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' ABSTRACT ) '
The purpose of this study was to examine the effect .Y

of group size on toddlers' peer interactions and social interactions
w1th¢mothers. 'In particular, the study sought to answer the following - .
questions: (1) Whep both mothers and peers are available to the
. child, with whom“¥oes he/she prefer to .play? and _(2)‘Are there
l-differences in the types of social behaviors dirfyted to peers and
mqothers? Subjects, 5 girls and 11 boys, were observed while
Y xnteractxng in both a group and a ‘dyadi¢ setting. TG assess |
BRI 1nteraotxon in a.group, toddlers and their mothers were observed
. * during a’regular, free play session for'a period of one hour over two
or three.days. TS assbss.anteractxon in a dyad, each pa1r of ch:ldren
and their mothers 'were obsemyed for 15 minutes while 1nteract1ng in a
nursery .school - .classro (Mothers were asked not Jto initiate
" interaction thngthexr chxldren ) Subjects' positive and negative .
behaviors (e.g. g:n:ﬁg an object versus struggl:ng over an object) ®
and whether the behav:ors were directed toward another child or an
adult were recorded. Results indicated that size,of group had no
effect on the frequency or type «0f behavior direqted towards peers.
Whether in dyads or groups, the children’ interacted with peers very
infrequently. However, siz@® of group did have an effegt on the
frequency of -behaviors d:rected’towards aduits. The children :
- interacted mich more with their mothers in the grdup setting then £

¥ they did in the dyad . setting. For example, the children talked to o
their mothﬁrs 28 times, in the group” settxng and 21 ‘times in the dyad -
setting. T childrén also _played together with their mothers nine.
times in the group settin and less than ‘once (1 e., less than '15

% seconds) in the dyad sett ng (Author/MP) ot
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From one year ‘of age to four years of age, there is a
~ ) dramatxc i%crease in ch1Tdren S- ab1]1ty to p]ay'w1th peers. : s
' One-year olds interact very infrequently with each other. They

" have\difficu1ty maintain?hg any sequence Jonger than a simple

initiate anq hespond'thaih (Mueller and Vandell, 1979); for

example, one child will otfer a toy, the.seoond child will take
, ©it, and they then dr1ft apart Nhen playing with their mothers -
%? 0 ‘ ‘ or p]ay1ng alone w1th toys, however, one—year olds are tapab]e
.gﬁ of s (ysta1ned sequences of p]ay. It s spec1f1ca11y in p1ay with _ v .
peers that one-year olds show a deficit. By four years of age, ) '.(/ Vi
-ohi]dren ahe*éb]e to maintain lohg complex sequences of 1nteract1ong‘ ‘
uﬁth_peers (Jennings and thalsky, 1980). For examp]e,iin‘
; . p]eying house,.chi]dren may first discuss the roles eachfshou1d - \ |

N [ ] 1 .
\ have ("You be the sister") thé sett1ng ("This is the“s1ster s bed")S~o o

-
.

.!’Ps' 012? 90

.

and the general theme ("Let‘s pretend you're sigk and I %ake you to R
i

¢

|
|
the doctor"é The ch1]dren may then dct out these ro]esiand i' , . j,'ﬁ'j

‘ e]aborate them as they play addxﬁg a var1ety of sub themfs (e g. ' ' R

S

. goTng to the store to get‘med1c1ne)

N r

Unt11 recent]y, the deVelopment of ear]y peer ‘rel af

e

been a neg]ected area. There are two maan reasons for the
\ '\
upsurge of interest 1n thls area -
. Qg ‘ [ "
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1) Children are heing placed in group settings at younger
ages as ;ore mothers go back tq work, and 2) nterest 1n 1dent1fy1ng \
Y " ' determwnants of sat1sfaCtory p%er re1ot1onsh1ps in 1ater 11fe ;o ..
X' | )‘ ) S1nce relat1ve1y Tittle hs known- about ear]y peer 1nteractions{.
studtes to date have, been'ﬂarge1y descr1pt1ve) These stud1es have
somet1mes had conf]xct1ng results, Bronso\ (1975) for example,
= found that 1nteract10ns wepe qumte Tnfrequent and predominantly BN
negative in the second year of 11fe furthermore “their frequency ! ’ v X
d1d not increase in her 1ongitud1na1 study from 12 to 24 months.
S . Conf11ct1ng.f1nd1ngs wepe reported 1n a study by Eckerman whatley
' and Kutz (1975) they found §9c1a1 play incréased over this age
period, By two’ years.of.age the;/reported thgt social play ’
erceeded so]itar&-p]ay fn frequency and that children preferred lﬁ«"g
‘: play with toys and peers oVer:play;thh their mothers.

There are -a number of possible reasons: for differences in Ce
- LB .

-

-resolts acnoss ‘studfes. One of these factoryis the familiarity

L4

of the peers and‘the setting. . Another factor is the.oresence or
>A absence of'the_motherband‘the ayai]dbi]ityaof p1ey things. Still another‘
e factor is the criteria used to define the Sbciabt1ity of'piéy For
examp]e, in one of the two studies d1scussed above (Eckerman, et al, 1975),
*use of the same play material without 1nteract1on was cons1deredsto be \ ‘
- social p]ay .- In the other study, (Bronson, 1975) such play was ‘not
considered to be socta1 A final posswb]e factor is the number of
R <' :children in the group.. Mue]]er and, Vandell (1979) conc]uded that the
: T o most 11ke1y reason “for d1screpancy in resu1ts acrbss stud1es is .that in
x; ) :.:. ‘_ some ch11dren are stud1ed in dyads. wh11 ~in Others they are stud1ed
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> *1in groups. . ‘ - -

-

. 0bse%vations of g?oups:of“yodpg toddlers indicate that

VL near]y all 1nteract1ons are dyad1c (purfee and Lee, ]973, .
Bronson, 1975 Br1dges, f933 \ InteFactions among three or .
more ch11dren appear "to be quite rare until three or four years

" of age. Some‘pre]iminary data on six toddler boys, hpqueﬁ,,

e g T, . ceat . L
indicates more social interaction in dyads than*in a groyp. *
- .\ N >

Mueller and Vandell (1979) report a'study by Vandell (1996) in

which toddler's social “ipteractions werelcompared in.a group .
‘ ¢ ’ -~ . “
setting and a dyadic setting qver a six month period. Overtime,
interaction increased in the dyadic setting but not thé gnoup'

CoLy setting.- .

L3
7 ~

! In our sgudy we examined the effect.of the, s1ze of the
3 " group on toddler's 1nteract1ons with peers. We ob%erved ch11dren
in ‘both a group and a dyad Both the phys1cdd sett1ng and other
o, "chw]dren were fam111ar to the child. The ch11dren were members

,of the §a$§ toddler group.

e

-

e were also Jinterested in comparing todd]er§°intera&tipns
- W1th peers with the1r interactions with the1r motherss Whéndboth
mothers and peers are available to the ch11d w1th Mhbm does h;\or
« she prefer to play? Are there d1fferén;es in tg; tybe of soc1a1
N .behaviors d1rected to peers and mothers% 'Thgse ?rg the qdestjonsl

. o0 we sought to answer in this study. T ‘
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Subjects, Sixteen chfldren were inc]uded in the study (5 girls . L A

and 1 boys)‘ The ch1]dren ranged in age from 1 §Y4/to 2*3/3 =

Ch}]dren were predoanantty from work1ng'c1ass backgrounds all

[}
P

but one were thte . - . :
. \ . - -‘\\ ‘\bn - I

- Ch11dren from three todd]er groups part1c1pated i the study ‘ I

Each group had been meet1ng 5-6 weeks\prwor to our beglnnlng

'observat1ons. The ch11dren met once a week for 2‘ hours w1th the1r

5

mothers present The groups met in a nursery schoo] c1assroom.
Each_group consisted of 5-8 todd1ers, their mothers, and two -
teachers, | ' ; ) —

vye Y t . Py . *
"‘Procedure, The chi]dren were observed from behind a one-way

~ T

5'

m1rrov. To-asses 1nteract1on in a group, the ch?1dren were. ;
observed dur1ng t§e1r regu]ar free p1ay per1od THe children.’
Were observed for a tota] of onq}hour over. two or more days.
To assess 1nteract1en ina dyad the mothers were asked to
bring their ch11dren for a. spec1a1 sessvon The‘gyad1c sessnons

occurred 1n the same'room in wh1ch the class was held and at‘the .

same ‘time -of day; howeVer, they occurred on a €1fferent day. of the.

week f?ﬁh the reguﬁar class. Thus the setting was 1dent1ca1 for

~ the two sets of observatlons, In order to Observe each child w1th

two deferent peers 1n a dyaqu sett1ng, three mothers from the

.same c1a$s Weré/asked to brTng in thejr ch1]dren at the same t1me.

 Each paif of oh11dren (and their mothers) were observed together

e . -
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e * for 15 minutes while the thjrd child waited ina separate~rdom with "
h ' Q

his mother Thegmothers were present dur1ngethe obgenyat1on but

were asked not to initiate 1nteract1on w1th the "_The teachers were .

not present. Each child was observed a total of-thirty mjndtes with

¢ .

two different children. " ' S .

An effort was made tg conduct,the observations in the two
settings independently of each other, tﬁet i$, with different observers
recording the children's interactions ig the two settings. For four of
. =/ . °
e . .collected some of the data. on thesé four children in both settings. - :

4 A (2*

, . . 0bservat1ona1 Measures we°recorded a variety of speci}Tt
. » ' AN - *

the children, however, this was not possible. The same observer . \
] v A

- : JbehaVTors. In a]] there were.JZ codes, ranging from simply -
s ) :" - watch1ng to p1ay1ng together. Bath positive.and negat1ve Behav1ors . 2
' . - we\"eJ,ng:,]udedr.,s or°examp1e g1v1ng an object versus strugg11ng ‘
over-an object., We a1se recorded whetherthe behavnor was directed * )
towardiahether éhi]d or'an adult. A complete 1istiné'of the codes °

; . !can "be found in Tqb]e ] RS ."" . R | j—
y .o 59 record the Observatlngs, .we used a 15 second: time samp11ng

un1t, obserVTng fon 15 seconds,~then record1ng during the subsequent
RN B ]5 second unit. 'ruff“—-« o . o

o .
4 ~ . .
3 . . >

BeSQTts - A

R . \ ‘0 Thus far, we have ana]yzed data on- 11>of the 16 children, The

> S,
- t

K - dqta for the gema1n1ng 5 ch11dren appear h1gh1y s1m11ar and it 1s

P

'G‘\.Q/f‘ ..
T un11ke1y that any meanlngfu] changes w1]1 occur when the ana]ys1sé§ ’

. 5"

b . © e
SIS ts carried out for the ent1re group. Tbe meanScfor each beH?vwor
N ‘ ' . .
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. > are given in Tab]e 2. we will f1rft d1scuss the ch1]dren s behavior

w1th}peers and then their behav1or5'ﬁlth adylts: F1na11§ the

TR o el § e b — v mamm e mem e 3 A ——mme T tae e i v .
= —— e e [P ek =

children's behavior with peers versus adu]ts widl he contrasted ,

$1ze of group had no effect

o Behavior directed toward pgers
on the frequenty or tyoe of Qghavjorfd1rected towards peers,
Whe ther 15 dyads or groups, the chi]dren interacted with peers
" very jnfrequent]y. Thus We did'not find support for our ’ =
expectat1on that children 1nteract more when in _dyads.
D1rect 1hteractTons thh peerSowas qu1te limited as the tab]e

of means indicates. In 30/m1nutes of observations, the average L

~ . ] ¢

child ta1ked on]y twice to a peer and offered an object' only once.

He‘or she p]ayed together with another.child on a common task 2

times or Tess, Socwa] behavior that did not 1nvo1ve direct

LY o~

interaction occurred considerably rore often:

in proximity to another peer dor1n§°1[3 of the time units and Tor

" ' almaest the same mount of time they p]ayed’side by sdde‘with,the‘Eame or s

similar object., THUs the children seemed to be aware of each -

other and the1r p]ay seemed to be 1nf1uenced by the p1ay of other E

Y

. chx]dr§; but direct interaction was mlngpa1
L Behavior d1rected towards adults, -

Sizel of group d1d have

7 an effect on the frequency of behQVTors dqrected towards adu1ts

Tne chxldren Tnteracted much more with the1r mothens in the group

7 .

setting than they d1d 1n the dyad sett1ng.

statrstrcale sign?ficant for almost a11 the behav1ors we exam1ned

Th1s d1fference Was _

v For examplet\the ch11dren taﬂked to theJr mothers 28 ‘times in the -

-the chi]dren were . -




'“grOup sett1ng and 21 t1mes in the dyad setting, The chi]dren also'

.p]ayed together w1th their mothers 9 t1mes in ‘the group sett1ng

~ -

and less than once.in the dyad'sett1ng. Th1s finding of greater .

'studies.rega

,‘suggestion;

. interaction with the mothei in the group study had not been . . b

13

anticipated, ‘ - o A -

Comparison of Behavior with.peers and edults; As has .'QQ
already been 1nd1cated the ch11dren 1nteracted more*w1th adu]ts T
than peers in both sett1ngs Th1s preference for 1ntevact1ng w1th ,
adu]ts was espec1a11y marked in the group setting. The strength
of the children's preference for adults can be seen from the ﬁact
that they ta]ked 10 times more often to adults than peers and % : ’_‘,
‘showed or gave obJects 7 t1me§ more often to adults. The only o ' v
behavlor that occurred more frequently with peers then with adujts i .
was play with the/same or similar object without any direct él \
invov]ement with'fthe other person; Thus.para11e1 p1ay occurred T

more frequent]y 1th’peers but direct interaction occurred much*

more frequent]y< 1th adu]ts part1cq1ar]y 1n the group setting. { ‘
Sl A |
- '.~ DISCUSSLON ' . .
The f1nd1 gs of th1s study were not 'as we expected _The ; : ' \\\

, }
ch11dren d1d\:o mnteract more wlth each other when pa1red with Q.
}

s1ng1e child [than they did 1in a group setting. Mueller-and .

Lt

- Yandel1 {197 ) had suggested that conf11ct1ng f1nd1ngs across

«lng frequency of peer 1nteract1ons.m1ght be due to

L3

" differences [ifi' group size; wh11e “our, findings do not .support: tQ?5~

Hhey do’ offér arother éxplanation for discrepant ;p"

+ Lt ) R K . .
. ' . .

.. 2 )
-
.
.
o
-
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'v ! » r’ .
f1nd1ngs across studies, . Qur f1nd1ngs.1nd1cate that toddlers show. .} ~ -
‘ [ co?s1derab1e awareness of other chLJdren and that this awareness. is o ) .
o~ reflected 1n a fairly hﬂdh frequency of playing with the’same or e . f

“ similar toy as another ch1ld Our f‘nd1ngs 3150 1nd*”ate that
- d)rect 1nteract1on with peers 1s qu1te infrequent. -~Thus the use

. of d1fferent cr1ter1a to define soc1a1 play w1]T Tead to qu1te . 4

s ) !

different conc1us1ons regard1ng the frequency of toddler. peer "play.
- -~

Stud1es which have reported h1gh 1eve]s of p1ay (e.q. s Eckerman,_
et al (]92; have consIdered para11e1 p]ay te the soc1a1 b]ay
_whereas others reporting lower frequencwes (e.q. Bronson, 1975)

< have not,

. 'Nhjle'we did not find that thg size of the group affected

¢t . ( th§ amount of peér play, it did affect the amount'of:%nteraetion‘
. with, adu1ts. -In\the group setting, our todd]ers interacted more ‘ K\
-w1th adults and énly 1nfrequent1y p1ayed alone or w1th peers In
'thé dyad sett1ng, they played more often by themselves and lTess
. .often w1th adultsh In the large’ group, the ch11dren appeared to ' -
v - " need special support frogn their mothers. The c1assr?om was a " , \ [
-highly stimulating and fa1r1y noyel S1tuat1on for these toddlers.
.pr//)l"“ They appeared to feel insecure in the sett1ng and’ consequent]y .
; attachment behav1ors toward their mother were increased and Y
@ eXploratory behav1ors were decréased. The dyad settingwas .
o o apparently 1ess stresstﬁfﬁahd.ihe toddlers were able-to exp]ore more;

> howeVer, "they chose to p]ay more often with objects than with peers.
N .

IS ‘ <o N
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We chose to study two year olds w1th the recognition most of

. the studies of peer 1nteract1on§ have been conducted on children
undér age two (see Mueller and Vandell, 1979) and ch11dren"oyer "

-t three Because the children in- “our” samp1e did not interact w1th

N

'exp1anat1ons were cons1dered One 1is that the familiarity w;th _

*3

the-sett1ng and w1tP each ‘other could have influenhced the, children's.

" ability and interest. To purgue this idea one of ysi(NEC) undertook '

.

, to study a series of video tapes of another gr0up of two year olds
who had been together in the same sett1ng for a long time; they had
’ ¢ been meet1ng b1-week1y with their mothers since they were six months -

old. Because the photographers ‘did not focus on each child for a
. ’ : , - ¢ ' —
- o "speciffc-1ength~of time, it has not been possib]e_to record the

interaction in a quantifiable manner as ' we did with our original

-~

sample. = Our impressions.nere that these twoeyear-o1ds had very .-

_ \\ {;tte contactIWithjthejr_mothers. In this p1aygroup;'the mothers
. ' ~ sat back'and,WerE‘not expected to interact with their,youngster‘as'

. R . ‘weré those in our sample. The thi!dren, however, had two teachers

. . avai]ab1e with whom they interacted %ntense}y, juet as our group
o had 1nteracted w1th their mothers. Once ‘these ditferences were‘

” : assimulated, it became apparent that\these téz—year o1ds were\a]so
not interacting with One another in sp1te of their fam111ar{t; with
'the'setting and with each other. There were 'few;, if *akes or

i offer§,'no verba1iiation “little observable eye.contact'and Tittle

. . . ’ a7

. . : teaching. There was 85 w1th our-sample, common intekests over toys

_one another e1ther in the group or the~dyad1c” two poss1b1e s

PRy

A ]
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' and Vande]]) but Tittle- soc1al~4nterchange~-

and para]]e] p]ay (that 1§, soc1a1 behaﬁﬁor as def1ned by Mue]]er

.
.
" bl -

* ‘A Th1s has 1et us to specu]ate about the possibility.that

there may be a dec?ease ﬂﬂ soc1a1 behav1ors at age wo-- that is,

" a U shape.curve, in wh1ch soc1a1 behaviors with peers decrease

-

_between one and “two and then increase as the ch11d nears the. th1rd

bthhday Intr1gued,dx»th1s 1dea we 1ooked at the. v1deotapes

) of the second group of ch11dren at age one and saw. that they were

Tndeéd voca11z1ng, looking, touch1ng and engaged in br1ef
encounters over toys. One proposed extens1on of our study, then,

1s to try- to quantlfy the behav1ors of th1s sample through v?ew1ng

’

the v1deotapes. ’We proposesain1ngJat three month 1nterva1s to

4

see 1f there are fewer 53F1a1 behaviors and 1nteract1ons;pt two
years of age than at 1 year-of age; tapes on these ch11dren are

‘available from three months to three-and-a-~ ha1f years:

©

{ ¢

§

<o
Theoretica]]y there is some support.for this idea. Mah]er's—,

workeen separat1on 1nd1v1duat1on (Mah]er, P1ne, and Bergmany 1975)
1nd1cates that between 18-24 mohths ch11dren are in theirappror
s 96

chement per1od when there is an up ?hrge of 1ntense 1nterest 1n .

.the pr1mary caretaker. She attr1butes th1s in part to the’ ch11d E

»

cogn1t1ve awareness of separatnon which temporar11y 1ncreases o

— s ~

separat1on anx1ety and: concerns about the caretaker S where abouts

As 11b1d1na1 QbJect constanpy develops through the th1rd year of

. 11fe the ch11d s emotional energies bradua]ly become available to -

5develop mean1ngﬁu1 re1at1onsh1ﬁ'\buts1de the fam11y \ Burton whnte

.

S " . 1
= . . © -~
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°
.o 3 )
'
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(1975) using a behav1ora1 perspectwve a1so speaks of seek1ng ST A

.and mairmtaining contact with the pr1mary caretaker as one of the u:.. K
)

JCIEERY S or'_ ..A -'Aé |

main activities of the two-year o1d 0! CoN = . e

. ¢
- 7 Y

- In any case,\oUr study has taught u&«that there is still. - % A -

a great dea1 to(be 1earned about the soc1a1 deve]ogéfnt of two- o

,year o1ds. We p1an to pursue,the 1dea of a poss1b1€'U shaped

Curve\ﬁh social re1ationships by ana1yz1ng the v1deotapes.oﬁ .‘ i

¢ ..o -

*the second group of ch11dren from age six months to 3% years. NI .
&S . ‘“" ( I3

Another‘avenue for study w111 be two-year-oﬂds who havefbeen in, ] .

4 ! A cT

group care since 1nfancy where peer and env1ronmenta1 fam111ar1ty o

[
.

has been .controlled and where mothers are absent. w111 those \{. .o $ .',
* two year olds 1nteract more than those we have stud1ed.and Qropose a w7

to study? 'W111 thi¥ refute the 1dea of the U shaped deveTopmenta] s . ’
«? . ‘- §
curve'? Hopefuﬂy, we'll ﬁnd some answers to these 1ntr1gu1ng QUestmns.. Lo 2]

’

Ch11dren are entermng group care at earlier and ear11er ages. The ~ --°~ o
1mpao;,of.these ear]y soc1a1 contact 'with pee{5°on subsequent “;w‘ PR R - ’é
soc1a1 deye1opment are of concern and can pn1y be eva1uated by ‘.' S N v

~

stud1es such as these. -+ e T : ‘, . T . L,




TABLE" 1

-
[ ]

: . Definitions of Social BéhaViors* ‘
1. MWatch Only (E) - .. _»Continuous visual regard of a peréon or
. , - ' _ their activities for at least thrée
‘ - . seconds (not accompanied by another
" scorable, behavior except proximity).

' . , ?
I1. Proximity and Contact . 3

g

s

Proximity - ] Within reachlof Bther ,

Contact (E, L) T Any part of body cTearly -contacts person

-t Lo 1n non-forceful manner includes patting \
“or befing patted, non-forceful hugging or.
being hugged. Record proximity also.

Push/Pull1/Strike (E,fL) Y Forceful physical contact with other by
. ¢ either hand or foot, including hitting,
. , pushing, kicking, or forceful hugging.
) Record proximity also. N
. ‘ . - t
I11. Same Opject (E) Contact of the same tay as other or a very
: . } ~similar-toy for at Teast three continuous
seconds without any direct involvement in
the activities of the other person, Giving
or taking an-object.qis not double coded here.

IV. Neutral or Pos1t1ve Social . ' . . .
Acts . - : : .

.Positive Vocalizatijon (E) Non-negative sounds that are loud -enough
g , to be heard; they -may-or may not be
: e d1st1nqu1sgab1e as words. Code whenever it
» occurs regardless of whether other categories:
: are¥b1sb coded. "If it is not clear to whom. -
it 1s dirécted, code as question mark.

F

’

Show/Give/0ffer an Object . Hold out an 6b3ect towards a person within
.. (E) . - - their reach. fncludes jmaginary food.
Take/Accept an OQJéét (E)" Take'an obJect*offered (not simply h1gh11ghted)

T ) - : . by another or if unoffered take from the * - .
R - . posses1on of another thhout a strugg]e. .

 Play Together (E)- . Act’ together to performa commoh task, such fﬁg
S . , as building a tower of blocks; or each 4 .-
\Av‘ '.".r,a.‘ . - ”‘ ] ‘ - \ o
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) §ocia1 behaviors are behaviors directed at anpthgrvperson or the1r activities. . .
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2 ) , : . ‘ ‘ . . ‘ ] ) . . o,
' ® > repeatedly takes ‘turn perform1ng an ‘ R
_.activity with attent1on to the other s’
| o : i activity, as wheh one builds a tower *
Ty - - © of blocks, stands.back and laughs |
N o L ~ when the other knocks it down; or one.
NS ‘ o follows directions of other, as when e
, “one ‘person’ completes ‘a form-board e
'putt1ng the p1eces in. the spaces o
indicated by the other. If ihe. same
) P object 1is used, code also as same obJect.
< V. Negative Social Acts : ’ v
. ‘ Negative Vocalization (E) Negative vocalization including crying,
) protest1ng other's behavior or suggestion
. or other's presumed futurée behavior . .
* R ] while watching other person, e.g., "No," .
: "Mine." Code whenever it occurs
) % a’regard1ess of whether other categories
' are also coded. B
Struggle Over an Object g&)' QgAh attempt to ga1n possession of same
' ) R - ject, including ‘pulling, push1ng,
Ehs ’ o : . whining, etc.
e, - » Refuse fo Comply L Physically r®sists demands of another
: oo . S + "+ person or contact with another person. .
1f behavior also fits definition of"
o strugg]e over an obJect,tode as strugg]e
- . Th1s cod1ng system is derived from the fo110w1ng sourees (especially-the f1rst)
. (E) Eckerman, C.0., Whatley, J.L. & Kutz, S. L. Growth of\\bc1ai play with peers mf“"'
dur1dg the second year of life.’ Deve]opmenta] Psycho]ogy, 11, 1975 v
’ 42~ 49 ., , .
T E - .
(L) ALewis) M., Ydung, G., Brooks, J. & Michalson, L. Fhe beginning of fr1endship.
. . -In M 2lewis & L A. Rosenblum (Eds.), Friendship and Peer Relations. i
o New York Wiley, 1975. " - S
' 0 - . .{f;;
(B) Br'onsonl W.c. . Development in behav1or with age-mates dur1ng the second year , %
o - Of lTife. In M. lewis & L. A. Rosenbium (Eds.), Fr1endsh1p~and Peer , ]
5 + Relations. New York: Wiley, 1975. * . . 2155
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L 5 _ TABLEZ
;3 .
. . S : Means of Sdcial BehaV1ors 1n Dyads and in Groups ’ ‘
’ > s - \ e
. Dyad % - .« Group .
e I ._Child “Adult . - Unclear’ Vocritg T Aduld Unclear - Vo
SN % ) 2 ' , . - | ' . ‘ v : i
Watch L i o 18.9 T . 35.] et
. LN - oo ~ -
el ke . . T
Proximity 40.4 ~57.9 < 44.6 96‘4 :
C e ' e, . *: . N
Contact ™ . , , . 4.3 16.1 3.0 ,25.1
* s N - - ' * - * .
Push , % 0.2 9.0, . 0.1 0 ] W
Play. same. object 3.0 - T18.0 A 22.2 >
. - s - F
- . * € . . . .‘ .
Positive Voc. 2.0 T 20.8 9.0 2.2 28.1 ‘6.6, . '
N ’ . . » X P
Show/Cffer N < 1.5 ) 0.7 . 7.3\ '
Take/Accept 1.3 3.7.%, 1.5 3.7 ‘
. . « “‘1 \
Play/Together 1.2 0.7 \ 2.0 9.1 .
. S 9‘ » .
. o P ' ., : I‘ . ..
Negative Voc. 0.9 0.9 ¢ = 0.2 £ o9 N\1.2 0.0 ‘
Strugg}eﬁgver Toy ) 0.0 . 0.5 0.6 ' .0.0 g ig (" .
* > \ = | R {
None .. 224 . 7.4 L

s
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i’v between sett1ng ,
"4 Noﬂe, “A11 means were prorated to 120 time un1ts or 30 minutes of observat1on

[
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*S1gn1f1cance difference (T-Test) founa between dyad and group setting. .
te&ard both ch11dren and adu]ts, only behaviors d1rected to\seu]ts showed significant dlfference
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For behaviors directed
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