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also correlated across sessions. However, there were no relationships

Abstract ) C.

- « .
4

om 3.1 to"6.2 years of age

<
.

i two preschool children rangin

.
. , v

were shown a set of "interesting" materiald~¥y their teachers while alone,
]

&}Eh one otHér'same—sex.peer% ahd with three other same-sex peers. As

predicted, the frequency of questions asked Per child was negatively

. [

related to éroup size, though two ¢hildren as a group generated more,

questions than did children tested in groups.of four or alone. Despite
.o - .
variations .in.group size and materials, the frequéncy of questions was . .

f -

between either age or sex and the number 4f questions.
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Group Size as’ a Determinant of Children's

?tequencyfof Asking Questions

®
3

. > A .
Ig the absence of available reséarch, teachers of ycung children

e’ R
~ .
o~

arrange the size of their instructional groups based-on their hunches

about its impact on the children's cognitive activity. For example, =

. . .
. 3 M . 3 . ° . .
nf concern to teachers are thé optimal group size conditions for 1n?uc1ng

. < -

- ~ L
children to seek and -examine new information contained in a given set
, . ¢ . . . . )
of instructional materials. Yet, with r2gard to one glass of jinquiry
. g . "
behaviors--asking questions of the t¥acher-—the present authors are

.

aware of only one study which attempted to evaluate the effects of

group size on tﬁe frequercy with which ydung children in these groups

J -

asked questions (12). ) 3

= g .
Briefly, using groups of kindergarten children ranging from four’

- -

to 24 in size, Torrance found that the larger the gfbup, the fewer the

. - . o
For example, his four-child groups asked about: twice as ,

many,questions as a'grodp than did his 24-child groupe? On a per chigd

. . G .
basis the effects appear to be even more dramatic. More specifically,
.-

it can be readily inferred from Torvance's data that the chlldrem in

- - .
N ’

the four-child groups asked about 12 times as many gueetions on a pars
\ . - :
child basis as Aid the childreh in the 24Lcﬁild groups,‘iihce the latter
v Y

groups contained six times as many children as d1d the former’ groups.

- N

L
y “ o

’ , A

0f particular interest to the présent investigatdrs were .Jorrance's.

£ - - . - .e
‘ . . . . 4

findiqgs and conclusion$ regarding his fébr- and‘six—chfld group$a

s

First, Torrance concluded that the group mean dlfferences were incon-
rad

vy 0 . e .
sequential {mean nuniber of questions for th four— and 51x ch}&d groups

[

were 31.1 and 28.1, respectively). Yet on a.ger child basis,'substadtiél
LY ‘ . hed - ) X \




S/

 Similarly, no clear-cut’ sex differences in question-asking frequency has
B N - ! J

- . < . , - -
differcnces existed pven between these similar group size conditions, asd
» . N . '

each child*in the six-child groups asked only 60'pcrceﬁt.as many questions
. . R -

<
’

.

as did each child in the ¥our-child groups.

Second, based on his own teaching-experiences with yourg children,
: y ;

+

v

. _ o

Torrance indicated that small ggoups may possess a ''possible sg%friority"
- » ' A - =

oyer individual tutorial situations (p. 74). 1If "superiority' in the pre-

.

.sent cohtexq is taken to mean generating more queétions‘from childfen, then™ |
L - .

no information was provided by Torrance to deterhine if groups smaller than

. -

) | , .
four would generate more or fewer questions than groups of {our or larger.

- e . .
’ -

. L " .
However, given the compelling inveréE\trend found by Torradnse coupled with 7

1y & l .

B ‘ ‘
our own experiences regarding the number of questions young children ask

» -

during b{}ef individual sessioﬁs (3), we antigipatéd that.both on a per

¢hild and a per group basis, the inverse trend betwecn questions and group

[ . o b

size wquld extend f0 groups of four, and below. Thus, as degscribed in more

detail in-the Methods section, o pa{vd the number of quegtions asked

.
.

' - -

N

by children when tested in gy of four (4G),-two (2G), and when tested

. . ' B | ) )
alone ("1G"). - ) T e s

- ‘l\ 'l ‘ . Y
Of secondary* interest were possible age and sex differences in question-
7 ] . -
A J
* 1 ! : . ! ° . > -~ - . . . o ¢
asking frequency, as well as evidence regarding the degree to which 1nd1v1§ual

differences in question-asking are stable across different group size conditions
< e . ’ ¢ - .o )

and stimulus maferials. While several studies exist to indicate that question-

Y : - . »” <\ L.
asking frequency increases with age among scﬁool age children (1, 6), the”

‘ -

evidence is less clear or consistent, for. preschool children (2, 7, 11).

. L~

e . .

K3

1 - o -

‘Qmergdd from the literature.involving preschool cifildren (4, 5, 8). Finally,

' o > e -
despite ¢videnger for considerable 4individual wvariation in the incidence of
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. <« of the objects used ip‘the'bresént'study were similar‘ta those used by

. f
.
¢ [

- .
. .

» N ‘. .. ﬁ.

.
o on

questions asked ‘among even homogencous samples of normal middle” class
. A - » «

- s

i .

whi&s childyen (3), investigqtors”have not yet’ provided evidence for .

-~ - . Y
»

the stability of these individual differencés acrogs time and situation.

. \ , .‘ . . . S . . .
. - Method, . . S

v -~ . 2
. N ‘ o / -
K « N i - . " \ .

* —Subjects n. . . '\
1S . - K . \
The subjects were 16 boyé_and 16 g}rlé enrolled ih a pnivers%t§‘ : | ; X

.
' - . .
. 3

P 3 i
ﬁgeschool-program. The childyen were predominantly from white, middle- =
~ . r 7" ' ’ M -

. .
. M - ] v

two-parent familiés, Whilé no intelligedde teét scores were

4 ‘ . , L -
b§5%4 on “past records of the chlldren normallv enrolled in ?\ﬁ\
. ~

. Y

~class-,

available,
’ Voo ‘. .
the piogram and teacher Judgenents of the prosent qample all of“the N .

: ch1ldnen were “judged to be of at least average lne3111§Ence

.oy

hean age.
-~ . v 1
of the Lh11dren Waq A 4 years, and- tha; Langed frofi 3.1 to 6: 2 years - o

of age. The 32 children were divided evenly into two hon—overhapping -
N . .. e .
. * Qo

age groups (younger and older preschool groups) "whose mean agek Yere . .
' ‘ S .5 ’
3.6%and 5.2, respectively. _ n ‘s

A

Stimulys* Materials . ol .. . a

[ N
. - - ©

“ Eighteen threefdimenaioﬁai iteﬁg wdre Gollected from a larger pool

. of items used by the first author»innpreyious research {3). :
1 e ’ ) 8

Since most

o
. - ’
bbb '

for cla551fy1ng the 1tems were

LI B

Mathieu (7), her boncepﬁual categopie

s 4 . 4

adop;ed. Specificafiy, each.item was
4 - G . .

itst assigned to one of .the

’ - -~

- . » ;. \ v ; R

following categories: 1)°container ,teéms; 2) -items with several meving <

3) items with a few meving parfs; 4)- items possessing interest
Rl . : \

’ . . . .

5) biological artifagﬁs;
. i -5,

sparts;
N .\ . 5 . - 2 " .
- textual properties; and 6) novelty items.
AN - .
' .' three® items aséigned to each'capego}y were then randomly selected to
) . [ , ’ ‘ N = .
3 be included in one of three sets of six objects. ° The itepms composing

.
]

- ~ 1 S . ' ¢ N
. each set are“breifly described as‘follows:’ ) e ;

-~

o™
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M ) » ’ ;.‘- 3 \" ~ . ! °
half received.the seséjons in the reverse order=-"16"-26-4G. (These two .

. Set l—idesk.sorper, fishing reelb lantern béttom, preser ed frop - ¢ } ¢
.t N . 2 ‘o
. ] . - . - i » - .
. in bottle, miniature metal chair. . ) . -
. . . > . ‘e . , +— N . ‘
Set® 3--contact lens case, french-fry cutter; shoe.stretcher, copper -,

3 . ) . . - ‘ .
- . .

“scrubber, preserved turtle in bottle, replica of St. Louis Arch.
N N v . ' B

Q“Set 37—purse.flash1igbt, cfgnk puzzle box, hambugger’presé, buﬁferf -
. . o ’

: bfush,'§tuffed squirrel, metal _statuq¢ of Indian goddess.

~ &

iy ’ . i Ty ™ . ’ [y C .
Procedure N . \\ : o
T e Ve, - hd - : . ‘ - N -
» . . °. - : .

. . N - A . . .
On three smeparate occasions during Lhe same day, each child accompanied

-
—
. .

+ his (her) student teacher to an unused pla)room, once w1th three othe same

& ’ ‘e

‘g

\z&‘x < . ° ~
sex peers. (4G), once with one other syﬁe sex peer (2G), and?dnce alowe ("16G").

N

N : .
:The thrce test sessions were each six minutes long.-and were se parnt{g MWl !
\ -

- C oLy
leai(‘)o minutes and morc.typlcally 20 minutes from precedlng or QUCCchLng

.

sessiong. | Compositon of the greﬁps was randonmtly determined withip the
. . 9 :

- . . i . . .

% rhat all group members be of the same. sex.and agL group and

. _- P“ "
that all pulir members be formed fLrom those.¢hildren making up the four-child
- .

grohps. - . ' - .

re%trlctlon

. . " ’ . ‘
N . P
i

-
~

. .

- s, .- . @ ’ t, .
thesgroup size sessions in theAfollow;ng order——&G—ZG—"rG”; the remiining )
: P # 2 . 1 .

. e : . . T P
sequences were selected as the best compromise available in makdng group
: c ! . . L S . ’ . + {

size comparisons using a WICth—SUbJeCtS desygn. I'he more,statistically e,
- ° ~

t - . B Y

defenslble alterngtive of using three sequcnce of an order such thaL . Ty

v
”

each group size w0u1d appcér equally often_ in all three po pOSlthnS was

prohibited by ‘the limited sample of Children.avaiihble). K NN ”'

P -

At the beginning aof the session the student teachﬁréiqyited ‘the children
. - -,D * v . . - .

to kneel on a small area rug located in the center of the room. _$urrgﬁnging

. "
~ .-, - , - N

the rug on three sides were low partitions which served tou Separate the P
. * ~ ) .

v .
/ LY -
g T ~ ¢ ’ '
L4 . . - ! o

L} ‘ . ‘ ~. .

A random ha]f of the children within cach age sex subgroup rccejved - -

4
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1]

an

2 - " . N
x P . -

testing arca {rom the rest of the room whieh had otherwise been léft
o~ \ P

)

undisturbed. Ther teacher produced a paper sack containing one of the three

’You caf

the following:
N \

v

- 4

. . »
sets of Ntems which had been randomiy assigned .to the session, and said

Y “

take them out,

“

There are séme things in-the sack for you to look at.

.

play with them, and ask any questions about them
. i

.

1if_you like.

began immediatelv.to remove the “items from the sack.

.

No othet comments were negessary since the children always
N N . ' * . ’
lad '

.

The. children were ,encouraged to remain on the area, rug while playing
L)

The teacher,

‘

who was unaware

~

~

T;Q‘\

of the purpose of the project,

N, with the objects, but othetwrise their play activities were unrestricted. |,

’

~

was merely

. encouraged to answer the chlldrcn § questions as Slmpr and as dlreutly

»

'

,as she mightedo unds;»a{glnary condltlonq

Rccordlng Questions

Each session was vide

’

«

I

.

i)

.

~

»

>-. :

)
- M ]

s . : . *
Q/é;;cd by an observer located in an adjoining

screeéned .observation booth. The taped sessions were played back and

questions were transcribed verbatim.

’

—

~

-~

Questions were defined

as interoga-

tive statements or any other inflected statements which involved a request

for informatjion about either tlie stimulus materials’ presented, or about
. . 4 -

’ -2 ¢

any other obJects, pers‘psw or aet1v1t1es whlch were pr?sent in 4r absent

. . . - K
Permission questions (e.g., Can I have

from the experimental sessions.

"5 this?) as well as fnformation-seeking questions repeated by the sqgm'chiid_

t {

‘ Reliability in Lranscribing and scoring the, questions qu'obtained

d

N

was

2]

3

L

.99 (p<.01)%

%

T

.--tapes of seven randomly selected sessions.

7

k .

v

-

&

-

<

/ or by anotlfer child in the same session were not included in the totals.

by comparing* the judgemenis of two réterg who iﬁdependghtLy judged the

.

The ngmber of questions-scored

by each judge on each minute of the 42 minutes composing the seven sessions

)




K . y . . L . - .
b4 . ) A ) , s ' R Lt . ) 7
) i Résults . .
Y ) R a . . . X .
Per'phlfd Analysis - y . . . o .
’ . ~ v - . - . .

. s .. .. [ . . .
Correllationil analysis reveq}ed that the number of ‘questdons did
. s

n ' » - .
. - . .
. . . » < .

not vary significantly 'with age,either among Yhe Boys o the girls , -

M . X3 .

° - $ H .

y '(E's.= .06 and -.06, pesgectiver). Tﬁerefore, age was ignored'as a . .
. e . K ~ ) ]

. N
N variable, and .a three-way analysl& Qf varlance was performed on the

.
3

.

4
,data in which group qL/e WQ%<J )wthxn effect and sex and order ("1¢"

- L, , ' v
- N

A '26-4G, 4G-2G-"10G") were-"between effectsu : ’ , .

M ‘ - . 4 . .
- ~ . Tnspection-bf Table 1 and yesults of the analygis combined to reveal
[ . R - N . v e : ,nﬁ ° . N

that nedither-sdx or order, g#ther alone ot in interaction, were sipnifis
p k X g

H

N -

. #\ , - .. . . s . )
cantly retlted Lqmthe frequeney with which the children asked <uestions.

er? R .

’ : e Tnsert Table. 1 About Here | . -
] .- s i . (USRI, S U .

f \ R y < . —

) -

© + - On the other hand: it is apparent~ffom Table 1 that regardless of btiyr,‘

¢
. 0 .
M . .
. - « ~ . . .

. . Y -
" the predicted decrease in questions with an increase in group size-was

. . . .

o~ . : .
obtained. Yhis predicted pattern was cloarly_§ignificant as revealed in

- ‘e .

. ) - .
- 1 the main effect for group size, F = 49. 92 (2/56), p «.01, and in the-.
s . . S . . « 7
: * follow-up ﬁairidése comparisons, all-}- s ~23. 41 (J/S(?, all p s ~.01L.
t ' . . ’ .
A Separate cornelatlons between the froQuency of questions asked between
4 o ° N
. ”1(” and 2G, "1G" and 4G and between 20 and 4G yxe]ded r d of .39, 37
. . © \ N . - ‘o .
. *  and 68 rerectlvely (aLl P 's2.05). Thus, there was ‘a sighifitant ,
N ~ . . ’, -
degree qf consisteqcy in the number of questions imrdividual children -~ -
- asked over the three group size conditions. While .the 2G-4G cerrelation
4 4 -
. appears Lo be particularly gobust, it was not signifNcantly larger than the
‘. . . »~ N ' e ! T . * ,
— other two correlations, . . . . "
' - . 4 . .o 3 . ¢ s y
. Per Group Apalysis . v L .
. ' s ) & h o e
- T test whether the group size conditidns significantly influenced
- - ] 4 , )
. [P i o [N : i ) C
Lthe number of questions produced on a per group basis, the total number .4
Q R ’ N E s.' . () . ) e ’ ”
ERIC , R oo
o o e . . - .= . . N .
. v '_/ . e . . — »
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-

’ . -

{ ‘. . . . P
of questions generated by all four children’ intecach of the eight 4G groups

- . ')

-

K4 3 . N . ~ . ’ . t ~ 1 3
were treated as bagsic scores in the-.analysis. Eight "1G" and eight 26
“ f . . .

[ .
scores wéro ¢hén obtained: by taking the total number of quest fons produced

4 -

. .
. N ~

within.cach set of four.children while they were being tested under ‘the
. r

P
EJ

'W&?lgnd 2G conditions and aividing’tpesc totals by 4 and 2, respegtivély, '

. J . .

tn order, ‘o adjust them:far the numbcriofapersons contriHuting td each
i " . . 4 :

-
. -

I3

totals o o s
Y- . . ('Y

. , N

. A bne-vay repeated measures analysis of vayiance perfommed'%n\the
% »

. -
.

Ztransformed per group .totgls yielded a sjgn}ficanL effect, for group size,

N I3

383 (2/14), p.-.05. Follow-up I' tests indicated ‘that the 20.3 questions

< \

asked per group by the chil'dren when in the 2¢ condition wUs-sig?ficantly

0 ~

4 Digaer -than the 14,4 'gend radted per groygp when «dp aG, F=7.1% (1/14), p .05.

-

i
. [N -

It was also Llarger than.the 16.5 questions, asked by }hé childgén wvhen in®
' - . . !
1. but this.difference was significant at only ‘the, 10 pcrééng Tevel,

F ='3.8} (1/14), P ©.10. However,'Lhc'”]b”—AG per g;qup difference was
"not s}gnif%cagtl Thu;, the prcﬁicted inverse yelat;onship of g?oup size
to stotal questions pcr.group was confiréed.whcn comparing 2G to 4G; but

- 1 v “
- not whqﬁ comparing "1G" to c#qher 2G or-4G.

D'iscussion

-

¥
*

Group” Size

The preséut findfﬁgs extend those of Torrance in showing that even

A} s ,

among ‘groups of four or’less, the frequency of asking questions per child

r B . . . - o ” .
is inversely related to group sjze. Theréfore, if the. emphasis is on

5

gengrating questions <from each child, the individual tutorial, situation

', . ‘Vf -

s

remains "superior” to a group situation, no matter-how small the group.
- - .

-

bn~the.géher hand, the per group totals stggest chﬁ groups of two

v

preschool'childreh may “produde more questions as a group than either -

PR A 1 7ext Provided by ERIC
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chi}Jdren and® teacher spend more than a third of the
» . el .

. .
. . * 3
. N ,

[ N ) ) hnd M : i 9
»

larger ‘groups or even then individual children’alone with their teachers:
. . . - . . . .

. .
The ‘enhancing effects on group totaISQOIZthe‘ﬁyadir (26 sytuation found /
. » L. . .

- . B .7 “ .
in.the present *study should be treated with some caution, for the possi-
. . N . , - . . . " . ~

i »

. s M . ‘ . L] ) . . 4, x . I} s . N
bility exists that 2G, by virtue of its setond position in*both-grder condi-

. \ )
Lions‘s somehow received  ;a unique order, treaiment that was not present in . |
- - M A = . . . N » . .
~ either:"16" or ip 4G. Neverthéless, there is at least one oth{r recent
: ‘ ° ’ . . M 3 @ &
- 3 . . S ‘ . )
study with preschool children which also found that a 26 “sitydtion ,enhanced K
» . . .’ . “ v il ) . .
the information-seeking efforts of préschool ¢hildren over that of "1G"
0 , » . . v - - 1 .

. -

I -
(9). Mowe specifically, Rabinowitz'et'al. found that two children egploring _,°

o . . . - : , R . - )
a novel toy discovered svome new infformdation about it sooner than did individial
! y . - .
hildren exploring the same toy by themselves. . »

. . N .
Ry . a

~

. [t might *be coptended that the per chrild measure was a less appropridte
- , T T e < ]

. . R .
. R . - . o

measure than the per group measure since the time to ask ‘questions was com- »

’

. 3 ’ .
founded Wi&] ehe size“of the gtoup diie té the fact that a given thidd would
- . . N

L
.
' . . N .

not be able Lg,aﬁk his (her) questionwhileanother child in the greup was . -
géking one. 'However, this criticism-is relevant only if. it can beé demonstrated
< . , A ‘ . ' ‘

that children did mot have adequate time to ask their questions. In fact, - -

hbwévcf, in hone of the 56 sessions (32 ™G"™'s + 16 2G's + 8 AG'sl did the ' '

~ .

siXx-minute period engaging

» ’
. - ' v % .. Toor L ' . .
I'n question-answer exchanges. Moreover, regardless of the condition, the ma-
¢ . [ b .
. N . . ‘e
. . - - 3 7.’ : L\ . ik . * . *‘t ! .
jority of questions typcially occurred within the first two minutes of the
. s RO . . ©, N
- ' ° b ’ . . . »
- sessions. <o . . . b, e -
i . * ) ‘. - L .

It is oyr position that both measurcs may be potentially. useful and-
J ° . . D

are psyéhological meaniigfyl (though so@cwhat different) indices of Ehg

|
.

. Al . .
s Lo © decuring dnong child® o S
cognitive-educational processes gccuring among childién as they geek ;
3 . * v .
L ! . . "
information frpm their .teachers. ' For example, 4n support of the per -

1
|

grqup measure, chikdren would be expected to benefit from.hearing
. ) K . . . N i - ' y

\ . 4 . .
-

. - N T~
) , . . N .
. . - L .- L .
- . . 1]
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questions dsked by other children that theyv thedselves would not fave

v
. ‘
- P -

LY - *
thought to, ask. Therefore, In'line with the evidence of the ‘optimizing"
* : . ) .

‘ .
. R ’

. r

. * ., : ° ! L ’ . ) .o . - N,
effects of 26 over 4G and "1G", 13‘Kﬂﬂd be jmportant .in further research

to, discover if there are, i fact, different group sizes for different, .

. . .

.

age grodps of echildren and for different tasks that maximize the total
. , . T - . . " ———-’—‘—‘\ . .

«* numbeor of questions that wquld'be asked in those sﬁtuatiqns. " The' availability

J . .
of such knowledgpe would enable teachers to arrangt the sizes of their -groups
& . . .

P

. .oy . % . Lo . ° M ’
‘Uit order to maximize the patential information avialable to each é¢hitd,
‘ ' ) . » LI .
) k4 . : i ~ . . -

: e . . N

ih the group. . . - C o
, - ‘. . N - O .

. .
3 .

On LHQ other hand, there, ave,also thearetical .and empirical reasons
. . <
. ] N N

to beliceve {hat a per.child m¢asure -is wportant. Fov example, Poss.and

. e <

and fifth grade children remembered

. . »

Balzer (10) fogn& that first, third,

.

more of the i1aformation contained in answers to their own questions than

[ -~
. . . . . B 3 .

Lo the,qhesgiods,askod by apother child in‘a 2G\condi1ion; Again, further
. h ‘A ) - ' e.‘

re;caﬁvh is ndédded to clearly dgtorminb the ‘extent to which the.retention
¢ * \- o" »> i - N ) * 4

of informﬁtto&,giy(a ko bthﬁgé as_compared to dnesalf varies with age gnd . .

-

group size; as welL{ﬁs with a ‘hos

H . - J

'of othér potential situational factdrs.

R .
- . S 3

0 X .
B .2 . ‘e

.Individuqk_giffefqncos
. ' A ol . > ) .
o Néithér the children's-wage or seX-proved to be related to the frequency

.
.
N . .

. . 2 N
. /{ ‘ . .
with which they asked question. T%e negative findings regardf%g age. are eon-

N a . s * ,* L

sistent with Matﬁieufs results (7) involﬁingﬁpreéghool boys wht were studied R

’

under .conditions that were highly similar t} those in the present investi-
A . ‘ AN ) . ‘

. P
L2 i Lt ' - .
gation. However, the Mathieu study and the presant one stand- in contrast |

. - ) . . . . .
< to seve;al earlier investigatrens which fbund age.and number of questions
. : -,

«

. v

- . - ¢

* ¢ s =~ i . . N
> to be positively related (§, 2;- 11, 13). Numerous differences in method« .
Py ' e ’ ~ -

o
ology, mater
’ - L}

the presgﬁtlone‘ana that by Mathieu should provide a useful source of = . - .
.. . " K \ . ,

.

. 13 -
ials, and ages sampled between the earlier studies and- both

' - =

3
’ -
.

) : ‘ . R ¢
“hypothesis for further research, concerning age trends in questlon-ask}ng. "
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Howedery, one difference that may account for at least a portion of the

inconsistont.findipgs is*that the earlier studies, unlike the recent ones

<

. ' . c r
‘from our laboratory,.increased their chances of finding age changes by

using children who varied widely (at least five years) in age.

. S Y ) .
The present study also provides another score for no sex differénces

‘ramong preschool children in qﬁestion-agking frequency to,chalk up agaiHst

. N

’
-

"-. thewstudies yielding sex differences fﬁvoring boys (8) and those invoivfhg '

S .
- h A

" sex differences favoring girls (5). It is apparent to the present invésti-
t Y N ., A v, "

gators that the picture will become no clearer until<social, task, and other

-

situational factors are systematically evaluated.:

-

‘Finally, despite the fact that age'and sex w&re not predfbbive(of
questioning performance, the substantial individual differences that
. “~ .
.o , . “'\ 4 N

three group size condiwons. Of particular interest to us was thé fact that
. ° ~

the G2=C4~correlation (of .68) “appeared to besparticular]ly robust, while
R * T - .
the other two correlations involving Gl and the two bonafide group conditions
were rather more modest (,39 and .37, respectively for G2 and G4 with Gl).
As mentioned previously, the dofrelaLiOns were not,sigﬁifigantly&deferent
' - . . A
from each other. . Nevertheless, it is tehpting“t$ speculate that some set

N 3 .

of Mgroup dynamics' factors (e.g., dominance, independence, attentivenecas:
- \

I . o

to-peers), ﬁéyjhave contributed’ to the larger correlation, but were absent
> A . ’ r ®
in the-smallet’ correlations.involving Gl since it, of cdurse, was. not a
group situation. Tt would seem thgt a promising line of research would
s v - . ® .
be to examine the interpersonal relationships found within groups that g
- : . , . . .

i N v o , ot
make them.more successful contexts for some children and less successful
* 2

ones for others as they seek nrew information about their environment.

-
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