some
children were able to rank their classmates accurately in terms of
their "toughness” while many vere gble to do 8o in téerms of their

. (] ’ - * ‘l o L3 , L3
"fastness" relative to others. Despite their rudimentary social -
‘ ' ' AN

‘comparison- skills, children in this age range were foumd to

. .. <.
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overestimate their oﬁn ability relative to others (Edelman & Omark,
1973;\No;;ia & Nemchek, 1982). The‘fail#re"to‘find the expected -
request variation miéht therefore have been the result of their

‘  overrating of their own status.relative to others and thus not
correctiy retogni:ing Ehe differential status and the need to signal
it linguistically. Future\fesearch might examine -whether the expected
variation is mope‘eGident among the subgroup of 4—yeai—olds capaﬁle
of accurately comparing their “toughness“.witﬁ that of their ‘peers

“without excessive overrating of their own prowess.
?

A fourth possibility to explain the failure to find the expected

rd

syntactical variation might be that relative status is better : ¢

conceptualized as a property of the dyad rather than the individual.

Following‘fhis line of reasoning, oﬁly at the dyadic level woulf t@e

more dominant member issue a higher proportion of direct requests and

+

the sibordinate member a higher proportion ofsindirect requests.  In°

order to assess this possibility, syntactic variatiom in request form
. . . <

[

S
was exaiined at the level of the dyad. Members of each dyad were
. classified\as high and low status based on empirical criterion that ' c

they issued more successful, directives than their partner and were )

1 ?

_able to direct their peer’s behavior at least 2/3 of the times they

tried. The advantage of this apﬁ}oach was that it came closer to the ~ ¥
; G0 > -
"‘Blanned panner of measuring- status at a dyadic and then group level.

e

‘ FOptfhally,;i would have been preferable to have the data base ffomu

vhich fuccess and status was calculated independant.from data’ - -
&
- R . '

~lr
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concerning the verbal request forms used to influence others; however

S

since this was mnot possible, the ;gesent approach was co sidered a
fair approximation. BHigh status members of éhe dyadiwer found to
issue more req;é;ta to low status meﬁber; than vice-versa and more
requests of both direct and indirect verbal form. As exlecqed, in
founger dja;a, the-more dominant member did not issue a Aigher
pfobortion of direct requests than the more subordinate mEmber.
However at the older agé level in 2/3 of the dyads, the ere dominant

L]

child was the one to produce a higher proportion of direTt requests, .
L)

8imilar results ,were found at a dyadic level for indirect request
forms. Atlthe 3-year-old level, only 1/3 of the dyads showed the
éxpected effect of the lovér status member issuing a higher proéﬁr;ion\
of indirect request forms than the high status partner. By’;ontraat
‘in 2/3 of the older dyads, it was the subordinate member of the dyad 
who issued the h%gher proportion of indifect request forms. While
these results were not statistically significant, it seemed possible

that they reflect a developmental trend for preséhoolers to

increasingly encode status aspects of their relationship at a

\

nyntaé;ic level via their request selection. Clearly, only

" size will allow this p
w . 4

a

replication with an extended age range, utterance base,Aand~samp1e

7 b
siblity to be empirically validated.

"* Although.the presfut study focused on syntactic variation in

, , i . \
request forms as a fugction of sex and status characteristics of

v - \
. o
- B

lpeaker';nd target, it should be noted that request atrategie% vary
' |
«'-" - .. ¢ . - : i \’.‘

°
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. |
on OQh;z dimensions. For example, requests can differ at a level, as

well as in terms of stress and intonation patterns, discourse ~
K A

properties such as turn taking, and nonverbal accompanying behaviors

' such as ture, and facial gesture. While preschoolers in the present

N, .

study appearéd to begin systematically altering their requests at =
syntactic level at the older aée level, it is quite possib;e that they .
had already mastered other means of signally the stgtus.relatiQe to
their partners. For example, Cook-Gumperz and‘gorsaro (197/) have
found that preschoolers utilize stress and intonation in their

+

requests to mark status and authority. In additiom, the work of

" Becker (1983) has suggested that for younger childrem, ' positive vs

.negative tone and the use of semantic softners such as."ﬁlease" and

aggravators, such as threats, are used to vary requests along the
“}

bossiness/niceness or dominance/submission dimension berore
- ¢

" syntactical variation is systematically used. In addition, the work

of Meditch (1975) has indicated that factors such-as the hesitancy of
the speech and certain voici characteristics carf& inforﬁation about
the sex and associated sex-role status of preschool age éhxldren. :

Furtﬁer carriers of status information found in adults have
included the éatterning of turn~taking. Zimmerman and West (1975)
have found’that in conversation bétween ﬁales and females, practically
all the interruptions and overlaps were made by'male speakers and

these tactics were a means of expreaaing”and asserting their control

snd status. Thus it seems likely that children would gradually come

t

3
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to employ discourse features such as interruptions and overlaps as
aﬁother channel by which status informatiom is communicat®d. Finally,
the.work of Thorne in the area of nonverbal communication has shown
that dominance is coﬁmunicaéed nonverbally by a variety of beh?viors
such as a stare, lack of smile, relaxed posture, forceful gestutres,
touch, use of more space and closer approach to others. IE is quite

likely that children also learn to use the nonverbal channel to convey -

similar’ status informationL In fact, it is possible tna£>nonverba1
behaviors, being phylogenetically more primitive, might actﬁhlly be
used to convey such information betore either semantic or syntactic
variation is used. ‘In fact, Argyle, Salter, Nicholson, Williams &

Burgess (1970) have presented evidence that even in adults more of the

.ihformation regarding relative status of interactors is expressed via

‘the nonverbal rather than the verbal channel. .

»

Therefore, further work on children”s request behavior as a

function of status and sex-role should examine not only syntactical

[ .

features but also other agpeq&g\of the request exchange such as
semantic features, intonation patterns, turn—taking, and non-verbal,
behaviors. Only in taking a more holistic a%proach can children”s
developing communicative competence be accurately detailed.

Up until this p;ing in our discussion, we have considered that
request variatjon had the function of marking the status and the sex
of participants. However, as pointed out in the introduction,

variation in request form accomplishes other functions in social
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interaction. Bates (1976), Lakoff (1972) and Mitchell-Kernan (1977)
have suggested that the use of more i_ndi.recc request forms has a
politeness function of allowzng the target to feel that He has some
opt&(ns. For example the use of the quest:xon form "Could you close
the window?" gives the target the apparent option in diciding whethet
be would or would not shut the window. As well the use of "please"
makes the directive sound like a favour. While Bates has detailed
childre;n'a development oE politeness forms ovet the preschool years in .
adult-child interactio;, the vork of Ervin-Tripp (1962) as well as
that of Wood and Gardner (1980) suggest that politeness among ﬁaﬁily
members and peers does not have the same effect nor the sam;a
uvnderlying function. In these situations politeness (ie, greater
ipdirectness) does not result in increased Al;ccess in influencing
others. In fact Wood & Gardner have suggested that ch11di'en who
occupy one-up pos'itions in ; dyadic situation with peers act as if
they "do not need to be polite to get their way with their peers while
one-down children behave as if politeness will work for them". In the
present study, indirect verbalyrec.lueatn to peers tended to be somewnat
léss successful than more direct request forms.

Ervin-Tripp (1982) has suggested that indirectness in directives
has the function of signalli.n‘g not only status ’of speaker and
addressee but additionally serves to indicate "that the child
separates these cases of preauppésed, presumed cooperation from the

cases where compliance cannot be assumed”. She suggests that

T A ALt o don gl RN
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politeness ma'rki.ng\s are brought into play when the other child has

rights qvef t\:he desired goods requested. In addition school-age ¥
children add politeness cues to t;he:"u: directives in cases where they

' :are requesting a particularly difficult task or if their directives

disrupt ongoing activities Tor conversations of the addresse;. For °

example, Ervin-Tripp (1982) found that in 54X of cases wnere the

activity proposed would i;xterrupt the listener, children age 5-8 added

politeness modifiers such as "please", indirectness, and explanations

c;r justifications to their requests.

In the present study, it was eriginally hoped that the coding of
social goal of the request wg\ujld ﬁallow for an’e'zcamiﬁation of status
factors when aspects of the social context such as task ditficulty .
could be controlled. However, the social goals coded (atten/t‘:’i’cf);\of a
peer, toy for self, mutual participation and comtrol) were not fine-
grained enoug!z to allow a further analysis of whether indirect request
forms used by more dominant members reflected other aspects of the' “
social situations c;lling for politeness such as difficult requests,
gc;ods in the 'posseasion of others, or interruptions of the activities

-~

of partners. The only way to assess the other functions of .
indirectness ‘émong’ children this age would be to use the appr;vach
sugge;ted by Geogehegan (1973) whereby detsiled study is made of the
social ai'tuatio,né that normatively call forth -indirectfﬁeas in a’

particular social group. Only deviations from this expected form

would be considered to express or signal other aspects of the social
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relaéionnhip such as the status between participants. It should be
' noted that this approach quxld necessitate the derivation of separate
norms for each social group or class. For example, in the present ‘
stu;iy, in one of the classes observed the "I need" or "I want" form of
request was ‘neve'r used; however, in all other classes this form was
consiyigf_e&__mjppropriate form of directive to use when requesting’
goods ‘or services. Clearly ‘each social group evolve‘s its own social
norms and expecte;i or unmax;ked forms of social influence. Following
Geogheghan’s approach, future research in this area should examine \*“"
status factors as they operate against the background of the groups”

social norms for requesting. °

\

The third goal of the present research was to examine the degree

_-_to which role-taking skills underlie children’s success in influencing
- their peers. Théorists such as Piaget (1926) and Flave].'L .et al.
(1968) have claimed that children’s develgping ability to consider the
viewpc;int of others resulted in more effective communication and
greater success in directing the behavior of othérs. The results of -
the present' study failed to confirm this hypothesia either
development;lly or v:.thm either of the ages stud:.ed. Two of the
th*e role-tvakmg measures showed no assocutmn ‘or a8 veak negative
correlatxon ;lth ch:.ldren s success gt influencing the:.r peers. The

" third measure, the DeVnen lh.de-—A—Penny task showed a weak positive '

_relationship to directiv¢ success; however . .these correlations were

nonsignificant. These rksults are similar to those of Levin and Rubin

A7
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(1979) who found no relationship between role-tsking abilit:\y as
measured by the Bourke and Chandler tasks and the child’s success in
influencing ‘same-sex‘ peers in a dyadic setting. However these
investigators found that performance on the DeVries t;ask was
positively and significantly related to effectiveness in request

n -~

behavior. The larger correlations reported by Levin and Rubin

B

probabl; reflect the fact that success of requests in a dyadic
;ituation may be more affected by the éhxld’a abi:lri.ty to consider his
partners” viewpoint while other motivations -such as the degree of
friendship between participants might be more influential in
determining the outcome of requests in a classroom setting. It is
quite lilfely that children chose friends as the targets of their
social influence in.the classroom and these f iendship factors
positively affect the willingness of the taxget to comply with the
request (Gottman & Parkhurst, 1980). ) (/
In both Levin and Rubin (1979) and the present study it is
interesting to note thaf, role~-taking as measured by the Bourke and
Urberg ax;d Docherty task respectively was unrelated to the outcome of
" directives. However performances on the DeVries was positively
related to ch.{ldren'.s success in influencing their peers. It is
pt;ssible that this pattern of correlations reflect the fact that
diff:arent levels of role—taking abilit'y are t;;ppesl by the two tasks
and it is only the ab;ility to simultaneously consider oPe’s own

perspective an@ that of the other that underlies effectivenegs in

ot e [P I3
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influencing the behavior of others. In contrast the rudimentary
sequential perspective~taking skills tapped by the Bourke and Urberg
and Docherty task are mnot sufficient to allow the child to
strategically alter his behavior in comsideration of thé ditféring : ~

perspective of his partner. Since Selman has éuggeéted that

. simultaneous perspective-taking ability does not emerge until tne end

u

of the preoperational period, it is possible that the success of
requests would be more closely related to role-taking skills in
children aged 6 or 7.

It is interesting to note that in the«preseﬁt study, there was a
pqsitive relationship between the child”s role-taking scores and his

frequency of issuing requests. Among three-year-—olds, children wno v

' scored high on the Urberg and Docherty affective role-taking task made

more influence attémpts with peers. It is possible that the

association between role-taking and I;equest: frequency are in k,eeping

with Piaget’s claim that ex'periences in situastions in v'rh:.ich the ,

child’s n;aeds are in conflict with those of his peers sre inatl;umental

in forcing him to recognize the differing perspectives of others.

Since request behavior frequently results in sociai confligt, it is E

boasible that children who engage more often in such behavior derive

experiential training in considering the perspectives of others. - . ¢
Theorists such as Bates (1976) have suggested that the production of’ :

indirect requests having modal verbs as well as those in which the . SR

goal and the’ agent of the request is not made i.xplicit require . .o :

¥ . N 5
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perspective-taking skills.
to age 3 1/2 the only indirect requeate.children are able to produce
are those that they have learnt as idioms.

2
children are able to express directive intent using more indirect

162

Specifically she has suggested that prior

From age 4 onward,

’

" forms such as mp&al verbs since they are able,to recognize that their

©

intended meaning was retrievable by both themselves and their ~

listeners by virtue of their shared knowledge of the goals of

interacfion and certain rules of conversation. Based on Bates theory

it was expected that children age 4 and older who displayed more

advanced role—takxng skills vould issue a nzgher proportzon of

indirect requests.

o

r

. positive association between 1nd1rectne§s in directives .and

perspective-taking skills:

that emerged among the older children suggested that -higher 1e§e1 more

.

4

Results of the present study failed to confxrm any

In fact, the few nonsignificant trends

A}

2

k]

(4]

»

2

-

simultaneous type role-taking skills tended to be associated with the =

use of more direct request forms with peers.
fe, \ e

-

¢ . .
In contrast, sequential T

;role-taking skills tended to be negaéively dorrelated with the use of

imperative requests.

While these results were contrary to those

\

hypothesized, they are understandable in view of the fact that direct

rather than indirect reqﬁest forms were the most effective in the

-

preschool social context.

»

Children more able to consider the

vieipoint of the other would certainly be more likély to select the

form that was most .appropriate to this social context. .
that role-taking and syntactical indirectness might be positively

(
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related in situations.in which indirectness vas socially valued such

a8 in adult-child interactions or in situations involving frequesting .

tasks or services outside those normatively requested or involving

greater effort of the target 'in order to comply.

The failure to find any significant reiaﬁionship between role~-
- taking skills and either the success or the verbal form or requests,

might ‘have been due to the simplicity of the hypothesized

relationship. It is possibie(that perspective~taking skills relate

= o

more clouely‘to other aspects of request behavior other than :
indirectness in terms of syntax. Specifically role-taking abilities
iight influente the extent to which children actively tailor their

requests to the needs of.tieirglistener by 1) accompanying their

directives with supporting explanations or justifications, 2)

i

&

anticipating. the possible objections of the target and 3) phrasing the -

s €

requests in terms of their potential bénefit. to the«L?stener (Delih &

Clark, 19;7). Future resqarcpamigﬁt examine whether these three

aspects of naturally occuring requeatibehavior correlate with

performance oa ‘role-taking tasks such as the DeVries Hid,e-A—Penny

.task. Additiondally researchers such as Levin and Rubin have examined

-

failure of their directives. It is possible that children with
- e ’
- greater hbility to consider theiperipective of the other would-be
. ] o 7 - :;‘
. better able to modify and clarify their ?équéats in ways likely to

-lead to increased compliance from theig listeners.

m S

_:ﬁl types of re-request strategies children usé following the initial
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Conclusi n&.
. -

In sumpary, it seems that preschoolers encode‘ ;).heir gender status

{ - ) 1

linguistically in terms ‘6f the type of request\forms they use 'when”

influencing the behavior of ir peers. Males s{elect more direct . 1
. \ . .

'

requests to other g:Lrls. /A \ R J?

In contrast, prescpoolers do not consutently encode. their soc1a1 -

- -

status. relative to others in terms of the type of request:s they use.

o

. ‘ The fa:.lure of preschoolers to respond in the expected manner J&s

thought to reflect methodological difficulties with the measurement of

N

status, the more abstract nature of s’gtqs relative to that of gender, I
the muﬁture social companson sb111t1es of preschoolers, and the fact

“\th?t variation in request form occured as a function of relative®

A

status factors operatmg at the level of the 1 48 opposed to the - - .

1gd1v1dual. Dyadic ’.nalysx.s indicated that some of the %lder children

d ' - L .
/ ark %ble to syntacticylly signal their’ststus relatwe»to their : .

»

partner as evidenced by their ssystematic selectign of request iorms.

‘1t qss suggested that syntactic v’s%i%stio,n as a channel to exp\cess

.

’

¢ status aspects of 1 relstipnship is in embryonic stage in older

3

» -
preschoolers, Bo;lver, other channels sufh as tone, semantic cues,
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- utterances observed relative to the amount of obaervation timﬁ'

this age+in conveying status aspects of their relationship with ﬁeers.
Preschooler’s perspective-taking-skills were not related gither

to the success of their influence attempts or to the verbal forms used

in issuing directives to classmates. It wasj suggested that

L L) *

»Ysimultaneous as opposed to sequentigl ability to consider the ‘ o
' [

N « ok

viewpoint of the other might underlie' the success of influence

attempts in slightly oT@et children. C oo

Further research in the area of requestive skills in -
preschoolers should take a more holistic approach and examine mof only

4

. the nyneactlcal form of requests used but also the accompanying

nonverbel behaviors, mtonat:.on/patterns as well as discourse features

surround:.ng the request. In,order to chart the developmental course

of how status aspects of the reletmnahlp between p‘a'e.rs become encoded

i

at & syntactical level, future research should extend t:be age range 6&

8

- AL
Bl
¢

¢n stqd:.ed and examine classroom influénce attempts in terms of
S’ ~ Ce .
the relative status of dyad members issuing these req,uests. Altnough
classroom observations havg‘?eome duedvantages ‘in terms of the

dxfficu‘lty of reliable observations, and the‘sma;ll number of request

’l

expended the results ‘of the present regearch auggest that re uest
3’ q

CS‘

behav:.or in thu socml contgxt mey differ in some 1mportant ways from

that found in a dyadlc lahorator:y play s:.tuat:.on. If our go i

- ltudying .the develapment of thildren’s increasmg sensitivity

the
W .{, .

use of’req\geats is to gemeralfze to their abU:.ty to use these skills

“

-

A

S




R

g,

c . -
P T R O AN S B 3 sorogs et Voo 3 o b 2 PG
. - - =
. - - -
N

R gl v

. : 167

References = . . 4

Abel, H., & Sahinkaya, R. (1962) Emefgence ot sex and race

friendship preferences. gh;g,_ evelopment, 939-943.
I

Ackerman, B. (1978)."Children’s understanding of speech acts in
. O '
unconventional directive frames. Chi}ld Development, 49, 3%¥1-318.
’ . e . o . \ v
Altmaii, J® (1974). Observational study of behavior: sampling methods.

« !

Behaviory 49, 227-265.
Andersen, E. (1978). :ﬁiﬂ you don’r; snore pigise? Directives in )pung
’ children”s role~play speech. Papers and Reports in Child fu

Deyelopment, 15, 140-150. ) f
Argyte, M., Salter, V., Nicholson, H., Williams, H;, & Burgess, P,

-
(1970) The communication of inferior and supenor attitudes by .
l
verbal and nonverbal signals. Journal of oc;al Cljinical
-2

¥

" Paygholegy, 9, 222-231. - _
Aahe?, S.R. (1978). Referential communication, In G.J. Whitehurst &

P -

B.J. Zimmerman (Eds.), The functions of language and cogmitionm. .

New. York: Aasdemic Press, ) ' .

. Austin, J.L. (1962). How to do things with words. New York: Oxford

" University Press. ' . ‘ . )
* Barner-Barry, C. (1977). An observanonal study of aut:honty in a
preschool peer group.’ __1_;_;;5_,3_1)3_::_119_49_1_031 4, 4]15-499, |
Bat:ea, E. (1976). _n_g% g_ contgxt. New York: Academ.c Press.

+



. ; &
‘ . / i et LT

. TMITE i e e Labaan &

O idaat i

168

n

Becker, J.A. (1982). Children’s strategic use of requests: Im

8. Kuczaj (Ed.), Languagé development: Language, thought
cu],.gure. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Becker, J.A. (1982, March). Development of the ability to identify

requests as bossy or nice. Paper presented at meeting of

Southeastern Psychological Association, New Orleans. ‘

Becker, J.A. (1983, Aivril): Development of the ability to produce

requests with nuances. Paper presented at the biennial meeting

of the Society for Research in Child Development, Detroit.

Becker, J.A. (In preparation) Implications of ethology for the study

of pragmatic development. In 8. Kuczaj (Ed.), Discourse

development. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Berner, E.S. (1971). Private speech and role-taking abilities in

preschool children. Paper presented at the meeting of the

Bociety for Research in Child Development, Minneapolis.

Bernstein, ' B. (1972). A sociolinguistic approach to socialization:

vith some reference to educébi‘lity.

kN

In J.J. Gumperz & D. Hymes . *

(Eds.), D;rgct;gna n socioljnguistics: The gt!;nographx of

cgmmum.cangns (pp. 465—497). New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston

Inc.

"V ~
\51/66 L. (1970). Langu ggg- development; form a and functjon in

g g;g:l.ng g;gmmaz. Cambr:.dge, Masgs.: M.I.T. Press.

Brown, R.W. (1973). A _f_u;_; language: The early stages. Cnmbrxdge,

Mass.: Harvard University Press. ‘ Coe :

a

~ . v
N
. . P
A . 3
. . - . . 5
R s . N
. - 3
. .
. £ R . .- .
§£ . " e . ‘ o
. .t -
.
.
. «

T
. .
¢ et et . St S e S

A ' N *
R A k pu LY LY *;mw%



P

S

- e et v e

L TV VI

R e e

1
kS

o e rerrae—

Foronie carvede o

169

- Brown, R. & Ford, M. (1964). Addreqs' in Am‘er’ican English, In D, Hymes

l\ ’

(Bd.), Language in culture and“socjety. New York: Academic

Press.

‘Brown, BW. & Gilman, A. (1960). The pronouns of p&wer and solidarity.

In T. Sebeok (Ed,), Style in language (pp. 253-276). Cambridge,

Mass.: M.I.T. Press. ) v

Brown, P. & Levenson, 8. (197'9). Social structure, groups, and
interaction. In K. Scherer & H. Giles (Rds.), gq_gi_gl_"ﬁg_r_k_e_;g in
apeech, Cambridge, England: Cambridge Universit'y Press.

Bruner, J., Roy, C., & Ratner’, N. (1978). The beginnings of request.
In K.E, Nelson (Eds.), Children’s language. Vol. 3. New York:
Gardner Press. ' ' |

Burge, P.L. ('19§2). Sex differences in social overtures between same-
sex and cross-sex preschool pairs. Child Study Journmal, 12(4),
249-257. ' .

Campbell, R, & Wal'es, R, (’Eﬁﬁ\' The study of language acquihi:i:on.
In J. Lyons (Ed.), Ney Hori ';gns.j,.g_ ],inguistics. .

Ceresnie, 8.J. (1974). Communicati.on and cooperation in dyads of
children of varying levels of egocentricism. Unpublished
mfnter’q thesi.l. Wayne State Uuivérsity.

Chomsky, N.A. (1965). Asge\:ts of a theory of syntax. Cambridge, Mass.:

M.I.T. Press.



ey " s gy PR 8 A PO st QSR ¢ oA o

<« 4

¢ - . ’ 170

> ‘ i »

Clark, B.A. & Delia, J.G. (1977) Cogn;tive complexity, social
- perspectiye-taki.ng, and functional persuasive skills in second-
to-ninth-grade children. m anunicatign Research, 3,
" N 129—134. ‘
Co:.e, J. D. & Dorval, B. (1973). Sex dzrferences in the mt:ellectual

structure of social interaction skills. _e_v_g],m_g__gl Psychology,
8, 261-267.

Connolly, J. & Doyle, A.‘B. (1981). The assessment of soci;l
competence in the preschool: Teachers versus peers.
“Developmental Pszchblogx. 17, 454-462.

Cooit-Gumperz, J. & Corsaro, W. (19775. Social and?cological
constraints on children’s communicative strategies. Socjology,
l};, 411-434.

| Corsaro, W. (1979). Young chxldreig conception ofnata/;us and role.
Sociology of Educatiomn, 52, 46-59. A
Cowan, P.A. (1967, March). The link betveen cognitive structure .and
social structure in two-child verbal interacfion. Paper presented
: : " at the meeting of the Society for Regearch in Child Development,
"', . J New York. ‘
Delia, J.G & Clark, R.A. (1977). Co'gnit;ive complexity, ‘eoci.al. .
perception, and the develépment of gistgner-adapted communi‘cation /
. in six-, eight-, ten-, and twelve.—-iiaf-,-oi'd boys. C aunication

- -

Monographs, 44, 326-345.




Fa

I

-

fe v

p———

¥

T T A b Lt em i g repen, Pt St ag Aoy

SN e e e TwP e p

B R e - e

2

%

&

O A T T T S S

L adiisaa.

-

A e o e T g ‘ "
. i —F B uS NI  O ——
‘ . \

’

Delia, J.G., Kline, S.L. & B;xt].eson, B.R. (1979). The development
of persausive communication strategiea*n kindergartepers
through tvelfth;gradera; Communication Monographs, 56_, 240-

256,
Deries, R. (1970). The devglqunent of role-taking as reflected by

behavior of bright, average, /and retarded children in a social

guessing game. Chjld Development, 47, 759-770.

Dore, J. (1974). A pragmatic degdnpt:zon of early language

development, Journal of P 1choL;,_ggu;st;,c Res ggrcg. 343-350. ©
.Doré&, J. (1977). Children’s.illocutionary acts. In R.0. Freedle (Ed.),

»

Djscourse productjon gnd comprehensjon: Advances jin research and
M. (Vol. 1). Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex.
Dor;e. J. (1978). Requestive systems in nursery 8chool comversatioms:® ,
' Analysis of talk in it; social context. In E. Campbell & P.
'Smith (Eds.), Recent sdyances jn the psychology of langusge.

(vol.3, section 4a). New York: Plenum.

Dubois, B. & Crouch, I.(1974). The quéstion of tag quegtions in
vomen’s spee;:h: They don”t really u‘ae more of them, do they? -
Language in Society, 4, 289-294. !

Dunn, L.M. (1965), Expanded manual for the Peabody Picture Vocabulary ’
Test. Circle Pines, Minnesota: American lbuidance 8ervice Inc,

Eakins, B.W. & E‘:k'i.n_a, R.G. (1978). Sex différences ip human
copmunjcstion. Boston:; Houghton Mifflin. :

g

-



I

, L ” 172

[ 4 L

Edelman, M.S. & Omark, D.R. (1973). Dominance hierarchies in, young

children. Socjal Sciences Informatjonm, 12, 103-110.

Edelsky, C. (1977). Acquisition of an aspect of communicative
' 2

competence: Learning what it means to talk like a lady. In

8. Erxvin-Tripp & C. Mitchell-Kernan (Eds.), Child discourse.

New York: Academic’ Press.
5 .

»

gmihovich, C.A, (1981). The intimacy of address: friendship markers
children’s social play. wg&_ Society, 10, 189-199,

l;ryin—'rripp, 8. (1971), In J.A, Fishman (Ed.), Advances in the
‘lgcig“'],ggz gilg_tx_gt_x,a_gg. (Vol. 1). The Hague: Mouton,

Ervin-Tripp, 8. (1972). | '

On sociolinguistic rules:

occurence, In J.J. Gumperz & D. Hymes (Eds.), Directions in

socjolingujistics: The w of communjcatjons. New York:
Acadeitic Press.

. Exvin-Tripp, 8. (1974). The comprehension and production of requests

by children. Papers sud Beports of Child Langusge Development,
8, 188-196.

Ervin-Tripp, 8. (1976). Is Sybil there:. the structure of some

»

American English directives. Language in Socjetyv, 5, 25-66.
Etvin-'l'ripp, 8. (1977), Wait for me, roller Skate! In 8. Ervin-Tripp

. & C. Mitchell-Kernan (Eds.), Child discourse. New York: Academic

Press.
W

¥

s

. 3 .
Ervin-Tripp, 8. (1982). Ask and it shall be given unto you:

children’s requests. Georgetown University Round Table, 235-245.

in

alternation and co-

e N v



S e T e SR R e e e e B . Mo -
- e s N - . - - e -

' o 173

r i

Et augh, C., Cotlink, G., & Gerson, A. (1975). Reinforcement of sex-

typed behaviors.of two—year-old children in a nursery school
N . 6 .

setting. Developmental -Psychology, 11, 225,

"Fillmore, C.J.(1968). The case for case. In E. Bach & R.T. Harms

T e

R e e e

(Bds.), Universals in linguistic theory, New York: Holt, Rinehart
& Winston. ' |

Fisher, M.S. (1934). Lanénage patterns of. preschool children. Chijld

. Deyelopment Monographs, (No. 153.

Fla.vell. J.I'L (1981). Cognitive momitoring. In ;i.P.-Di'ckaon (Ed.), ,
Chi],dfg. en’s oral ;:ommunica;;‘on skills. New‘YOtk: Academic Press.

Flavell, J.H., Fry, C.L., Wrjight, J.W., & Jarvis, P.E. (1968). The
development of xole-taking and communicatjon skills. FNew York:
Wiley.

Gatcia-?amor, M.A, (1975, December). Child awareness of sex-role
distintctions in language usé. Paper presented at the meeting of

« ' the Linguistic Society ;f ‘America’, San Diego, ’California.

quvey, C. (1975). Requests and‘reaponses in children”s 'Qpegch.

) Journal gf_ﬂx_j_l_glggnguage, 2, 41-63.‘ .-

Garvey, C. & Hogan, . R. (1973). -8ocial speech and social ‘interaction:

eiiacentrism revisited. Child Development, 44, 562-568.

~ )

Gelmah,‘ R.. & Shatz, M, (1977). Appropriate speec{x adjustments: The
operation of conversitional constraints on talk to two-year—olds.

In M. Lewis & L. Rosenblum (Eds.), Interactjon, conversation, and

S i o i At

o -

‘\\\mw Qil.s_l_lxmg_ New York: John'Wiley & Sons.
[J ‘ . - ¢
- 1 '
D “‘ . : Lt ¢ ’
ot T NN 5



. 174

'. Geoghegan, W. (1973). A theory of marking rules. I:n K. Wexler & .

AX, Romney (Eds.), Cognitive orgamization and psychological
processes. Washingt‘on, D.C.

Gieason, J.B. (1975). PFathers and other strangers: .Hen's speech to
ydung children. In D, Dato (Ed.), De n
psycholinguistics: M_x;y_ and applicatjon Cpp. 289-297).
thington'.tCD.C. Georgetown University Press.

Giucksberg, S. & Krauss, R;H. (19@7). What do people say after they
have learned how to talk? Studies of the development of
referential communi::ation. Merrill-Palmer gmnarteglx, 13, 309-316.

Gordon, D. & Lakoff, G. (1971). Conversational postulates. In D. Adams
(Ed.), Papers from the Seventh Regjona] Meeting 6f the Chicago
Lingujstic Bociety (pp. 63-84). Chicago, Illinois: Chicago ‘
Linguistic Society. ‘

Gottman; JM. & Parkhu'rst, J.T. (1980). A developmental theory of

f

frien&uhip ‘and acquaintanceship process. In WA, Collins (Ed.)
Minnesota symposjum on child psychology: Development of
cggni;;gn,; affect and social pelations, Hillsdale, New Jersey:

Lavrence Erlbaum. N '

.6ride, H.P, (1975). Logic and conversation. In P, Cole & J. Morgan
- (Eds.), Syntax 'and semantics.(Vol. 3: Speech acts). Nev York:

) Academic Press.

’ -
M o

v

R b

e e P e
¥ R e s % e U

3

N

1
b

mm;mm -

L B o



= wat ot

o e e

s tan

~

i, AR By I e e o R

g et T8 Wy f S e AR

v,
?
H

S i s ST

f;—ﬁ—f{

- 175

9 -
: ~

L 4

Béal; A. (1979). The acquisition of genderlect, Im J, Orsanu, M, Slater

and LlL. Adler (Eds.), Language, sex, and gender: does rl_a_‘d;'ffj;gncg
make 3 difference? New York: New York Academy of Sciences, V.327.

Halliday, MAK. (1969). Language in a social perapective.‘ Educational

K4

~  Reyiew, 22, 165-188.

Hartman, M. (1976). A descriptive study of the language of men and

@

womnen born in Maine arouﬁd —1900 as it ref the Lakoff
hypothesis: in Language and Wog_a_n’i Place. . B,L, Dubois & I.

N
Crouch (Eds.), Papers in South West English IV: Proceedings of
" the Conference on the Sociology of the Languages, of American
. ‘
' (L Women. San Antonio, Texas: Trinity University.

Haslett, B. (1983). Preschooler”s communicative strategies in gaining

compliance from peers: a developmental study. ‘ Quartely Journal

of Speech, 69, 84-99, ' * -

-

Hold, B. (1976). Attention structure and rank specific behaviors im ° »

preschool children. In H.R.A.'Chanc'é & R, Larsen (Eds.), The

s

gocisl structure of attention. London: John Wiley & Sons,

Hoves, C., Rubenstein, J., & Eldredge, R. (1983), Sex differences in
Peer Interaction in a Naturalistic Settinq. Paper presented at

Bienniel meeting of Society for Research in Child Development,

|

Detroit. ' | ‘ .
Hymes, D, (1971). On Communjcative Competence. Philadelphia: <
University of Pennsylvania Press. .x . CN ,

1 ir {Q: ) .
.. 1
" -
' . - Mg e
\ . . .
\-&' -~




'126

© )
Jack, L.M., Manwvell, E.M. Mengert,I.G. (Eds.). (1934). An
éxperimental study of ascendént behavior in preschool childrem:

Behavior of the preschool child. ._Un' sity of Iowa Studies,

Studies in _(2_&1_1_&_‘151:319, 9, (No. 3). -
James, é. (1978). EBffect of listener age and situation on the .
politeness of childten’s.'diregtives. Journal of gg_y_cj;gugggigs_ig_
Research, 7, 307-317. ' | I
Jones, D; (1983, April)., Social c.arg"anisation in same-sex groups of

elementary school children, i’nper presented at-the biennial

meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, Detroit,

. s j
Michigan. . J

Key, M.R. (_1975). Male/Female lgpgugge. Metuchern, N.J.: Scarecrow
Press. ' | ' '

Kingsley, P. (1971). Relationship between egocentx;ism and chzldren’g
communication. Paper presented at the meéting of tl;e Society for’
Research in Child Development, Minneapolais.

Kohlberg, L., Yaeger, J. & Bjerchoim. E. (1968). The development of
private speech: Four studies and a review of theories. Chjld
Development, 39, 691-736..

LaFreniere, P.:& Charlesworth, W.R. (1983). Dominance, attention and

-

® ’

a‘ffiliation in a preschooi group: aAnine-month longitudinal ‘
__study. Ethology snd Sociobiology, 4, 55-67.
Lakoff, R. (1972). i.anguage and woman’s place. Language in Society, \
2, %580, o




. W WM e ez L4

WEL e

e

e

‘

S T
- 3

G asa i ~ - Lttt

- 177

i ' * . EN
Langlois, J.H., Gottfried, N.W., & Seay, B. (1973). The influence of °
. 3 N

™~ sex of peer on the social behavior of preschool chiidren.

_ﬂ_l.un_sle opm _ysb.qlgu, 8 93-98.

Lawson,’ C. (1977) Requeat patterns 1n a tqo-year-old. Unpublished AN

~

manuscript. University of California at Berkeley (1967). Cited in

1

C. i!it:che,’ll—Kernan & 8. Ervin-Tripp (Eds.), Child discdurse.
‘ New York: Academic Press. ( ) _ .
Lefebvre-Pinard, M. & Bouffard-Bouchard, T. (1980). Social coé’nition -
and preschool verbal communication. Memo de Rechgréhe,;
Lab‘oratoi..re Ld'Ethologi.e Humaine, Déartement de Psychofggie, ’
. Université du-Quibec 2 Montréal. ' N
Lefebv-re—Pinard, M & Stray;ar, F.F. (1980, ’Hay) The evaluation of
social cognition amoﬁg preschool children. Memo de rechf.rche,
Laboratoiz‘-e d'Ethologie‘ Humaine, D’;partément de Psychologie,
;o Université du Québec 3 Montréal.
Leonard, L., Wilcox, J., Fuimef, K., &-Davis, A, (1978). Und,ers.t:anding
i indirect requests: ‘An investigati:on of childrgn’a comprehension

of pragmatic meanings. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research,
21, 528-537.

Leve{mton, E.A. (1982). Imperatl.ve structures in Bngluh. Journal of
?L;gguu;:.cn, 2, 39-43. .
~s '
”, .
v A",v-\’i@ .
,,.m.;r”

!'w

=



:..WM_.W S e e e« Ay .. R

178

o

Lev:.n, E. A. & Rubin, K.H. (1979, June), Gelling others to do ‘what you

-

vant them. to. The development of children’s request:.ve ‘.

qtrateg_;.es. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Canadian

- Psychological Association, Quebec City. :

" Looft, W.R. (}972). Egocentrism and social interaction across the life

span, Psychological Bulletin, 78, 73-92.
L4
Lubin, D. & Whiting, B. (1977, March). Learning techniques of

’

persausion: An analysis of sequences of interaction. Paper - -

presented at the bi.enni.al meeting of the Society for Research in
Child Development, ‘New Orleana. )

’
3 ~ -

Lynn, D.B. (1974). The iﬁJ.r_ His .role ;_ child __ey_elgm_

Monterey, California: Brooks-Cole Publ:.slung Company. -

Malone, M.J. & Guy, R.F. (1982). A comparison of mothers” and fathers’

. q 3 ° '
speech to their three~year-old sons. Journal of Psyche inguistic

Research, (Vol. II). 6, 599-608. .. N

Martlew, M., Connolly, K., & McLeod, C. (1978). Language use, role,
2 ) .

and context in a 'five-year-old. Jourmal of Child Language, 5

3

o

81-99.

HcCandless, B. & Hoyt, J. (1961). Sex, ethnicity, and play preferences
P

of preschool children. Journal of Abnormal and Social P azchglggz:

[

62, 683-685. . . e .
HcCar‘thy, D. ‘(1954). Language development in children., In - ?

L. Carmichael (Ed.), Manual of child psychology. New York: Wilep. i




'-—;— ' Sahaa & —-v“*‘*m'fw'*"‘ TR . ,
¢ ) G' ) . ]
/ ’ \ - <& . ' b NI ' \.
' ' ‘ / . LA | 78 _
had I’ 3 \ . -
! i N 179
- - P ’ \ ' !
o ‘ ’ S ~
\ ‘ ‘ HcCavley, J.! (19687. The role of semantxcs in grammar. In Ewach® and
v ] r
X - . . &I Hanns (Bds.), Universals \_;__ ],Lngu;atxc ;heorx. New York:
- _ Holt, Rlnehart & Wmston. ) \ ~ T #*
. . R ‘S B
\ McMillan\J.R., Clifton, A.K., Hccr};th D. & Gale, W, S. (1977).
- AR N
\\ o - Women’s anguage. Uniertaxnty or, in ﬁpérsonal sensitivity and
\ d © X
! . emotlonahty. Sex Roies, 3, 545-539. S ,
& ’ .

, HcTear,qu. (1980). Getting it done: The development of children’s

4
ab:.htzea t:o negotiate request sequences in peer :mteract:.on.

| %L{__g Worlugg Papers in Language and Li ggtnst;cs, 1-29.

Meéditch, A. (1975) The development of sex—spefoxc speech patterns in

young children. Anthrbpologica_l_ Linguistics, 17(9), 421-433.'

, H:.shler, E.G. (1975). Studies in dialogue and discourse: II. Types of

of Pexchollnguxstxc Research, 4(2), 99-120.
Hitchell—l&ernan, C. & Kernan,| K. (1977). Pragmatifcs of‘ directive
“choice amongommunicetiom In G.J. Whitehurst &
B.J.‘Zimmerm'an (Eds.), The functions gi language and cggni\gign.
- a New Yo'rk, E. (I972). The xnaint:;nance of verbal exehanges between

‘young children. Child Development, 43, 930-938.

Mummery, D. (1947). An analytic-study of ascendant bennvig/r of

preschool philix;en. Child Development, 18, 40-81.
“ r/ .
Forris, W.N., & Nemchek, D. (1982)., The development of social

comparison motivation among preschoolers: Evidence of a step-wise

progression. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 28(3), 413—425.

gt st 9 s N e s s an e o b mm qurmt e

. discourse 1n1t1(ed by and sustained though quest10n1ng. Journal

v % e s

B P

R s



Pogem ey e o

e

¥

b T A T W BBY L _ALR W TR ek %+

Ty

d

~ * -

1 )
) ’

. * Omark, D.R. & Edelman, M.S. (19)5)., A comparison.of status hierarchies
* »

pedl

L]

‘ifr in young child;en:' an ethological approach. Socja] Sciences

» G

\\ Information, l4, 87-107.

Par(’('t;{en, M.A. (1932). Social participation among pre-acixool children,
Journal of Abnormal and Social. Psy¢hology, 27, 243-269.

Parten, . M.A. (1933). Social plmy among preschool children. Journal of
Abnormal Psxcholglgx, 28, 136-147,

Piaget, J. (1926). The Language and Thought of the Child. New York:
Hatéouit, Brace. . - '

Rgagl, B. & Cherry, L. (1978). Preschool children”s production of

directive forms. Discourse Processes, 11, 233-245.

. Reeder, K. (1980). The emergence of illocutionary skills. Jourmal of  °
‘ . ]

Child lLanguage, 7, 13-28.
Rubin, K. (1973). Egocentrism "in childhood: a uﬁitary construct? Child

Development, 44, 102-110.
Rubin, K.H. (1§77), The ;ocial and cognitive value of preschool toys
’Tﬁ& activities. Canadian Journal of Behgxig';:gl Science, 9,
*382-385. q

LN

Rubin, 'K.H. (1978). Role-taking 'in childhood: some methodological
considerations. Child Development, 49, 428-433.

Rubin, K.H. (in press). Social and social-—cogn:';tive developmental
characteristics of young isolate, normal, and sociable children.
In K.H. Bubin & H.8, Ross (Eds.), Peer relatjonships and social

skills in childhood. New York: Springer-Verlag.

e




., ' ~
Y. ) '
-~
' ' 181
P . ¢ - ‘
- . - 1

“ Rubin, K & Borwick, K. (in l\reu). The communicative akills of

: ch:.ldren vho vary with regard to sociability. Im H.E. Sypﬂer'& -

J.L. Applegate (Eds.)? Socia]l cognition and communication.
Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum. ' ’
Rubin, K.H. & Levin, E. (1979) The relatxonsh‘p between perspect:we-
tak:L , referential communication and naturalls‘t:.c discoursive
. \ skilla in preschoolers. Unpublished manuscript, Universiti o‘;.
P‘Vat:er:loo.

: Ruépton,v.l.l’.,’ Brainerd, C.J., & Presley, H.'(1983)). Behavioral ’

a

development ang- construct validity: the principle of aggregation.

o

Pgychological Bulletin, 94, 18-38.

. Sachs, J. & Devin, J.‘ (1976). Young children’s use of age—appropriate
speech styles in social interaction and role-~playing. Jourmal of
_g_h_i\_l_g_ Language, 3, 81-98.
Sachs, J., Lieberman, P., & Erickson, D. (1973), Anatomical anflﬂ
cultural determinants of male and f/emale speect{: In R. Shuy &
R. Pasold (Eds.), Language attitudes: Current _ggg_d_sgn_d‘
_prospects. Washing:tt;n, D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

Sadock, J. (1974). Toward a linguistic theory of speech acts.

. \,\}e{r York: Academic Press.

Savin-Williams, R. (1979). Dominance hiersi‘_eh:.es in groups of early

adolescents., Child Development, _5__. 923-935,
Searle, J. (1969). Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of

" language. . London: Cambridge University Press. 2




o P N A S L, e,

L

"I e e S T

et e s

s
-
N 1

AP

PRI gl T A e s 2 dmmes s _
.

Ry T . U o m amem e mime ey
et s R LT o

- 182

s ]

LY

'Searle, J. (1975). Indirect speech acts. In P, Cole & J. Morgan
(E?s.), Szntix and semantjcs. (Vol. 3, Speech Acts). New York:

Academic Press. N .
¢
Serbin, L.A., Conner, J.,Burchardt, C., & Citron, C. (1979), Effects

of peer presence on sex-typing .of children’s play. behavior.”
Journal' of Experimental Child Psychology, 27,303-309.

Serbin, L.A., Tonick, I.J., & Sternglanz, 8.H, (1977). Shaping 4
-

cooperatéve cross-sex play. Child Development, 48, 9,514-929. A
Shantz, C.V. (1981). The role of role-takfflg in children’s
referential communication. In W.P. D&:on (Ed.),- Children’s
ew York: Academic

oral communjcation skills (pp. 85-102).

Press. N

»

o

Y

Shantz, C.V. & Steinlsuf, B. (1976). Perspective-taking and’

decentration abilities in childrem. Unpublished manuscript, Wayne
State University. éf
L4

Shatz, M. (1975, December). The comin:ehension of indirect directives:

Can two-year-olds shut the door? Pragmatics Microfiche.

Shatz, M. (1978), . Children’s comprehension of their mother’s question
direcfives. Journal of Child Learnin s,’_5_, 39-46.

Shatz, M. & Gelman, R..(1973). The development of communication

skills: Modifications in tl(xe speech of young children as a

function of listener. Monographs gf_m Society for Research in
Child Development, 38, (Serial Fo. 152).

b o e




ok

- - - [P N

r 183
<* , '
Shatz, M., Shulman, M., & Bexrnstein, D. (1980), The responses of
.language digordered childten to indirect directives in varying
contexts. Applied sxcholxgguut:.cs, 295-306.
Siobin, D.I., Miller, S.H., & Porter L.W. (1968). Forms of address

and social relations in a business organxzatxon. Journal of b4

'Persoﬁalitx and Social Ps cholo", 8, 292, ‘
Sluckin, A.M. & Smith, P.K. (1977). "Two approaches to’che concept of
‘ " dominance in preschool children. Chjld ggglogment, 48, 917-923.
Snu.tl} M.E. (1935). A study of some factors influencing the
'developinent of the sentence in preschool children. Journal of
. Genetic Pychology, 46, 182-212. ‘
Sm:.th P.M. (1979). Sex markers in speech. In K.R. Scherer & H.
H. G11es (Eds) Social markers in ggg_ec_h Cambridge: University
Press?
Smith, P.K. &,‘ Green, M., (1975). Agg;'essive behavior in English
‘Anurseries hn;i i)ifay groups: Sex differences and response of .
adults. Child _y;elopg;e_n_;_, 46, 211-214. ;

/

' Stexnlahf, B. (1974). Role-tak1ng’ab111t1es of young children and

maternal discipline strategies. Unpublished master’s thesis,

Wayne State University.
N

Strayer, F.F. (1977). Peer attachment and affiliative a'ubgroups.

Ethologica] perspectives on preachbol organizations, (Memo de

L.

\‘ ré:hérche No. 4). Montréal: Université du Québec.

P e e



ot sA s ) B b2 ey

-

\
/f’/

Wy
R

‘ ‘»

Strayer, F.F. (1980). Social ecology of the preschool peer'gro{xp. In

W.A. Collins (Ed.), Mjnnesota Symposia on Child Psychology.
» ' » L
Vol. 13). Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Strayer, F.F. (1981). The organization and coordi@of alym;netric

relations among young childrem: A biological view of social

powver. New Di;gétigns for Methodology of Socjal and Behavior—
S8cience, 7, 33-49. ~

- . ~ -
Y-
a

Strayer, F.F. & Strayer, J. (1976). An ethological analysis of social

) R v4
agonism and dominance relations among preschool children. Child
' =

-

Strayer, F.F. & Trudel, M. (in press). Developmebntal changes in the
, nature and function of social dominance among young children.
Bthology and Sociobjology.

Thormne, B. & Henley, N. (Eds.), (197>). Language and sex: Difference
and dominance. BRowley, Mass: Newbury House Publishers Inc.
Urberg, KA. & l')ocperty, E.M. (1976). The development of role-taking

8kills in young children. Deyelopmental Psychology, 12, 198-203. "

Weinstein, E. (1969). The development of imterpersonal competénce. !

L , ) N , ..w‘.
In D. Goslin (Ed.), Handbook of socialization theory amd =~ SO

xesearch. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Winer, B.J. (1974). Statjstical principles in experimental design (3rd
ed.). Nev York: McGraw-Hill. ‘

con oy — Y
=
.
1 . o
>, k4
. . s,
;

. : . 184 /

Wood, B. & Gardner, R. (1980). How children "get their way™: Diréct‘ivea."(/"

in communication. Communjcation Education, 29, 264-272.




Nv:/' “ —..,ff" \“

. Ve [

/ . ) ‘ ‘ .
P ’ ' b 185 L
PR A - T . v , -

A r - -
c . Zinmerman, D. & West, C. (1975). 8Sex roles, _ir}terruptions and Ve
i 1 ' n.lencequ.n converaati.on. In B, Thorne & N. Henley (ﬁda.).
‘ . : 3 ngm_ and sex: Jf_us._e.nc and dominance. Rowley, Mass.: ’
:,r-,,f"" e Newbury House Publishers. ’ . ’
3 fu. . . » )
. . \ ‘

e S
~Rein
o N
arpes TTE
-
.
PE—
’
-
.
’
‘.
,
[y

N

)
.
. .
. b .
. o
' . . ' :
- - ’ "
~ ' LN N
- ce
/ <3
- e, e e ———— { o
.y ¢ b
« .t s L, . o . - o
N . & %) Lt o bl i o et % wad e aped -~ jad



A T S

Appendix A
Research Measures: Techniques of Data
Collectiop, Data Recording, Reliability and

Data Reduction
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Appendix A-1

Social Influence Coding Sheet

Observer: __- Reliability: 2 Class:
Date:
Outcome

FC Activity ~Utterance Target Goal  'success maint Form Reliability

il a |

n ) /_ '
_ A
- SR
2

n
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-t Manual for Collection of Social Influence Data B
" Goal: The aim of these observations ia to record all ve.rbal ’

utterances which are used with the apparent intent‘ of directing the

behavior of a peer. The present research is interested in the verbal

form of the requests that preschoolers use when influencing their
'
classmates as well the success which they experience in

. »

-

gaining the desired goal and maintaining the social interactionm.

'
‘

Observation Technique: Each observer is given a randomized list

containing the names of all children in the class. In turn each child
J
is designated the focal child and two observers simultaneously observe

~ °

-this child for a 3-minute time period. Each observer has a stop watch

which ne or she starts at the same time as the other observer and
stops at the end of the 3-minutes of observation.
| Behaviors to Record: On the Social Influence Coding Sheet the
name of the observer, the date, and the class are recorded at the top
of the sheet.. Next the’ name of the first child on thes ran&omized list
is written under the column titled FC (for focal ¥hild). During the
3-1ninﬁte time period the following behavior(s‘ are recorded:

‘ l)h‘a‘vetbatim recording of any utterance aimed at direct‘:itig the
behavior of a peét.

» S8pecific attention must be paid to how the child expresses his

. »
request eg. in imperative torm, as a question, or statement, or as a

suggestion, \
Exsmples of possible verbdl forms of requests:

Imperative - LooR at my sand castle.

Give me the ball.

.
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. Imperatives & tags ;“Diesd up as a gorilla, ok?
v : Give me the crayons, please.
Questions - Céuld you help ier build a tower?
. . ‘ yill you help me d;ess the baby?
rﬂ\\\~ o : Would you pass me the scissors?
V;nta play house?
Could I have the ball?

Statements - You have t&\be the daddy.

We have to clean up the dishes.
I need the crayons.
I want the bal} now.

Indirect Ways of Making a Request ~
L d s . -\—/
That“s a nice gun you have (to attempt to get to

play with the desired toy).

-

a
3

It’s my turn (as a way of stopping the other child from,

|

Is that yours? (as a way of implying give it to me)

taking his turn). 9

-

2) the target - the name of the child to whom the request is

directed is recorded on the coding sheet under the column titled,

'"target?.

3) the goal of the influence attempt - One of tour possible goals
is selected and recorded under the column titled "goal" on the coding
sheet. The definitions for eéach goal ;ategory Qre listed below.

. a) attention: (A) - any request dgsiﬁned to gain visual

attention of a peer.

eg. Look at the picture I made.

Look at what I can do.

A car et
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» .
/ b) toyself: (TS) -~ any request designed to gain or defend

poasession of a toy or space.
. e€eg. 1 need that toy.
"It’s mine. ‘ P ' e
\ Don“t!
Could I have the ball?

Could you give me the scissors?

c) mutual participation: (MP) - any request designed to ellicit
1

~l‘;“

or maintain the mutual participation of a peer.
eg.-Wanta play house? ‘ | .
You have to be the daddy. ~
Could you give the baby her bottle?- | 1 '
Build the castle wafl here. |
d) control: (C) - any request whose objective 18 to comtrol the’
behavior of a peer. The Sehaviot is of little interest to
the child making the request. Its manipulative intent is
what is of most relevance.
eg. Tou have to say pretty please.
4) The outcome of the request: Any request is coded successful
(S; or unsuccessful (U) accord:’:ng to whether it is successful in
gaining it;s desired goal.
) eg. Give the doll (§) - would indicate that the child
mkézethe request got the desired doll.
Could you pour the milk? (U) ~ would indicate that .the
ather child did not pour the milk as requested.
The (8) or (U) c;éde is recorded on the Social Influence Coding

Sheet under the colummn labelied "outcome" with the subheading

o
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. "success", ) .

The other column uﬁder ontcm titled "naml:"

.-
g ‘\hxndzcate whgther.the interaction was. mmtamed (M) ;:ginated (m). ' i -
after the request. r ~ i; |
. . eg. Givré me the doll ('1')&‘- would indicate that the inf:eraction - 1
_ - was terminated following the ispuing rof this requ:st: 1
Y , g . 3
‘ 5) The first activity or ﬁate;ial used by the focal child - the _ : ; S
: . first activity engéged in by the focal child at. the start of the ° . ‘:‘
3-minute time sampl; is recorded. ‘ | " g '
o ' eg. If Johnny is playmg a puzzle at the start of the d s
observation peno:l, the code tor puzzle 18 reco;ied ;n:er < ) ;
b~ - the category ti.t:l;d‘ "activity" on the coding- sheet. . ¥ . -
-« ,z;i'rhe folléwing is the numei:ical«cod; tor each ac’tivity:, ’ : ' '\ .
Lﬁ"’"jl- large blocks . | 15--small blocks ° - ]
. ) 2- playdough = - 16~ Fischer-Price garage - . £
, , .
3- puzzles _ 17- F”:./acher-Pricé castle
4~ sandbox J ' ,'18- Stackixuxg rings, nu,mber* pegs -
5- water table and water ;.9- chairs ¢ )
6~ painting' 2 26— dolls L o ) é \
. 7- doll bed and cradle ' 3\ 21- paster and paper d §
‘&o- sink and stove : ) 022- ’mgrﬁxets ,
« 9= board games T 23— little cars
"10- scissors, 'pq;er, crg»yoris 24—\ 'btiskle blocks . , » i ‘
. 1ll- tinker toys w% 25- lego \’-‘ -
12- books . - \ : 26- pegs and/ peg board )
., " ‘13- telephone ' g . 27- cash egistgr
14- magnetic letgers and numbers 28— unoféupied . _. ot

" - POY
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32- watching others 40~

ot

. . .3

33~ stapler * 4]1- pretend

34~ puppets 42- purse, costumes, dress

) ~ up,make-up
X , ‘ .

35- beads ‘ ° 43~ other

36- stuffed animels ¥ ° ’
- -

- o
. “) - - '
.‘ . [} i : < !
* | .
& F:E -
“ . - ;:'?-‘ -
L4
)
= . a :
N /
. f
. d 2 ' '|
¢ % <
. ) \ ‘
- .‘ -~ '
. T ) .
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§97 Fischer—Price,little.people 37- tools
30~ kitchen table 38-‘ieaving
31- record player . 39- conversation

sewing cards
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" The Fourteen Verbal Forms of Requests
Direct requests - requests phrased in imperative form vithout semantic
~aoftene}s such as “please” or “OK” eg. Give me the

ball.

+

' Direct’ requests plus tags - requests phrased in imperative torm with

. rising intonation of question, or semantic softeners
such as “please’ or “OK” eg. Give me the bail, OKY
Embedded imperatives I - requests phrased as questions containing
_modal verbs such as "could you", "would fou". "will
you". These requests reference sincerity conditions
(Goigon & Lakoff) but make explicit reference to-the
~desired goal an@ the age;t to accomplish this goal
eg. Could you give me the ball?
BEmbedded imperatives IX - requehts phraaef-as interrtgatives questioniné
the other person’s desire to accomplish a certain goal
eg; Do‘you want to play ball?
Need statements - ;equésta'phrased as declaratives containing “need” o?
‘ ‘want” as verbs eg. I want the ball; I need the ball.
Permission direcéives - reqﬁests phrased as interrogatives in wnich
th? child asks pe;mission aQ a means of gaining the

[ desired goal eg. May I have the ball?

Hints — requests in which neither the goal of the request or the agent

is wade explicit, but, that the other partner
understands as a requést eg. That’s enough (to mean

stop)
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AN AT

Assertions - requests made indirectly by asserting ones own rights wnich

would necessitate an action on the part of the

ig 3

listener. Form is usually declarative eg. It’s my

AT

1 ‘ . turn (implying that it was not the other person”s turn
. ) ' 86 that he should allow the speaker to proceed).

Pretend  imperatives - requests expressed in imperative form and

containing the verb “pretend” eg. Pretend this 1s my

car. !

B epr—

Declaratives I - requests expressed in declarative form in which the

.y

N _ ;:lesired goal and agent are made explicit eg. You have

. - to be the baby.

« e oamew

Declaratives II - requests expressed in declarative form in which the

A | e RS g e = e D
B

desired goal and agent is made explicit but the agent
is “we” in contrast to “you” as in Declarative I eg.
we Bave to feed the dog (The intentién is to get the

other person to perform the desired activity in this

i )

e case feed the dog).(w

t Suggestions - requests expressed in the form Let“s do X eg. Let”s play
E ball. |

£ » Threats - requests expressed by threatening an aversive state of affairs
% if the other fails to comply with the desired behavior
2 P eg. If you §on't give me the ball, I won“t let you

come to my birthday party.
" Counterassertions - requests expreuéd as exclamations eg. "Don”t"

stated with forceful intonation and high pitch,

i

W e e e . s n v vr vt o b b remtpem e —————— o 3
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Appendix A-4 . “
Percentage of Each Verbal Form of Requests- B
¢ i
R e Recorded by Only One Observer
Direct Requests 19.93 ' . (649)° : * :
DR + Tags .y . 36.6% ( 41) , j
Embedded Imperatives I 26.1% ( 4b) I
Embedded Imperatives II 24,6% ( 69)
Need Statements 49.4% ( 83)
. ’ /
! Permission Directives . 22.7% ( 88)
Hints | 20.6% ( 68)
Assertions 31.7% {145) 3
"Pretend" ‘ © 33.32 ( 24)
Declaratives I - 33.32 (153)
Declarativesa II 39.92 ( 81)
Suggestions 33.3% ( 90)
Threats ' 43.8% ( 16) . ' '
Counterassertions 28.6% (217) . -
Note. Nl.unb'?ﬂ> in brackets refer to the raw frequency of each verbal ’ 1
form both consensual plus dicagreemént.
4 -
.
H
— !
i
4
!
. i
' i
\ (table continues) ¥
~ v‘ .“;:%;:’:.
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' Percentage of Four Verbal Form Categories Recogded

by Only One Obsegrver and the Number of Each

Form Retained at Each Age Level

Verbal Form

DR IR A
. ' a
Group 4 $. p 4 # z
Younger 36.5 219  38.9 162 31.9
Older 29.1 297 32.5 222 30.2

q
- £
-
Y
L 4

a——t s

# )4
47 31.4
44 30.3

5%
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Appendix A-5

Percent Agreement Between Observers
on Socisl Influence Data Collectjon

(Consensual Data)

~ 197

Age of subjects

Observational Category

3 yr Syr Overall 8s
Verbal Form 97.16 94,58 95.87
Success 91.93 93,90 92.91
Maintenance / 82.39 88.99 85.69
8uccess of Verbal Form 88.71 89.11 88.91
Goals 91.83 92.72 92.28
Y
&. 3

y
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Appendix A-6
Percent Agreement Between Coders ;:i._q the Assjgnment

—— S ————— —— S ——————

\_Ve_rb_a_L _1;‘9_1':-_-; X Agreement
Dixtet;t Requests 912 N
Dir;;t Réquests + tag . 15' 100% .
Embedded Imperatives I 80%
Embedded Imperatives/ II ' 86}/‘
Need Statements 100%
Pemis\sior{; Directives | . 85%
Hints ‘ o . 50%
Asgertions l - 792
Declaratives I ' 1002

" Declaratives II h 46%
Suggéut.ions 1002
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/ : Appendix A-7
[‘ Social Influence Hierarchy Coding Sheet '
Obaeézer: o Date: Class:
H
Area: >
Children in Quadrant:
Leads Peer Positive Leads Peer Positive
, Succeaéful Unsuccessful
\ Initiator Succ Target Initiator Succ Target }
i
i

N ‘

i

\ T

\
I 4
\ . .
\ Leads Peer Negative Leads Peer Nggative ‘ _
\\ ’ Successful Unsuccessful \\\\\

.~ Initiator Succ Target Initiator Suec Target

.
BN
"

|~
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L1 . E
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Social Influence Hierarchy Observation Manual
Goal: The aim of this observational approach is to gain as much

information as possible concerﬁing the relative success of classmates

L]

in directingothe behavior of their peers.

_Observational technique: This data is collected by an
observational scan technique in which each classroom is divided into
quadrants and each'quadrqnt'is observed seéuentially for a 3—minut;
time period., If no childrem occupy the quadrant slated for -
observation the observer mﬁves onto the next quadrant and returns to
the quadrant following the 3-minute time period if children are then
engaged in play in the area. .

Definition of "Attempts to direct the behavior o{ beefa": All,”
verbal and nonverbal attempts to direct the behavior of a peer are
included. These attempts could take the form of leadership behavior
in terms of one child suggesting 6r~directing the course of play, or
ﬁigyt include attempts by the child to get another classmate to
imitate his behavior by setting himself up as a model. If a
particu1a¥ child”s behavior is spontaneously imitated by another, that

child is considered to have leéd.;he behavior of ‘the other child. As

M
]

vell, a phild's attempt to gain a toy from a peer is considered an
attempt at directing the behavior of another child. ) .

In addition to positfvely toned attempts to direct the béhavior of
others, all ntroﬁgly worded commands showing hostility are included in
this behavioral category with the exception of physical aggression such

as hitting or verbal abuse such as name-calling.

All attempts to direct others can occur as initiation attempts or

U P e e o o e | e e e
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as part of an ongoing social jinteraction.

-

Elements of "Attempts to direft the behavior of peer" to be noted:

1) the quadrant in which| the observation takes place 1s recorded

: ‘at the top of the obs rvation sheet as well as names of the

" children in the quadrant

) 2) the name of the child makirg the attempt

4 3) the neme of the child w@o w;s the target of the attempt
. | 4) t?ﬁ success of the attempt | .

5) the tone of the attempt positive or ‘megative «

With the ei!Lption,of writing the name of the‘child wvho made the
influence attempt and the name of the target, aL}.other eleménts to be | ‘<‘
noted are coded by putting a tick under ome of the four poasiblg
categories: 1) leads peer positive.successful

2) leads peer positive unsuccessful
3) leads peer negative successful
7 4) leads peer negative unsuccéaaful
Example: If Jane is successful in obtaining a toy froﬁ John'using a
T ;oaitive tone; tﬂis behavior would be coded in the left upper box of
the coding sheet as follows: Leads Peer Positive Successful
Initiator Succ Target
Jane " X ©  John

4

Decision Rules if more than one attempt to direct the behavior of
peers occurs simultaneously:
1) choose the influence attemﬁt oécuring in the largest group of
children interacting in the quadrant.
_ 2) if the groups are of the sané size'aelécf the group closest to

h
the observer,

\
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Appendix A-9
Teacher Ranking’ of Leade;ahig‘m
Directions: Please assign a number from 1 to N (number of children in
class) for each child according to the extent to which the child lead'n
his peers in the followi;ng ways: ' | k
- ) 1- successfully obtains desired toys in nonaggressive ways
2- decides on the course of activities or games
3- succeeds in getting others to do as he/she wishes by
nonaggressive means
A “1”° is placed beside the name of the child who displays the most
leadership relative to his peers. The largest number is assigned to -
the child who is the lowest in terms of hig ieadership status in theN
’ciaés.
Alphabetical List of Students ) Rank
| a
b

o

[T

| 2 Cuds

L .- .
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Appendix A-10 | e '
Teacher Ranking of Popularity
Directions: Please assign a number from 1 to N (number of children in

the class) for each'child according the the extent to which the child
o I

is popular and sought after by classmates. Popularity is to be based

on the following criteria:
:

) 1- the child is soughcﬁ after by many children to be partmer, or
' to be sat beside at snack tihe
2~ the child is sought as & playmate often and readily included
in games
A °1° is placed beside the name of the most popular child and an ‘N”
is assigned to the least popular child.
Alphabetical List gt:king
a ' A

b ®

¥
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ApperdiiA-1l N
Cognitive Role-Taking Task -~
"Flavell Birthday Gift" Selection

The child was seated at a low table and was first presented with

each object individually and asked to nnnétét. If the child could mnot

lname the object, the experimenter told him/her the nsame and probed to

determine that the child understood its use. The objeétl vere: a pair
of men”s socks, a necklace, a pair of pantyhose, an gdulc pocketbook, a
toy pocket car, a ball, playdough, nail polish, and tie.

After each object had been named, they were all placed on the
table facing the child. . The child was then g&ked to pretend that "we
age in a store" and that he/she was to select from the objects in
front of him]her a birthday gift for his/her "mummy”. After selecting
an object, the child was verbally reinforced, snd the object was
replaced. He/sgszas then asked to select a present for his/her
"daddy". After making his selection, the chosen gift was also
replaced and the same selection procedure was repeated for "your
tedcher" for "your brother or sister and‘for-"yoursZIf". If the chid’
Aid not have any siblings he was asked to select a gift for a lLittle
boy or a liftle girl for male and female children respectively.

8coring: One point was assigned for each age- and sex-

appropritate gift selection. Range 0 to 5.
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Urberg and Docherty Affectixe Ro;g—fﬁking Tagk ; !

Procedure and Instructions:- ‘

[

Prior to the admi;istration of the three st6ry~sequences, the
child was first presented with different pictufeS'of a ¢child”s face on
8 1/4" X 11" sheets of paper. iach picture portrayed aihikﬁerent
emotional state - yagpi\\ggg mad, and afraid - and the ch11d vas
requested to "tell’me how thid little (boy/girl) feels". If the chlld ‘“__‘\\1

was unable to identify the emotions the examiner provided him with the

.
e

answer. All subjects were presented with pictures of same-uéx children.

Story 1. The examiner presented theifirst picture and said ?Here

, : A ) :

you are with a bag of your favorite candy”. The second picture was ooty
Y - ol ’

then shown 'and the examiner said, "Naw another child has found your . s

bag of candy and is eating them all up. How 'do .you feel? Do you feel

dhappy, sad, Jad or afraid?" The examiner thep waited for the child to

N

respond. After stating how he/she would feel, thé examiner then o :

‘pointed to the other child in the picture and said "How does this ~ ,

child feel? Happy, sad, mad or afraid?". After the child had replied

the examiner asked "Why does he/she feel - ™. R s jf
Story 2. The examiner presented tH; first picture and said "Yo%

and your friend are playing a game togethef." The _second picture was &

then presented and thg'exam1net said, "Now your frxend has won the o

game. JHB; do you feel? Do you feel happy, sad, mad or afraid?"

v

\ . .
After the child has respoSHed to this question, he/she was asked "Why

pointed $o the ,

s feelings iné ‘ :

do you feel ™. The examiner

other chzld Ln .the pxcture and asked about that chi

4
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. Story 3. The examiner presented the first picture to the child
and said, "You and your friend both want the same ball to play with".
The second picture was then presented a;d the examiner said, "Now the
teacher gives the ball to you. How do you feel? Donfou ;eel happy,
sad, mad or afraid?". When the child responded, he.was asked to

justify his answers as in the previous stories, .The examiner then

pointed to the other chil%}in the picture and asked how he/she felt,

and why helahedfelt that way.

Scoring.
£

' For each ory, one point was awarded for correctly identifying

the emotional state O

pe'firqt child and another point was awarded
Eof;providing an adequAte explanationm of that feeling. A third point
was given if the emotional state of the secomnd child was correctly
identifieq and a final point was given if the child provided an
adequate explanation for that feeling. The labelling of the emotional
state and tﬁé:adequacy of the explanation wefq judged in terms of the
)ﬁ§ory content.

In Story 1, the correct answer for the first child was "mad" and
the correct answer for the second child was "happy". Adequate
jgstificati;n for the emotions required that ‘the aubjsqt refer to the
loss or gain of the candies as the cause of the emotional states. In
story 2, the correct answer for the first child wvas "sad" and fog the
second child was "happyﬁ. Adequate justification of the emotions
required that the subject refer to the outcome bf the game as the
cause of tﬂe emotions in the two children. In story 3, the correct
answer for éhe first child was "happy", and.the correct answer for the

second child vas "sad". Adequate justification of the emotions



required that ‘the child refer to the outcome of the teacher’s

intervention as the cause of the childrexi’n enogions.

? 3
%

_ag

]

Te

|

BT e gudeno s

¢

1

s

P

s
2 Puged e

IR NG W WL PR IP LT IR PV

R I P

QNIRRT N

[

ey S A AR AR T e N




F. ARyt

Appendix A-13

DeVries Hide~A-Penny Task

Date:
. -

Guessing Irials 1.

D
:~d
.

Biding Trials. 1.

L[ﬁ ‘ nts

208
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Scoring: Circle Appropriate P (pass) or F (fail) for each item.
1, attempts to hide penny P F
2. does not always hide penny in same hand P F
" 3, changes the hand containing penny P F

more than once

4, makes at least ome appropria’te hiding P F
attempt ’

. ‘5. does not always guess tﬁe same hand P F

6. changes the hand guessed more than once P F

7. almost always hides the penny correc‘t'Iy P F

8. displays competitive attitude P F (

9. uses a shifting hiding strategy P F .

10. uses a shifting guessing strategy P F

Totel Score:

¢
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DeVries Hide-A-Penny Task
The expe;imenter introduced the game to the child by saying
"Let’s play a different game. I“m going to hide a penny in one of my
hands, I.e‘t's see if you can guess which hand the penny is in." The
experimenter continued this p;ocedure for 11 trials. On the first 6
trials the child was always correct 1in his/her guess as the
experimenter had hidden a penny in each hand. On trials 7 through 10
the child received negative reinforcement since the experimenter had .
not hidden a penny in her hand but had left it concealed on the back
of her chair. On the final trial the child was once more successful.
The experimenter recorded am “L° or “R” on the coding sheet after each

guesging trial to indicate whether the child had guessed the penny was

in the experimenter”s left or right hand respectively.

~On the second portion of the task, the child was invited to take -

the role of "hider". "Now it“s your turn .to hide .t:he'penny and my
turn to see if I can guess which hand you hi:i it in". The child was
given 11 opg&rtunities to hide the penny and the experimenter
attenﬁi:ed to guess the wrong hand on the first 6 trials, the correct
hand on the'folloving 4 and the incorrect hancal on the final trial.
This guessing pattern was made possible by the positioning of a mirror
on a chair bghai.nd the child. After each hiding attempt of the chiici;
the experimenter recorded in which hand the child had concealed the
penny. .In addition, notes were made of any unusual ways of .hiding_ the
penny or displaying fists fog the experimenter to guess. !;or example,

some of the children put the fist containing the penny in a more or
Q

less prominent position relative to the examiner. A few children

—— e - . (e ey e = e
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tricked the .examiner by concealing the penny in their pocket or behind
L : ‘
them on the chair. At the end of the task administration, the

experimenter noted the attitude of the child to the task and whether

P S

or not the child wanted the experimenter to guess the correct location

of the penny when the child was "hider".
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Note.

Appendix A-15

Pearson hmnumwunwonu Between the 14 Verbal Influence Forms

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

.210%

Only significant correlations are included

8

-.303*% -.330%

~.227%

—.245%

-.233%

9

10 11 12 13 14

N |0NNN* q
T g ~.322%
lo”mu*
'ONQO*
- . ltnau*
.255%

«239% —-.365*

¥

M

in this table to improve readability.
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Appendix A-16 )

* Multivariate Analysis of Variance Summary Isble: .
Effect of Cluss Membership, Ase snd Sex on the Relative

Fregquency of the Four Verbal Request Forms

¢

Class Membership
Younger Males

Multivariate £ (4,11) = 2,370
Univariate F’s (1,14)
DR

+ IR

>

CA

Younger females
Multivariate F(4,11) = 2,320
Univariate _!;';’u (1,14) :
DR .
IR . ‘

A

213

MS E
.091 1.588 v
.268 1.526
306 2.742
319 2.045
85 M§
.806 058
2,457 175 _
1.564 112 ‘
2,186 ,J 156
u8 E
1.936 4.722v%
.019 .050
1.356 ' 5.582%
.028 .091
TN
(table continues)
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B

Error
DR

>

CA

Old;r males
Multivariate F (4,11) = .638
Univariate F”s (1,14)

DR

IR

>

Older females
Multivariate F (4,11) = ,555
Univariate F's (1,14)

4
DR

M8
5,739
5.318

3.400

4'2“

378
014
213
327

3.702
3.067
1.989
2.934

MS
.398
.061
.301
.000

214

410
380
243
303

ot 1.429
.064

1,495
1,532

]

264 =
.219
142
.213

¥
© 1,907
139
532
.002

' (table continues) ’
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(=

Error - : .‘ 88
’ DR ' 2.924% .209
AN

o awb

6 0139 ‘439 "5
A - : 7.933 567
CA 3.705 .265 .

.
T i e etk g Bends w8

*p < .05

[a)

2

H
£
¢
14
!
3
H
]
%
!

e ——— i A o o £ g v [PV USSP A




216..
Appendix B
Analysis of Variance Summary Tables
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table: REffects of Age,

Table B-1

217

o

Bex and Status of Subject on the Rate of Influence Attempts

Source of Variation
Main effe;ta
Age
Sex

Status of Subject

2-Way I?teractiona
Age X Sex

Age X Status of
Subject

Sex X Btatus of

, Sub ject

3-Way Interactions

Age X 8ex X Status

of 8ubject

’lxplained
Residual

Total

* p<.05. ** p<,0l.

B e

Loae e PO PR

-

88
490.797
178.891
310.641

1.266

15.547
15.016

391
&

141

.766
.766

507.109
T 2484.625
2991.734

J A R

df
3

56
63

M3

163.599

i
178.891

310.641

1.266

5.182
15.016
391

141

+766
.766

72.444
44,368
47.488

3.687*%
4.032*%
7.001 %%

.029

117
.338
.009

003

017
017

1.633

o AR > Tt s B .
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Table B-2
Multivariate Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance Summary Table:

Effects of Age, Sex,

Status of Subject, Sex of Target,

and Status of Target on the Frequency of Requests

Source of Variation
Between | |
Age (A)
Sex (B)
Status ;)f Subject tC)
AB .
AC
B¢
ABC

Error Between ’

‘Withi‘.n
Sex of Target, (D)
. .
BD
CD
. ABD
ACD

56

46.410
67.035
1.410
7.910
.191

. 004
.035
11.341

96.285
26.910
299.723
3.285
32.348
1.129

g
»

4.092%

5.911%
124
697
.017
.000
.003

Yo.098%+
t
2.822
31.433%kk
.345
t
3.392

.118

(table continugs)
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p
« af .7}
" 'BCD - l 1 6.566
ABCD T .035
Error Within 56 9.535
" 8tatus of Target (E) 1 .879 |
AE ' " 5.941
BE Q 1 473
CE T 1 5.941
« ABE 1 <473
ACE _ 1 21.973
BCE 1 004
ABCE . 1 2,848
Error Within © ke 7.174
DE 1 25.629,
T ADE - ~1 .004
BDE . 1 .660,
ABDE 1 1.723
CDE 1 C.191
T ACDE 1 10.973
“BGDE . 1 30.941
"ABCDE 1 .3.285
' Error Within 56 6.6409
th -
P<I0.  *p<,05. **p<,01. . *w%p<, 001, - )
) .
T L e

219

889

004

123
.828
066
.828
066
3.063
.001
‘.397

3.860%
.001
*.099
.259
.029
1.652-

4.660%
-495

?.
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Tablg B-3
! Multivariate Analysis of Variance Sugmary Table:
Bffects of Age, _S_e_x_,_ and Status of Subject
. on the m Form of Requests
. - - . t

Mulivariate F (4,53) = 2,045 . ’

Univariate F's (1,56) : MS F
DR : 70.141 5.727%
IR : 39,063 4.401%
A .141 .095
ca .250 Coan

Sex)

. t.

Multivariate F (4,53) = 2,387

Univariate F’s (ﬁ%ﬁ N ' Ms E
R 112.891 9. 127
IR | 5.063 .570
A .391 - +264

- CA . o : © 5.063 ) 2.241

m of Subject

Multivariate F (4‘.53) = ,123 ,

Univariate E’s (1,56) s E
DR L  2.661 .216

" (gable M>



. P “

CA

Age X Sex '
Multivariate ¥ (4,53) = 1.399
Univariate F7s (1,56)

DR

IR

A

@ |

AgerX M of Subject
Multivariate F (4,53) = .606
Univariate F7s (1,56)

DR ’

o )

A

CA

Bex X Status of Subject -
Multivariate F (4,53) = ,338
Univariate F’s (1,56)

R

IR

.563
141
«250

26.266"

3.063
1.266

1.000

1.266
5.063
. .391

1.563

.016

1.563

221

.063
.095
111

]

2.145
.345
.855
443

4 ")' . -

(1]

.103
«570
.264
.692

E
.001
.176

(table contjnues)
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A o 141 , 095
a S T .m0 . 9%
. )
Age X Sex X Status of Subject S
Multivariate F (4,53) - 783 ) - / .
'Univariate F°s (1,56) M . )2
DR o .766 | .063
B .. : - 3.063 L35
A ‘ . 1.266 .855
\:\cA[ : | " 3.063 1.358
e . |
Error (df=56) - 88 ' M8
DR . 685.875 © 12,248
R . = 497.000 8.875
A . . ” 8\875 . 1.480
CA " 126.500 - +2,259
t - .
p<.10. *p<.05. **p<.005.



-

- 223
Table B-4
Mul tivd .r‘i.a. t e Repested Mﬁ;@. Anslysis of m Summary Table:
' Effects of Age, Sex, Status of Subject, Sex of Target and .
Statue of Target on the Frequency of the Four Verbal Forms
Within Bffects
Sex of Targer | -
Multivariate F (4,53) = 3.63 E B
Univariate F°s (1,56) ).~ | ) A
| DR . : 32.348 | 3.63%%
. IR - 1,723 11,40%%
S .063 1.03
: (2/; . o 2.848 4.57%
Age X Sex of Target
| m;:’ivariace F (4,53) = 2,63%
 Univariate s (1,56) | . B E
- DR \ 20.816 7 34whe
IR \ . . < .006 .00
A . _ . .063 .31
N a ' " e ‘- s ‘
Status of Subject X Sex of Target
Multivariste E (4,53) = .30 3
- - j
o s : o |
o - ' I (table continues) ;
;
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Univariate i’a (1,56) M8

" “m 473

m 1.723

A * .063

s ‘ CA .004
o p

Sex X Sex of Target
Multivariate F (4,53) = 8,30%**

o

Univariate F’s (1,56) M8

 m : 57.191

IR 2i.973

A - | 2.641

. CA 4.785
A’EE.x. Status of Subject X Sex of Target

Multivariate E_ (4,53) = 1.18

Univqri.ar;e F’s (1,56) | . ‘ Mg

DR - . 473

IR - . 2.441

. A ' 563

“ca | | 004

224

L]

.17
1.03
.31

01

|

20, 15%**
13.18%%*
. 13,07 %k%

7.68%%

s

17
" 1.46
2.76

.01

(table continues)



Y Age X Sex X Sex of Target )
Multivariate F'(4,53) = 1.66

Univariate ¥°s (1,56)

M8
DR 4.785 -
IR 1 10.973
A, ' 016
CA .098
'
Status of Subject X Sex X Sex of Target
Multivariate ¥ (4,53) = .34
Univariate.g’; (1,56) 'Q Mg
| \ DR 1.723
| i} 879
A \ ’ 141
cA | 191
.Age X _s;es X Status of Subjlect X §3§_ of Tsrget .
Hulti.v:ui.ate E (4,53) = .26
Univariate E"s (1,56) R ’
1 S L | .035
IR L)
A 141
cA .098 :

(table conti gug‘t )
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]

1.69
6.58%
.08
.16

L]

.61
| «33
.70
.31

E.
.01
1

W70
016

N
R,
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')
Error ' 88 - M8
‘DR - : x“ 158.906 ~ 2.838
R SR 93.344 1.667
A 11.313 - .202 /
CA , - 34.906 .623
Status of Target
.zgi!ﬁ1}tivariate 1‘(4,53) = 92
'?Um;.variate F’s (1,56) ° M3 F
¥ N
: DR .098 .06
R C .035 .03
. A : | .391 1.79
A ’ . 1.129. 1.85
Age X Status of Target Lo
Multivariate F (4,53) = .61 -
Univariate F°s (1,56) M8 F
DR S .097 .06 -
" m | 2,066 1.68
A L 391 . 1.79>
T Sﬁ*igi oo .01
, i :
. s (table continues)
o |
]
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Status of Subject X Status of Target
Multivariate F (4,53) = .99
Univariate E’s (1,56) M3 ¥ )
DR .004 ) .00
- m . 1.410 1.15
A | e .766 352
cA : | ' TR . .52 f
Sex X Status of Target - )
Multivariate F (4,53) = .19
Univariate ¥’s (1,56) Ms ¥ |
DR : 879 52
' IR : .098 | .08 _
A : _ | .000 .00 '
A . .035 .06 .
. ’ ) ) v ‘ ‘ I
Age X Status of Subject X Status of Target g
Multivariate F (4,53) = .87
Univariate E°s (1,56) Mg B
" m o - 3.285 1.9
™ .' 2.066 1.8
A . .391 179
cA ' S , .098 .16 » ‘

(table cont'.i n ugsi
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228
Age X Sex X Status of Tagget
(‘imugva:'me F (4,53) = 1.29
Univariate F”s (1,56) . ‘ .M ¥
DR , - 004 .00
‘IR o . 473 .
A ’ 563 2.5
ca o . 316 52
Status of Subject X Sex X Status of Target
" Multivariate F (4,53) = 1.01
Univariate F”s (1,56) ‘ M8 F ~
DR r 2,066 1.22
= o 2,066 1.68
A ' © .03 29
A . ' . 098 .16
- Age X Status of Subiect X Btatus of Target
Multivariate F (4,53) = .75
Univariate F's (1,56) ' " M8 o E
DR ' 1.410 .83
R , B () O " . W16
A - a0 1as
cA B 98 16
- (table gontinues).
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Error - 88
DR 94.906
m ° _ 68.844
A 12.188
CA . 34.156
Sex of Target X Status of Target
Multivariate F (4,53) = 1.65
Univariate'Zf; (1,56) M8
DR 5.941
_ IR T 14129
Wy o .000
CA 2.441
Age X Sex of Target X Status of Target,
Multivaraite F (4,53) = .33
‘Univariate F's (1,56)" M8
DR . .004
IR .191
A - .250
A .004

229

1.695
1.229
.218
.610

=t

4.10%
.88 °
.00

3.55

1=t

.00
.15
o 1,08
.01

( tab],g continues)
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T -y

Multivariate F (4,53) = .74

DR

' Univariate F’s (1,56)

v

8ex X S8ex of Target X Status of Target

Multivariate F (4,53) = .27

Univariate F's (1,56)

DR K/
‘I
A

CA

Age X Status of Subject X Sex of Target X

Multivariate ¥ (4,53) = 1.93

Univariate ¥'s (1,56)

DR
IR
2/ )
- A /"/’
- ,“ //

Y
>\ | /
)

Status of Subject X 8Sex of Target X Status of Target |

Ms

fla10
<879
.063
.004

M3
.098
.316
.141
.098

’lg&

230

Jt

.97
.§8
.27
.01

Py

+07
.25
.61
14

L
~

8tatus of Target

E
.13
.00

6.76+
2.50

(zable cgn‘;';nugl) )
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Age X Sex X

Multivariate

Univariate F

DR

IR

L

CA

Sex of Target X Sta;ug of Target
eF

(4,53) = 1.52
‘s (1,56) M3
1.410
473
.766
.004

231

fria

.97
37
3.31
.01

Status of Subject X Sex X Sex of Target X Status of Target

Multivariate F (4, 53) = 1.34
. Univariate F’s (1,56) ' M8
DR 5.348
¢ IR 2,848
3 A .141
CA 1.723

X
t
3.69
‘2,21
.61

- 2.50

/,‘ Age X Status of Subject X Sex X Sex of Target X Status of !gggt;

. Hnlt:.varute

Um.yarzate
DR

IR

>

F (4,53) = .83 |
‘8 (1,56) ¥
.191
L1901
J141
. R Y

]

13
15
.61
2.50
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+ Error ‘ 88 ]

DR ) 81.156 1.449

N
; '

IR : 72.219 1.290
| 12.938 .231

>

A S 38.531 .688

- ]
. * 2<o 10. *2<0050 **2<o°1 . ***2(.001 .
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P
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Table B-5 :
Hulti..gariate. Analysis gf_'Va;iance Suzmary Table:
Bffects i_g_,__s_;e_x_,_ and _Siu_gg_i Subject g__hg_m
Fregugncx of the __1 _5_:_;_1._ ggueg Forms

lmlt:.variate (4,53) = 1.612 i ‘ .
Univariate F’s (1,56) . o Ms ® Z“. i’ _
DR - .272 LoJaie .
= | " 304 | 3.625
A | o .297 .246 -
CA. ) ' «229 ) 1.356
3&! ;
Multivariate F (4,53) = 1,048 A
Univariate ¥’s (1,56) -] ' E
DR | .210 72
o : ,
A i
A i

(table contjnues)
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Univariate F’s .(1,56)

Stgéul of Subject
HuItivqriate F-(4,53) = .69

Univa’;ite F's (1,56)

A

e X Sex -
ég"'ﬁ /

Multivariate F (4,53 = 1.039

Univariate F’s (1,56)

DR

IR

A

GA .
N‘
Age X Status of Subject
Multivariate F (4,53) = .430

*

v
‘onn
A

CA

+298
.029
.123
.038

3

431
.990

034

<363
.184
.006

071

234

L]

1.095

T

415
«163

]

1.584 Z
3.262
.113

«163

1.333
.605
019
~310° ¥

(table continues)
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form ‘
t
p<.10, '
] r -
.
¢
L4

o B e il e \

’
Bex X Status of Subject
’ Multivariate ¥ (4,53) = .469
Univeriate F’s-(1,56) - = M8
DR \ .000
i ] - .018
) A .285
. ca .009
Age X Sex X ‘Status of Subject
Multivariate F (4,53)
Univariate ¥’s (1,56) - M8
DR 059
IR ‘ ) .108
A ’ 010
CA- -840
| ~
Exroy 8-
‘DR ) 15.254 s
IR « & 17.004
A | '16.638 -
CcA ) 12,835

235

I

.000

.060

© .038 .

\\\\
it

.216
.355
.034

3.663

«272
304

«297

.229

based on the arcsin of the proportion of each verbal

~
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Hnlti§arin§e R@gented Measures Ana}xsiﬁ of Varjance

Susmary Table: !ffectn'gg_éggL Sex, Status of Subject, .

and Bex of Target on the Relative Frequency of

the Four Verbal Forms

Within Effects

Sex of Target

Multivariate F (4,37) = 3.501%
Univariate E7s (1,40)
DR

4

In .

>

. CA

_Age X Sex of Target .

 Multivariate E (4,37) = .818

Univariate F’s (1,40)
DR
IR'

A

I

[y

.000

.187 .

.003

.534

.161

419

.074

.002

[y

s

; .000.
.327
.04
<764

I

255
.7131
391
.003

(table continugs)
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Sex X Sex of Target
Multivariate F (4,37) = 3.299%

i Qnivari;té‘gft (1.;0) !é
« DR ° \ o .220
m g , | .259
A ' | 1.386
cA | ) " .025
Btatus of Subiect X Sex of Target
Multivariate F (4,37) = .07?
‘Univaria?e F's (1,40) ‘ ¥
DR * . \ .. 081 .
IR k ‘, C .052
Voa ! 006
| 000
Age X Sex X Sex of Target ¢
Maltivariate E (4,37) - 2506
: Unieriate E’s (1,40) ]
| DR | _ T 349
IR - o 1.500 .
A .013
@ - - 1

237

.+ 348
<451
7.298%%

.035

(L]

129
091

029
.000

=t

5.060%
2.615
.071

™

. 1.679

.(53215.2292i2221)

~
B it 1
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Age X Status of Subject X Sex of Target
 Multivariate F (4,37) = 1.286
Univariate F’s (1,40) M8 F
DR | 000 . .000
IR © . 1.040 1.814
A ' .556 z.9zst
cA - - 387 | .554
Sex X Status of Subject X Sex of Iarget :
Multivariate F (4,37) = .770 |
Univariate F’s (1,40) M8 F
DR 711 1.127
i’} L . 455 _ .793
A ’ ,001 004
CA ' . .044 .063
Age X Sex X Status of Subject X Sex of Target
Multivariate F (4,37) = 1.158" K
Univariate F°s (1,40) a . M8 ¥
DR | . 486 J7L
IR . L ‘(‘ .334 .583
A : - 540 | 2864

cA : 012 016

_\/




R

<

gg_r,_q_.’ Analysis is based on arcsins of proportions of requests with

y
each verbal form. ' s
5
Tt : | //"f
p<.10.  *p<.05. **p<.0l.
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. .
Table B-7 R .
Multivariate Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance
Summary Table: Effects of Age, Sex, Status of 311 ject,

and Status of Target on the Relative Frequency

- f the Four Verbal Forms
. | /o

o /- ¢
Within Effects o - ‘
Status of Target ' .. N
Multivariate ¥ (4,37) = 1.13

*' Univariate F’s (1,40) “ o ). -} E
DR ‘ S a3 .
. . JIRNE
IR , . .006 SN) R
A N [ 16
“cA o 1.447 ~2.51
Age X Status of Target
Hultivari.ats F (4,37) = .05
Univariate ;!_‘s (1,40) . . M8 r
o I 7% e
IR ) h | .038 .09
A : .026 ' .06
A T .004 | o1
(table continues)
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_— N o N N o, Ao T et ———



Status of Subject X Status of Target

Multivariate F (4,37) = .35
Univariate F"s (1,40)

DR

IR

a -

Sex X Status of Target
Multivariate F (4,37) = .32

Univariate F's (1,40)

DR

IR .
e

A :

CA

v

.281
.005
.167
«226

.097

.004

«261

Age X Status of Subject X Status of Target -

Multivariate £ (4,37) = .26
Univariate F’s (1,40)
DR

=

>

Ie5

.515
.052
.255

.033

241

L]

(<:) <45

.01
.41
.39

|

.29
.23
.01
.45

’I'H

.83
.12
.63
.06

(table contjinues)
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Age X Sex X Status of Target
Multivariate F (4,37) = ,92

Univariate F’s (1,40)

DR

IR

A
CA

M8

124
.193
1.364
.030

Sex X Status of Subject X Status of Target -

Multivariate F (4,37) =2.00 .

Univariate F’s (1,40)

DR

IR

A
CA

Age X Sex X Status of sﬁb]‘gct X Status of Target
Multivariate ¥ (4,37) = .84 |

Univariate E‘Vs (1,40) ..

DR

IR

A,.

o

{

n_s' .
2.969
1.858
.038 ’

.006

M8
120

T -3
.504

~. J185 -
. «210

242

.

.20
46
3.38 "
05

et

19
1.21
9
36



Error

Note. Analysis .is based on arcsin proportions of requests with each

DR

.PV

CA
P

verbal form,

t

el

p<-10. *p<.05.
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24,714
16.717
16.138
23.062

.618
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.403
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Table B-8

Frequency Distribution of Dyadic Requests

as a Function of Age of Dyad
Group Dyadic Request Frequency
Younger ' 0

1

w o WwoN

o -~ O ..

10
12 *
19

Total possible dyads

., Older

&~ LN - O

e

Rumber of Dyads
Pz

152

39

23
15

249

113
33

12

-(table continues)
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Dyadic Request Frequency

00 N O W

Kumber of Dyads
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Table B-9

" Repeated Measures Analysis of Varig—nce Summary Table:

Effects of Age and Status of Subject Relative to )

Target ou the Frequency of Directives

Source of Variation

Between Effect Mg af

‘. Age 027 1

Error Betye‘en 3.381 u 135
Within Effects
Status of Subjects
;Relative to Target 154.533' ) 1
Age X Status of ’
Subject Relative to ‘ -
Target ‘ . .023 ) 1
Error Within® 1.460 135
*rx p < 001,
o

L

.01

105, 84%k* B

.02

i
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Table B~10

ﬂlti!arigte Repesited Measures MQ{ _V__a_;j',_ggg_g_
Summary Table: Effect of Age and Status of Subject

Relative to Target on the Frequency of DRs gnd IRs

Between Effect

- 4Age
Multivariate F (2,134h= .53 B}
5 o
Univariate F’s. (1,135) T M3
DR ) 779
5 : E
. IR ’ , .003

Within Effects

Belative Status of Dyad Member*
Multivariate F (2,134) = 38,78%k*

Univariate _!‘;’s. (1,13%) M8
DR | - 30.443

IR . : - 14,114

Age X Relative Status of Dyad Member
" Miltivariate F (Z,134) = 1.49

Univariate F’s (1,135) )]
DR . : . 1.012
.IR ’ v. | Y ‘ ' 01‘3 -
. ~ wwep <001, AR
lo t

L]

L

00 0
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Table B-l1

Analysis of Variance M Table: Effect of Age,

Sex, and Status of Subject on the Success of R

Source of Variation - 4

x Ms R |
Age (A) 1 . 1.190
Sex: (B) . 1 053 - .156
' 8tatus of Subject (C) 1 ‘ T .012 . | ' 037
' AB S B 503 ) 1.493
. AC : 1 ) o082 - .243
BC A N 56 457
1ABC ot \ = 1 ’ 066 - .195
Error Between ' . .56 . <337 - _
: ¥
. K - t
. I -
.\ - | ’
- A
' ¢ ‘ )
> . o z
| y
, TR
’ ".;.s: . ‘ ‘ ‘
£ ﬁ o oy
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) , < /'I'{B‘le B-12 '
N Repeated Measures Analysis of Varisnce Summary
Table: Effec of Age, ‘Sex.‘ Status of Subject and 7

)

. '.ggg' een Effects , ;_l_f_

Age (A) ) 1 >
; Bex (B) ' 1 '

: «
Status of Subject (C) 1

“ AB . o %1
AC | 1 ®
BC o 1
. ABC . ‘ 1 |
\ + Error Between 40

. Within Effects

! © . 8ex of Target (D) 1

=}
ABD ’ 1/
Acn' “‘ ~ ;I {
¢ f
S .
»
' ’
{
v ot . .
4 .
) [“. P q.:.« »h o

. . 4 4
Sex of Target om the Success of Influénce Attempts

MS

«107

.001
.008
»005
.002
. 054

N
<282

.082
2.662

000

2735
.159

504

<221

]

F
- <379
2,255
.003

'(r.oso :

© 8

.~ .016
.007

0191

.185
6.022%
/
~.001
1.661 -
7,360,
1.140

(table continues)
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. ‘Repeated ﬂéasugg; Agglygi!_gﬁ_Va;igncg Supmary
Table: Effect _gég_.__S_;e_x_,_ Status of S g;g t and

Table B-13

251

Statis of Ta;ggg g_,ggg Succe:l of gflugncg _5;;;2;_

Béggeeﬁ‘ﬂgfecgl

Age (A).
Sex (B)

_ Status of Subject (C)

AB
AC
BC .

i
ABC

Error Between

Nithin Effects

_ 8ex of Target (D)

.125
JA72
.030
.120
.205

014 -

004

.237

1.821
.091
«737
024

.055

1.413

I

327
.728
.125

.506

+865
".061
016

- (t;ﬁlg continues)
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BCD .
ABCD

Error Within

-
o 1 1.184
.
. 1 637
40 ) 711
—
<
’
. .
-
f
Mg
¢ »
3
v
1 ' /‘
7
S
.
P .
- >
1
-
.
.
o
t
.
— -
4
1
\
4 ! .
. - ‘
- n
3
-
-
A
“ « :
- " \\
v o .‘
o
- ‘v
-
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oo ..
.
. z
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1.67
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Table B-14 .
Nﬁmbgr of Children Making Each Verbal Reguest and Mean

Proportion Successfulness According to

Experimental Grodf

Younger
HEM

LM

(’ .
Age, Seéx and Status of Child
_;!i\ jirlL“

DR

e

.643 (.178)
e

+776 (.278)

e
.859 (.197)

£
.856 (.189)

e
.782 (.186)

e
.768 (.186)

f B
<734 (.242)
d
.711 (.393)

c d

Proportion Successful According

to Verbal Form .

IR

e
.582 (.437)

.d
7615 (.207)

d

.806 (.179)
d

.875 (.209)

v

f

479 (.361
f

.587 (.419)

£

.662 (.252)
e

.549 (.322)

e £

n=7,

A

b .
.500 (.577)
a

.333’(.577?

a

500 (.500)
¢

.767 (.325)

~

c

.500 (.500)
b

, +688 (.473)

<

.667 (.471)
b

750 (.500)

E-Bt

f

.688 (.458)
c

.950 (.112)

b

.875 (.250) |,

c
.950 (.112)

b
917 (.167)
e -
679 (.473)

c
1.000 (0)
b

917 (.167)
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' Table B-15

254

Hult:.gtnate Anglysis __f_Vat;,gnce Supmary Table:

Age
Multivariate F (2,39) = .341 '
~ Univariate F's (1,40) . , M8
SDR o , | © .088
- SIR o +566
. .§£ ,'

Hult:.varxate (2, 39) -2, 016

Univariate F's "~ (1.40) s M8
SDR S . .280
SIR 3.547

" 8Status of Subject

Multivariate F (2,39) = ,570

Univariate F’s (1,40) M8
SDR ‘ : -496

SIR T .392

Effect of Age, Sex. and Stggu of Sub]gct on the
Succeu of the egbg], Request Forms

=

W74

651

]

551
4.077%

(L]

979
<451

( tgi:],e continues)
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4

© Age X Sex ,
’ t
Multivariate F (2,39) = 2,458

Univariate F’s (1,40)

B
SDR A 2.374
SIR ' 1.099
Age X Status of Subject
Multivariate ¥ (2,39) = .207
Univariste F’s (1‘,46) T .8
 sm .164
»  SI : : ’ 176
8ex X Status of Sgﬁjgct
Maltivariate ¥ (2,39) = .063
i Univariate F°s (1,40) M8
SDR ‘ o .bos
" osm - .111
Age X Sex X Status of Subject
Multivariate F (2,39) = .363
Univgriate F°s (1,40) ¥
SDR 242 -
S1R 093

- 255

L]

4.682%
1.263

.323

<203

L]

.015
.128

fvat

478
107

(tadble cgngligugl )

PR .

e

4
&
j %ﬂ": g o pnreatt Tt ek B 1 BB s



s
-

IR A P S TR, . S A -

256.

Error (df=40) . g 7] E
~ 8DR T 20.279 : .507
SIR S .- 34.804 " 870

Note. 'Analysis is based on arcsins of ‘proportions of verbal request

forms that are successful.

"t

p<.10. *p<.05.
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‘Table B-16
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Analysis of Veriance Summary Tsble: Effect of Age,

~ Sex and Status of Subject on the Maintensnce of Socisl

a
Interaction Following Requests

Source of Variation

t

" Age (A)
Sex (B)

Status of Subjéct (c)

AB
AC
BC

ABC

~

Brror Between -

N=64.

25.10.

d

)

M3

094

1.323

.008
.196
.093

.109°

.010
.383

s

ettt e s v L
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' Table B-17
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance Summpary Table:

Effect of Age, Sex, Status of Subject and Sex of Target

x on the Maintenance of Social Interaction Fo;Loﬁ;:_xg Requests
‘ Beggeeh Effects daf ‘M8 ) ' )4
Age (A) 1 co .;2f .598
Sex (B) 1 .280 1,316
Status of Subject (C) 1 022 .10
‘ AB ol : 011 toa9
0 L AC - 1 .006 .028
; BC ?’ 1 142 .213
5 ABC 1 117 551
< Error Beﬁeen 40 .21_3« )
Within Effects
Sex of Target (D) 1 753 14900
AD ' , 1 ..097 116
BD 1 ' .030 .036
ABD | .919 1.098
~  AcD | 1 .014 T L016
e 1 .700 .837

ABCD 1 .379 453

Error Within, 40 .837




Table B~18

259

- Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance Summary

Table: Effect of Age, Sex, Status of Subject and

Status of Target on the Majntenance of

Bocial Interaction following Requests

Between Effects

Age (A)

Sex (B)

,Statua. of Subject (C)
AB

AC

BC

ABC

~ Error Between -

Within Effects

Sex of Target (D)

AD
BC
cD -
ABD

P

4af M8
1 .273
1 .040
~1 . .02
1 .293
1 Lom
p .007
1 .017
40 o .309
1 . 490
1 L.as0
1 .046
1 1.318
1. - 013

L

I~

- «884
.131
.085

948
249

.023

055

.
.75
" .08
2,20
.02

RS T
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ACD . 1 .375
ABCD 1 .060
/ Error Within .- 0 +600
. *
’ e ‘ L
. 4 :
» ) *®
i AY
. . ’
\ . ) / .
- ' v
. E
a‘ - L] 5 -
)
- ¢
: . .
= - - .
hd 2 N 3 3 L)
'] - ~ i
. & b e ’ -
o .
- A [=3
‘« \ .
. H
b . ‘ A"
3 y
3 . ) .
| RN -
. 3 o o -
8 ’ .
B , . . /

260




¢

3
¥
:
H
3
£
L4
.
4
.
f
'
3
i
3
¥
H
3
b
%
3
Y
1] :
i
.
»
i
o
\
- -
f
B
+
i
3
1
v
i
Y 3
¢
R
*
i
3
;
;
«
. i
T«
2
i
i
1
A
i
N by

<y -
Table B~-19
Multivariate Analysis of Varjance mm -
1 Hfects of Age, Sex and m of Subject 3
on the Gosls of Requests
Age. )
Multivariate F (3,54) = 1.960 _ 2
Univariate E°s (1}56) }l; ¥ .
: 5,063 2,930
5\‘/ 4,000 . .873
J 34.516 : 1.659
._2 9 )
Multivariate F (3, 54) - 2 703* n .o
Jﬂnivariatf; F’s (1,56)" s ’ E
‘A o o 1.563 904 -
" “ . ‘6.250' | :“1..365
w S e ., 123966 5.947%
~ Status of -Subject N . ’
Hult:.vanaté FE (3, 54) - .597°
Un:.varube Fs (1, 56) S . N “_H_S_ ¥ '
; . R
‘A P v 1,563 <904
‘18 ) -"2,250 ' 891,
P ) " 6.891 331
. . (table continues)
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N

L7 o 3 Tt A e A b il S T
N .
s

) ]
, g62
| R R ~ : T)k" » \h ' (
Age X Sex /\
) Multivariate F (3,54) ='1.25¢ - ~
\
Univariate F's (1,56) ‘X
.o t
A 3.618
aor , o "
v 18 ‘ -, .123
-y : a5
) MP L .001
‘ . N &: &
Age X Status of Subject : ' |
. mltivariate F (3,54) = 209 . '/’* .
’ ‘ | / . C .
Univariate F /(1 +56) . o -, M8 ) 4
A ’ / ° To 250 145
\ N 1,563 341
M s ,766 1037
e . ! .
i ~ Sex X Status of Subject - e
# "y
klmluvanaie (3,54) = 1. 580 . .
Univariate F’s (1,56) . : . M . ¥
. A S : - .250 145
' 8 ¢ ‘ X —
’ T8 ) | . ST 7563 1.651
e w - R T T . 1,659
~ o | s e
Q:X&X_LStahssiS_uMsgt. ' “ | :&
; Hult:.vanate (3,54) = 1.165° & )
‘ Univariate Z’q (1,56) / ) BN . X
, : -~ *
A )_; . .063( «036
\' P \ M . (glblg cgn;inggg)
’ Y .. ) ’ . )
[] . r ; . ’ .. '
s . % - . S :
. N “,*‘ ‘/ .

8
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i Table B-20 -~
E . Multivariate Analysis of V:a;;,'ancg Sugmary Table:
£ } !
; Effects of Age, Sex, Status of Subject, Sex of Target and
-.. Status of Target on the Frequency of Goals of Directives
s ' Within Effects
o —-/& &
: Sex of Target ot * o
¥ N N
T . <+ "Multivariate F (3,54) = 2. 98*
i
! Univariate F’s (1 56) , M8 ¥
L Lo A ‘ .004 .01
AR | , - ‘
i. TS ) ’ 4,516 5.76%
o - T W . 22,563 4.71%
;‘ ' 'I . ' . )
Age X Sex of Target ‘ S
: g Huluvarute F (3, 54) / ‘ )
“@ Umvanate ‘s (1, 56) ‘ M3 v E
g A ~ .316 1.06
. M . ’
8 ) 1.266 1.62
| w IS SN T £
‘o « w o » . ‘ 1 ’ o
RS Status of Subject X Sex of Target ‘
Bt ' llult:.varute F (3,54) =" 1. 32 ‘ N\ A '
: P | 1,Un1varnte 1’ s (1, 56) Mg ’ L B
S A <& .660 ‘ 2,21,
. L 7 . AR
| » " (table continues)
) ﬁp . “ N l' :,
¢ B ‘ “n ,
” X 1
' ) Co . S . T
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265
‘M8 E
; . f
- S 1.000 | 1.28
W ~ | 250 | .05 \
Sex X Sex of Target
Multivariate F (3,54) = 10,954 - o ‘ ‘?
Univariste F°s (1,56) gs_' . ¥ .
LI | s _, 1.410 g
g | ' 14.063 17.95%r* ) \.,
g | 95.063 b 19,85k '
Age X Status of Subject X Sex of Target | :
Multivariate ¥ (3,54) = 1.45 | ,
Uniy.ar’iate F’s (1,56) o M3 E
A - , . Laz ' 218
8 | S L350 =)
& v o s 12 '
K.Ax.e. X Sex X Sex of Target ‘ \ |
Multivariate F (3.54)_- 1.78 . S 0
Univariate F’s (I.S%J o o . !8.\ X -
A R 6 o
8 \ ‘ 2,250 2.8 . -
m’f\ L " 16,000 %
L . L . R
‘ ’ “Q ’ L j
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ACRRRIEERS S

o g Sy
“ .

£ O I R 5 S e I M N i e
; e 3 7 e B . .

Status of Subject X Sex X Sex of _'l_.'gg}_g

l!nlgi.vari}te F (3,54) = .58 ‘ -

Univariate F’s (1,56) M8 F
A ) .316 1.06
T8 . . .766 .98
uP .250 s

S .
Age X Status of Stbiect X Sex X Sex of Tarset -
. Multivariate F (3,54)‘ ".01 ‘ .

Un;.variat:e F’s (1,56) M8 ‘ _l;',
A | .004 .01
T8 l .016 .02
MP . .000 .00

Error L . 88 M8
i 16.719 .299
8 . ) 43.87% :? .783
P . . 268.250 [ 4.790

Status of Target |

Multivariate F (3,54) = .35 T\

Univariate ¥°s (1,56) ‘ .+ E
A 191 o71
18 ' - .063 .07

< 'g’" ' a

| (table continues)




g ("o -

..
| =
w b .063
A ) . )
. Age XBrarus of Terzet
nuni‘v;z'i.ce F (3,54) = 2,00 b
. ﬁnivariate ¥s (1,56) ) M8
A 1.410
\
' TS 1.000
MP 4.000
Status of Subiect X Status of Target
Multivariate F (3,54) = .82 .
- Univariate F7s (1,56) M8
‘ A .098
T8 T
MP 5.063
, Bex X Status bf Target '
Multivariate E (3,54) = .01
ﬁnivariatéAEf%;(l,Sﬁ) M8
A .004
T8 016
k MP « 063
) 4 ' )
.
. .

.'.‘

.02

L)

'5,23%

1.08

1.15

s

.36
42

1.46

g ]

.01
.02
.02




R S ks B T N T
\

TR e

Age X Sex X Status of Target

,

Age X Status of Subject X Status of Target'
Multivariate F (3,54) = 1,15

Univariate ¥"s (1,56) M8
A | .660
8 - 1.266
MP . ’ 3.063

o

.
Multivariate F (3,54) = .06

Univariate F"s (1,56) ‘ Ms
A . - 004
TS ) 016

MP M 0563

§tatus of Subject X Sex X Status of Target
Multivariate F (3,54) = .47 .

Univariste F°s (1,56) M3
A \ ! 0098
TS N - Las0

P , 3.063

Age X Status of Subject X Sex X Status of Tarzst

'Hulti.vnriate )4 (3,54) = 49

o

Uiiivariate P’s (1,56) M
A . 191

I~

2.45
1.36
.88

1]

.01
.02

.16

L]

.36
27
.88
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‘L ¢ - .
¥ E
T8 1:000 1.08
MP A 1.000 .029
o

Error - . ; 8s M8
A | 15,004 .270
8 - 52.000 ' .929
MP : : . 194.625 '3.475

‘ | | .

Bex of Target X Status of Target

Multivariate F (3,54) = 1.8%ug.

Univariate F’a (1,56) . M8 R ‘
A - B L s
3 ‘ : 766 .63

W | v - 1.000 .39

Age X Sex of Tarsst I Status of Tagget

Moltivariate ¥ (3,54) = .98 |

Univariate F's (1,56) : . M8 1(
A | .098 .31
'S L 1.266 1,05

. P L 2,250 8

Btatus of Subject X Sex of Target X Status of Target

Multivariate F (3,54) = .06

-

(table ggggm) _
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A

“e

Univarﬁte F’s.(1,56) ’ » M3
A “ ‘ . 004
g “’M <063
w o . ' 250

Sex X Sex of Target X Status of Target
Multivariate F (3,54) = .22

Univariate F’s €1,56) . MS
A l .191
T8 . .063

MP ' o .063

270

.01
.05
.10

-

E
.61
+05
.02

Age X Status of Subject X Sex of Target X‘Status of ln_ggg_g L

Multivariate E (3,54) = 2.14

Univariate F’s (1,56) , M3
Y | " .035
s - '5.063

w - ' 3.063

Age X Sex of Target X Status of Taxget
¥ -
Multivariate F (3,54) = .45

Univariate F’s (1,56) . . M3
A . +035
8 , e " 1.000 -
MP N ‘ -000
b : . .
9. N
& ,

(table

F

.11

4.18%

1.18

L

.11
.83
.00

continugs)




271
8ex X Status of Subject X Sex of Target X Status of Target
Multivariate ‘¥ (3,54) = 2,96%

Univariate E”s (1,56) - MM - ) |
A ' \ 035 / A1

- . t
T3 ‘, 3,516 2.91

¥P , 14.063 T 544w

Age X Status of Subject X Sex X Sex of Target X Status of Target
Multivariate E (3,54) = .98

Univariaste ¥”s (1,56) MB.

R
A R 035 W1
, . .
T8 ' . 3516 _ 2,91
M ‘ o 063 02
,Error - ' o8 Ms
A o 17,59 ) U
8 ' T 61750 . L.210°
R T } | 144,750 2,585
. N

P<.10, *p<,05, **p<,001. -
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Table B-21

{
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Multivariaté Analvsis of Varisnce Summary Table:

Effects of Age, Sex and Status of Subject on
the Relative Freg{xegcg of Each Goal

Age

Multivariate ¥ (3,54) = ,453

Univariate F”s (1,56)
A
8

MP

© Sex
Multivariste F (3,54) = 1.060

Univarlate F”s (1,56)
A
m |

MP

Status of Subject

Multivariate. F (3,54) = ,787

Univariate :F_'l (1,56)
A
I8
MP

<267

.006

+045.

& -

©.000

o771
.198

[

+456

13

JS14

1.061
.025
012

L]
!

000
3.213
497

F
1.814
+560

1.291

(table continues)



T U

3
\v 24
Al

Age X Sex ) !

Multivariate F (3,54) = .535

_-Univariate F’s (1,56).

A _ "

‘MP

lgg X m of s\xh_;gct o
Multivariate ¥ (3,54) - .218
Univariate E’s (1,56) /

A

18

MP

-

Sex X Status of Subject
Multivariate ¥ (3,54) = .636
. Univariate F’s (1,56) \

-~

152

.104

5

.156
.010

.008

.031
«273
414

. 273

.606
541"

. .260

(g

.622
.040

.021

=

+125
1.139
1.042

o -
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Age X Sex X Status of Subject - : |
Multiveriate ¥ (3,54) = 2.094 . . .
Univariate F’s (1 ,:56) o M )
A e < . J002 2609
s SEEWITE 6.303%
. w - , 1.078 © a1
Error (df=56) 88 . M8 _
A ‘ . . 14,073 )
Cag SR 13.438 .240
MP o : 22,271 . .08

Note. Analysis is based on arcsins of proportions of directives with

each goal. > ‘ o s e
t . - - . ‘
2<-10- *2_<.°1. ‘ »
s
7
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Table B-22 | .

_&x__l.t_i,y______arute _.p_e.t_ssé Measures Anslysis _i _exmss Summary

Table: Effect g_g_Ag_._ Sex of Subigct, Status of ub]gc; and

-

Sex of Target on the Relstive Frequemey of the Goals Of ‘Requests =~ -

Within Bifects ’ ‘ : T
Sex of Target ' {
" Multivariate ¥ (3 ,38) = 7.047%kk oo
-Univariate E”s (1, 40) . M8’ ' i .- . !
A 9.317 | .22.241%e
. ' . N4
8 - 1.23: " T2, 189
M S | 1.029 1.376
Age X Sex of Target , ° - : o
- ‘ < ° '
© Multivariate F (3,38) = .484 . ’
Univariate F°s (1,40) . . M8 ' _li . s, ° ,
A « . ,082° A95 LT
. , ~ ] . ‘{ M
s T v 061 * . 7.108
. ) / . . * \ /' 2 .
Me - . ‘ ) 1,085 1.450" .
. . I : : . . . R
Sex X Sex of Tafget . . | R SRR
llul;tiygriate (3,38) = .100 ) " b - . .o
‘ : . oo e - - ‘¥
Univariate s (1,40) S M8 ¥ o
PO SR 024 ", 057
B l . g B , l.. L]
T A table cortinyes) . :
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. f . ° |
. B L b
\ , T8 _ Y L0200 " .036
\ /. . : . w /\z
\ MP : | V- 225 .301°
\ . » - -
r \\ * ‘ by ‘ * .
.o )” Status of Subject X Sex of Target \ . .
\ 4
i —{Multivatiate F (3,38) = 884 - L |
A < LY \\
LA ¢ Univariate 11 ¢1,40) "_/(, ; M8 ¥
"L :x J . . Lo 24650
. TS Y | v .10 -180
’ ) v MP ’ ) ' * .380 0507
| T . ,
‘/ N . L4 ' -« 1_ * +
. Age X Sex X Sex of Target v
Multivariate E (3,38) = 4.253%k - g
£ Univariate F’s (1,40) - M8 ’ F
A . .165 .39
-~ \ Q@ '
- T8 2.634 - 4.686% .
MP, : I.183 1.582
> ‘“ N .
) Age X Status of Subject X Sex of Target - 8 )
‘Multivariate F (3,38) = ,592 N . ¢
‘ .
" Univariate ¥’s (1,40) M8 F
A , o .220 .5264
TS ' .99¥ 1.774 -
o ' S .76 v .235
- - : .-
_ w
- (table continues)
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L / .
Sex X Status of Subject X Sex of Target
: Soject = Ze
Multivariate ¥ (3,38) = .633 . S
Univariate F°s (1,40) ' M8 - ‘ ) ’
A1 . .695 1,658
, M- Lo .000 .000
MP . e - .539 . 720,
Age X Sex X Status of Subject X Sex of Target ° !
Multivariate F (3,38) = .584
Univariate F’s (1‘,40)1 Yoo . M8 E-
A o .664 - . 1.585
‘s / ' W04 - 025
MP | .057 o .010
Error . ‘ . M8
A e L 419
) .
T8 .562

MP . " J748
b
N
Note. Analysis is ‘based on arcsin transformtions of the proportion of

requests with each goal.

*p<.05, **p<.0l. ***p<,001.
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’ -] Table B-23

X\ T ) )
Multivariate Repeated Measures Analysis of Varjsnce Summary

-

§

IS

Iable: Effects of Age, Sex, Status of Subject and Status .

of Targets on the Relative Frequency of the Goals of Directjves

Vithi;n Effects

. Status of Target

Multivariate F (3,38) = 1.27

Univariate E”s- (1,40)

A
P

T8

MP

Age X Status of Target
Multivariate F (3,38) = 4,65*%%

Univariate F”"s (1,40)

A

TS
e -

A

~

M Subject X Status of Target

Multivariate F (3,38) = .37
Univariate._!;’l (1,40)

A ’ -

M. E
TS p 3.43
"0l . .03
.002 .00
.
m o r
f{,i,zn ,f/ 7.90%*
1.001 4 1.75
.029 .05
¥ ‘ r
006 .04

(table %continues)



.~ -Status. of Subject X Sex X Status of Target

A\ , )
O > 2719
™5 .574 1200
P w v 639 . 1.01
¢ Sex X Status of Target
Multivariate F (3,38) = 2.1‘0
Univariate E’s (1,40) ° ‘M8 . F
) A 4695 4.33%
s v BT T .19
: MP - % .003 .01
Age X Status of Subject X Stafus of Target
Multivariate F (3,38) = 1.75
Univariate F's (1,40) | M F
‘ A .879/ 5.47%
TS o . .000 .00
MP - ’ .166 .26
7 S
Age X Sex X sfarus of Target
Multivariate F (3,38) = 1.35 .
' ”ﬁnivariape F’s (1,40) ' v M8 4
A ' .000 .00 |
TS 1.182 2.07
MP .000 .00

(table continues)
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Multivariate ¥ (3,38) = 1.16
Univarixte F’s (1,40) -1:} )4 .
A . .566 3.52
TS “.118 21
MP .516 .82
. »
' Age X Status of Subject X Sex X Status of Target
Multivariate ¥ (3,38) ‘-' 1.72 / ’
Univariate F’s (1,40) M8 )
A | .305 1.90
T8 775 " 1.35
MP 169 .27
A | 6.429 .161
S 1 | 22,888 .572
. MR - 25.320 ' | .633
» ( / “
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