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. g’ AN o o ABSTRACT
The purpose of thlS reseaﬁEh was to 1nqestlgate the relatlon of
1cnlléren s fac1al expre551v1ty to peers rankings of thelr )
g llkeablllty Assessments of chlldren s expre551vgty“were made 1n
two condrtlons. 1 .a semi- prlvate condltlon 1n whigh chlldren s
~ faces were v1deotaped wh1le they\;iewed emotlonally evocatlve

>

f11m segment5° and 2t>a naturallstlc soc1al condltlon’ln whlch

CBgléien met in playgroups con51st1ng of ‘four chlldien whlle

__Children's"likeability was assessedvby means of peer rankidgs'

'obta1ned after the play sesslon. Relations were also examlned

thelr fac1al~expre551ons were observed live and cpded.

. -

-for these expressivity variables and other-chlld variables, such

-

as age,'verbal ability, and perspective taklng, as well as adult
rankings of children's social competence, bossiness, and appeal.
- » ) " * N - -

Twa kinds of analyses wére performed: complete and partial

correlations. Results of complete correlations indiéated-thﬁt

T

the only expressivity measure 3£at was related to a child's «

likeability was expressivity in the videotapefviewiqg,conditibn;f

B

-

and this was true only for girls. When”partial correlations were

" considered, negative relations were obtained for boys between

i

\ktk}ability/ahd expressivity in both the videotape-viewihg

condition and the naturalistic.social condition. The Most.

'perplexing finding of this stuay was that the relation of

expre551v1ty in the v1deota6e -viewing condltlon and 11keab111ty
was 51gn1f1cantly p051t1ve f,; glrls—ln eomp%etereerfeiatiens———f———f

/
but was significantly negative for boys when partial

iii



l1ght of possible sex differences in soc1a11zatlon of o

expre551veness. In addltlon, other relatlons obtalned for these

varlables and children’ s age,vverbal ab111ty and perspecty4e %

i

)
ak1ng, as weag_gsfsgflal competence, b0551nes and appeal are

considered; / ‘ N , A g
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CHAPTER 1 L e

: R INTRODUCTION -

The purpose of this,investigation is to examine the relation

of children's expreééivity to peer rankings of their
. v . . CL - . s !

likeability. There seens to be general agreement -among

researchers in'thi;\area on at least two issues. Firstly, the

I

”Wadaptlve or. soc1ally regulative functions offerressivity haVe'

not been suff1c1ently examined. Most of the research 1n this

] v -

area has focused on the hypothetlcally 1nnate aspect of

-y

expre551v1ty and»has 1nyolved the ab111ty of judges (both

ﬂralned and untralned) to 1dent1fy the dlscrete emogaon ‘)

LR

expre551ons of 1nfants (1zard & Buechler, 1979) Secondly, many
researchers have proposed that expre551ons should operate as

soc1al slgna15'tha§\are important in fostering social o

relationships (Buck, 1975, 1977; Charlesworth;_1982; Darwin,

“f*”*"“”T872 ; Field & Wa Ia 1982). It is Ehis second‘polnt‘that‘is .f
i ‘most.relevant to the present 1nvestlgatlon. C e T,

A_process for which observable facial patterns may«havﬁxf/i_~

great s%gnificance is inter-individual communication. Buck t

(1981) states an evolutlonary based argument for thls.

Given that emotlon communication.c¥ a certa1n sort 15
adaptive to a species, individuals who show evidence of
this emotional state more clearly in their external
behaviors will tend to be favored, so that over the
generations their behav1ors will become r1tuallzed into
dlsplays. (p. 131) S




the infant- careglver and other social relatxonshxps. As early as .

> A

’&“ ,
‘1872, Dafwln suggested -that faclal expre551ons were. the f1’r§¥E B
means of communlcatlon between the mothervand the 1nfant This

close connectlon between affect expre5510n and 1ts communlcatlveA

Y

1mpact on another S behav1or is supported by observatlons of

e

mother-anfant-1nteractlons (Malatesta & Hav1land 1982h* This

~research focused'on nonverbalfdyadrc communrcataon betweenr———rrrrf

-

mothers and 1nfants durlng tace-to- face play, and concluded that

the mother s noﬁverbal language was rich in_emotional . ;

-

!
1nfant S ongolng behav1or. In addition, 1nfants were -

(dlfferent1ally'respon51ve to such messages.'Other inuestigations

have prov1ded results con51stent w1th the idea of soczal

* - - -

regulat1 "%y meanslof chlldren s mon1tor1ng of others" fac1al Car

-~

expressions (e.g., Kllnnert, Campos, Sorce, Emde, & Sveijda,

;1982)’.» o Lo -

The llnk bétween affect expre551on and’ 1t$'commun1catave"”” S

. impact on another s behavior has led to - research in which the .! |

relation between chlldren s fac1al expresslv1ty and soc1al ‘-
1nterpersonal skllls haS‘%een 1nvestlgated Some ‘of the early
wo:i»on facial expresszv1ty 1nd1cated‘that there was a relation
between'nonverbal behavior andhcertainrpersonality and

behavioral traits potentially related to social skills. In

preschoolers, an 1nd1v1du 's ability to send'accurate and

approprlate nonverbal messages to others (sendlng accuracy) was



-

positively cotrelated with having friends, high activity level,

measures of extraversion and hostility expression, and was

- negatively correlated with measures of cooperation, emotional.

control and sOlitarykplaﬁ?(Buck, 1975, 1977). Interestingly, iﬁy”r

~ thus appears that childreh‘s sending accuracy can be related to i

Y
. J - ) - - . * - » : » - '7 -
ainumberﬁoé-characterlstlcs that might reflect positive as well |

.as negatlve aspects of soc1al relatlonshlps, the latter

correlatlons between measures

N

o@/express1v1ty and.ch11dren‘s bossiness;‘impulsivity,
. aggressireness, and low cooperation.'These relations found by

Buck betweeﬁ teachers' ratlngs of chlldren s social behav1ors S

and chlldren s accurate communlcatlon of affect (1 e.,.ab111t1es

. to. produce fac1al expressions which were accurately 1dent1f1ed
by adult judges) led him to propose an externalizer- 1nternallzer
typologlcal model, in which the expre551ve; outgoing, 1mpuls1ve,

. ’ )
~child was contrasted with the less expressive, inhibited and

A—é;~m—>~m£eSponsible;ehild——?hus—memotioﬂal;expressivity~was~beiﬂg—linked'
| e?%o soc1ab111ty, with highly expressive ch1ldren judged tojf
' highly social in the1r behav1ors, regardless of the pos1t1ve and
negat;ve,features oi such sociability. i
- . , -
Similarly, Eysenck (1967) noted that facially expressive
adults. showed low levels of physlolog1cal responses, rated

themselves as more extraverted had h1gher thresholds for

st1mulatlon, ‘and were more difficult to condition. Eysenck

labelled such indiwviduals as extraverted, in contrast to

intﬁoverts,‘who were less facially expressive,‘less extraverted,

\
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t

and showed higher levels of physiological responsea.

»

-

VMcreW;ecently, Field (1982) rated infaﬁts' expressivity on a

5 point Likert-type Sca;e»(fanging from J#qot expressive to
Séggtremely expressive). Infants were divided into’high and low
e:pressive groppsvby a median split:AThese,g:oups were then
observed for differences on a variety qf heasures.'The‘daca

suggested that highly expressive infants were more socially

respon51ve durlng the social” 1nteract10"'tems'6n the Brazelton

scal (Brazelton, 1973) and were more modu ated or less
1rr1table'1n'the1r responses to stlmulatlon‘durlng
a&mingsgraticﬁiof the Brazeltcf'acaie{'This group.-also showed a -
greater incidence of facial and imitative expressions which were
corfecfly_judged by adults. Sign%ﬁicant differences between the
two‘groups in theic attentivepeis, responsi&ity to social

stlmulatlon, autonomlc reactivity, and sendlng accuracy were

also ev1dent leadlng,Eleld to conclnaé that expressive children

begln llLE‘Wlth the advantage of being socially responsive,

which contributes to better 1n;eract%9nsry;th”the;r,parenps,

Studies by Field and Walden (1982) and Buck (7975, 1977)

-

/
suggest. that .expressivity may be soc1ally advantageous not only
in infancy, but alsp in the preschool years. Conclusions from

these studies'suggest that preschoolers’ who are more exbressive,

assessed as 'sending accuracy' are also more popular and

experience more positive interactions with peers, as measured by

~. teachers' and classmates' ratings.



Concefn with the communicative function of affective 1\ )

expressivity thus has led to one operationalization of

éxpressivif?‘éébfﬁé"'acqﬁfacy' with which othérs, primarily
adu}ts, have bgen'able to match their ratings of the child's
fééial expres%ion with the child's own repgg;ed feeling. Whereas
such measures may assess the accuracy with:which Ehild;en can

communicate or express different facial expressions, they ignore

- e T4 i

how facial expressivity operates hatutalistical}yﬁgg@ how it may

provide information about a child's expressive responsivity to
anothet-pefgon. They~also generally use adﬁlts as ju&ges both of
children's expressivity and Popularity. In terms of quté;ing
sociai relationships in general,'or likeability in particular,
the infofmational value of facial expressivity may not be
related‘td tasfs requiring accuracy.in matchihg facial’

expressions, but rather to measures of actual expressive

responsivity to social stimuli.

-

Few studies have attempted to assess such expressive

. - ) -
-responsivity 'in response to social stimuli, In their19825tudy,‘jp

Field and Walden includgd a measure of preschoolers' spontaneous
.

—

facial expressivity during’free play.. This measure of"
P - . v .
spontangéuifgxpressivity wags not significantly related to their

pripary measure of expressivity which assessed children's

.ability to imitate facial expressipns under various conditions.

Scoring of the primary measure was based on adults’' and
children's ability éccyfately to judge the expression posed.

Because of this lack of assocjation between the naturalistic

L - T

Cen *

Lo



measure of facial expressivity and the measure assessing

¥

{

A

children's ability to imitate or pose facial expressions, the

findings of this study inadvertently question the ecological
- S : .
validity of using such measures a% these as the primary measures

of expressivity. - . | -

. Although naturalistic -studies of children"s spontaneous

expressive behavior are considered ideal (Charlesﬁe}th, 1982),

they are infrequently conducted. To some researchers the P

disadvantages seem to far oUtweigH the advantages. The

advantages and d1sadvantages to asseq&Tents of expre551v1ty in a d

4

naﬁu;;llstlc settlagraze elear. Buck (1975) states- h S e

nonverbal behavior occurs in a complex flow, and the

meaning of a particular response is often dependent upon

the behaviors preceding and followlng it, as well as on

the situational context. It is 1mp0551b1e to obtain an
2. absolute measure of expressiveness.(p. 644)

In response to Buck's statement one could argue that th

- 'meaning’ of'a:espgnseisnotnecessarilyanimpo:tantissuein§?'

a measure of absolute expressivity. If expressivity operates to

indicateﬁresponsivity to another, as Field'and Walden (1982)

'haveuéuggested; the meaning of the facial expression may be less

influential than the frequency of occurrence. The cdncern with
situational context is valid because the range of expreesive
behaviors a child has the opportunity to display in a natural
setting is constrained. There does not apﬁear fo be a solution

for this.problem. An additional problem is that the expressive

level of the child being interacted with may affect the focal

child’'s expressivity. For example, if interacting 'with a highly

o
50



eXpressive Chiid the focal child may. increase his or her own

level of express1v1ty in response to the hlghly express1ve‘§ _
) N ,

other. Therefore, what is needed is a measure of naturally

occurrlng expressivity that takes 1nto .account the level of

expne551v1ty of each of .the part1c1pants 1ndependently of a N

soc1a1 1nteractlon. - ' . N

Alongside’these disadvantages, tne advantages oftdﬁtaining'aA
naturalistic measure of children's expre551v1ty are alsorﬁﬁy'vfmﬁmiuﬂ
apparent Stud1es of expressions occurrlng in a nat ral1st1c

A S manner empha51ze not\pnly 4#he communlcatlve aspecthf fac1al
expressivity but also the social consequences of facial
expre551v1ty. Addltlonally, one could quest1on whether the
expre551v;ty measures prev1ously used, those which asked
children to pose or~imitate expression and/or which‘coded for

accuracy or apprOpriateness of match, ame as relevant to the

@ sociallyﬁregulative function of exp;;E}ivity as is spontaneous:

i . ' - . - ‘ - » -
expressivity measured during naturalistic social interaction. .

-

-Ideally, a study of expressivity should include two measures

of facial expressivity. One would be an absolute measure of
. .. : . : . T o
facial expressivity, in which a child's facial expressivity caﬁ§

’

be sampled both independently of the reciprocal effects of
others and across 'a wide range of emotions. Although much

hypothesizing has been -generated regarding a positive relation

3

between absolute expresSivity and social functioning, the

studies that have been conducted in this area have not provided

sufficient empirical data to support this relation. The primary

\



T
B

reason for this is that researchers in this area have rot been

able to find a means of assessing children's absolute facial

expreSSivi;y.' - ' : ‘

AV ,

.A procedure developed by Straier‘(1985) for use in examining

-

children's emotional and empathic development may'pfove useful
for assessing children's/absolute facial expressivity. In this

procedure children view/a videotape consisting of. a series of

affectively—evocative'vignetteS'of’adﬁltS'andfchildféh”ih
emotional interactions. Characters are activélyjengaged in
interactional situations. Children's féces are videorecordea'
thle‘they view such stimuli, ahd‘are.later analyzed for
expressivene§s shown.

The second'ﬁseful expressivity measure would as§ess

\
spontaneous facial expressivity occurring naturally during

M

Y, . . . . ’ . . . -
social interaction, and which necessarlly{Seems interdependent

with otherg éxppessivityT—mhfswméthodloiuassessing—expfess%v%ty—————
' - S
revious research (Field &

is not new and has been used in
Walden, 1982). However, in order tq offset Ehe'bfbblém 6fithe‘
interdependeﬁ%§ of a chiid}g facial expreésivit§ with others in
the group, all'childrenAingeraéting in a play session can be
=eonsidered particiﬁants; Tﬁe facial ex§ressivity of all ‘the
children can be recorded, and children's naturally'qccurring
spontaneous expressions can be vie@ed in relation to others in
the group. These above two methods of assessing a child's
ekpnessivity will be examined and later describea perfé;;}hgrtﬁw

the present research project.
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“?;fw,,,4a,”_Gizensthesegproposalseiorfmorev¥al%d—waysﬁo£—meas"r1.

.

e
L —
rd )

children's expre551v1ty, the qguestion of whether spontaneous

facial expre551v1 y is soc1ally advantageous remains. Typlcally,

this has been measured using teachers ratings or peers'

_scciometric ratlngs; however, it is necessary to,attempt to

1solate expre551vf¥y from other varlables such as already'
established perceptlons of-a child's 1ntellectual social or
. economic. status. For example, in Bg@k s studies (1975~ﬂ1977)nwww7ﬂﬁaw7

soc1ometr1c ratings of ch11dren were done by teachers.

L4 \‘

Slmllarly,:ln the study by Field and Walden (1982) ratlngs were

done by teachers and peers from the same school class who knew e
each other. It 1s-therefore unllkely that teachers' ratings or f
familiar peers' rankings were made without regard for other _

factors such as perceptions of who ggs,\or was not, smart, or

'liked by others, as well as other variables related to social

and economic status.:

" Such ratings made’by teachers or familiar peersrare likely
- to confound the effeg:s facial expressrvity'may have on .
fostering social interactions with the eféects of other
variables. Whereas such factors may be important in terms of a
child's long- term social functioni ng, they are less llkely té be
implicated in rankings made aftegian initial social 1nteractlon.
Therefore, in a study focusing on the relation of children's .

facial expressivity to their likeability, it seems advisable to

g

obtain rankings from peers who just recently have met and played

together, and from adults previously unfamiliar with the



children.

~

7

Iu contrast to pne&uous stumT m%hmsﬂeudy—peess—A

soc1ometr1c rankings of children's likeability and adults'

-rankings of children on social variables were based on-

child}eh's'playgrogpvsociél.functioning, and were obta

n

ST

ined from

individuals who w :e‘initially_unfamilia: with, and thus had no

pre-conceived j eas about, those whom they ranked.

A

The Present Study

In the present study I attempted to extend researc
chlldren s expressivity. by exam1n1ng the relation of t
\ measures of young children's expreSS1v1ty ‘to peer.rank
their likeability. According to Izard and Dougherty (1

children' S fac1al express1ons provide a set of soc1al

r

h on
wo

ings of
sg2),

signals

that are 1mpoffbnt 1n fostering soc1al relatlonshlps. This, *.

along with the earlier stated conclu51ons of Buck (197
and Field and Walden (1?82).regarding~the sociability-
expressive children, leads one ts,expect‘that chldren
expreSEYvity will be related to their judged likeabili
recently acquainted peers. However, as important as ex
may_be'for\social‘signalling‘functisns, the unidirecti
‘;el;tion they are suggested'tovhave with sociability i

£

and likeability, in particular, is questionable and ne

further study. It thus becomes particularly important both to

examine children's expressivity to a wide range of emo

10
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stimuliandas'social5ighéis'inpeeclnL%naétionféndto»ass

-the relation of such expressivity to peets’' rankings of

Al T T U A
- friendships. Intuitively; it seems that as social relationships

o .
.

— P

~children's likeability.

[3

It should also be noted that although expressivity may lead

~ to the appeérance bf many“friends, as suggested by earlier

studies (Buck, 1975, 1977; Field & Walden,.1982), it may not be

a factor in the formation of more intimate, 16ng lasting

~

develop, such things as perceg

ived similarity of attitudes,

S

hébits, and personélity variables would become more impdftant, :
factors in keeping friends. It is possiblé that any 56ciélr
advantage of facial expressivity . may operate particularly in the
initial stage of social interaction, before other variablés'

become more influential, and because such expressions

communicate and provide information to spectators which'may-help

‘regulate their social irteractions with the expressor. With this

- in mind, the relation latween children's facial expressivity and

. social likeability was assessed in this study for unfamiliar

children after they had spent 40'minutes together iﬁ group

social interaction.

Assessments of yoﬁng children's éxpressivitvaere‘méde in
two different conditions. The first measure of children's

expressivity, obtained while they participated in an éarlier

study (Strayqr,déiss), was based on childrenférfacig}:gestprg;
responses, vide faped while they viewed emotioﬁélly_evoéatiég

film segments in a semi-private condition. The second measure of

11



expressav1ty, obtalned in the present study, was based on

,- ,
tralned coders' recordings of chlldren s facial expre551ons

durlng a session in which same-sex groups of four chlldren met
in play sesslons. The first method of asse551ng expre551v1ty,

provides an 'absbldte' or noninteractional, measure of a .

child's expre551v1ty level. The second method prévides‘ -

——

’ - -
1nformat10n on whether the expre551ve behav1or that occurs

spontaneously 1n a real -life 51tuat10n relates 51gn1f1cantly to

peers' ;soc1a1 judgments.

it is péseible that the measﬁre of expressivity ohtained‘in
a sem-private TV'VﬁeQing-situation may hot be as related to the =
communicative function of facial expressions as, is expre;eivity
in a naEhrg}istic social situation. On the other hehd,
e reesivity may, to a large extent, be an involuntary behavior,
e ecially for this age group; and mey operate siﬁilarly in boph'

ndltlons. The relatlon of these two expre551v1ty varlables

femalns a question to be examined. o ' /‘
fhe age group‘participating in the preéeﬁt study waedw
selected because I bel{eved that'sueh young ehildren’would,be‘
less capable than older ehildren of inhibitihg or simulating
. , the1r spontaneous fac1al expre551ons. Accordlng to Ekman and
' w\ Fr1esen‘(1974), changes in facial expression may be less

1 revealing in elder~children because people are socialized to

- mask their true fee11ngs, and thls is best accompl1shed by ‘means

of controll1nq one's £ac1a1 responses. W1th increa51ng age the

ch11d becomes more sensitive to the social consequences of being

12



obse#uedéand—nill—become—more—adept—at—simulatign—efiﬁﬁﬁPFeﬁﬁi?ﬁ‘f“f

»of a fectively expre551ve behavior. In addition, the role of

‘faCial act1v1ty is likely to change as a result of cognitive

development and ‘the consequent ab111ty for mental |

.representation,,which may result 1n a diminution o] suppression

of facial patterns as the indiVidual approaches lat childhoodd»

or adolescence’(Charlesworth & Kreutzer, 1973). The" spontaneity

of youngfchildren their- limited cognitive control -over - affectﬁw—v—ﬁf

and the brief time given them to get to know each other may - |

maximize any relation which may be present,between their

eipressivity,andupeersf rankings of_their:likeability.r r} R
Chi%dren"s‘likeability}was assessed by sociometric rankings

conducted immediately after the play se551on. Each child was

shown photographs of the three other children in the play- group

and was asked to point to the child he or she liked to play w1th

and be with most, second, ‘and least.,This procedure whichguses

photographs of children and asks about preferences of peers for
play, is Similar to’ that recommended‘by\Asher, Singleton, |
Tinsley, and Hymel (1979), and»has been shown to improve
substantially the reliability of young children's-sociometric

ratings.

Although both Buck (1975, 1977) and Field and Walden (1982)

have‘reported positive relations between expressivity and

positive social acceptance, theare are several problems with the
manner in which both expressivity and likeability were assessed

in these studies(.hs mentioned earlierﬂ all of these studies

’

13



E adeguately examined,the‘felation between children's expressivity

.'L

. status. Therefore, it does not appear that these studies have

‘and the val1d1ty of th1s method of assessing expre551v1ty 1s

questlonable. In the one studyAwhlch d1d 1nclude a measure of .

naturallstlc expressivi Field & Walden, 1982) there was no

relatlon found between the natutal1st1c measure and either the

meSQ of a child's abx ity voluntarlly to- produce fac1al

expressions or the classgmates' sociometric ratings of their

‘likeability. In addition, all of these studies have used
* = . [ - - N

: { : .
familiar‘peers»%r teachers to assess a child's sociometric
. -~ ! T

and sociometric.status, In thiitstudy, giQen\very different=

methods of assessing expressivi y,as well as a more d1rect S

assessment of ch1ldren s 1mmed1ate peer llkeablllty, the

' relatlon of expre551v1ty to llkeablllty can be put to more

extended test. . o . e oo

" In addition to examining the relation between peer rdﬁigngs

of likeability and the expressivity measures, adult rankings~of

the .children's likeability or appeal will also be exaﬁined. In

‘this,Study,'after the playgroup»session;efleadult cddefs were'
asked to complete a questioﬁnaire in which they ranked the
childrenAin terms;of»how,much each child appealed to tnem.

Comparison of adult and child rankings of the same children

should provide information regarding wvhether findings using &f”'

teachers or other adults as assessors of children's social

characteristics can be generalized to childreﬁ's own judgments

14



ratings will be related, because adults are eXpected to basel

their selections on more cognitively sophisticéted~'

con51derat1ons, including personality characteristlcs of the

,chlldren, than are young children, who are expected to be more

A

influenced by overt characteristics of their peers.

~
3

The adult coders also ranked the chlldren of each playgroup

on characterlstlcs of b0551ness and social competence. Boss1ness

was defined as a chlld s tendency to take over and control many
soc1al interactions. In llght of Buck's (1975 1977) frndlnggi
Whlch suggest that express1ve chlldren possess seem1ngly
negatlve as well as pos1t1ve social qual1tfes, this variable was
1ncluded. The relation of bossiness to the expressivity measures
used in the present study or to peer rankings of l1keab111ty

'remalns a questlon to be exam1ned In this study soc1al

t,cﬁtuompetence wasAdeilnedcastatchllngitsuccessAlnfLnttlatlnggandgggggggge

ma1nta1n1ng soc1al irteractions. As was the case for b0551ness,
th1s ranklng of chlldren’s competence was based on each child's
performance within the play session. This variable was 1ncluded
given the findings of the earlier mentloned research which has
suggested that expressive children are better received by their
peers (Buck 1975 Field & Walden 1882); hoyever, the relatlon
of social competence to the expressivity measures used in this

st

study or to likeabil zty, assessed by recently acqualnted peers,

remains to be examinead,.

15



SOClal perspectzve takan abxlxtv was’ also assessed bg;nnsgggggf

it has been shown to relate to the qua11ty of ch1ldren s soc1a1

W,’%nteractlons (Rubln, 1982; Selman, Schor;n, Stone, & Phelps,
1983). The social perspective taklng task used in the present
study assesses a child‘s’underStanding,of the feelings of

others. ﬁccording'to'Selman‘and colleagﬁes (1983), vhether or

RN

not a chlld 1nteracts ‘with others in such a way as _to convey to
. them that he or she cons:ders their perspectzve wxll l;kglyﬁ_g_ggg;;,
influence the quallty of social interaction” (p. 83). The

relation of this ability to the two measures 6f expressivity and
y , Yy an

to likeability will be examined. No directional hypotheses are
proposed because it’isipossible that chil&ren's,
perspéctive-taking abilities would only‘iﬁfluénce children's
social Success'in‘éhe‘iong ruﬁ, as friendships develbp over

time. _ - ) |

Another varlable that w;ll be exam1ned is the relat1on of

children’s verbal IQ to boﬁh exptesszvzty and l1keab111ty.’
According to Field & Walden (1982, p,w131ki{~ ,the~ch11d~uhoris'~~m;
brightér [may be] naturally expressive and poré popular among 4
children™. Field and éalden {1982) found that teachers' and ‘V/)
peers’ ratings of children wvere significantly corfelated,-énd

that both kinds of ratings were szgn1f1cantly correlated with

intelligence. However, zhe ooszt1ve relation between these

variables may have been found because both teachers and

classmates share information about the child on other variables

including school performance. Because of this, it seems

16



essijvity and likeablity to a measure of iﬁtelligence (in the
v I s L, -

present study, verbal IQ);\and to each other, with the effects .

of intelligence controlled.
el ‘ . j
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- Simon Fraser University. They had been rec}uitea'thfbﬁjh”IBEETﬁ””’:
_ ‘ = 7 : -

of the fathers were emploYed. - o T \ p—

~ schooling (fange = 10-18 years) with 3 of the 13 having ;

Subjects

Children who particiﬁEfed in'tﬁis étudy were part-of an:
earlier research project being conducted‘by Dr. J. Strayer aﬁ
ngwspaperiand radio advertisements.'Their pafticipation in.fhe
present studY'was.obtained through létters of request sent to
the parents. informed édnsenf was obtained from parents of 26 of
theAggiéinal 34 chiiaren Qho were. paid ten dollars for their
paéticipatiQn. Thefe wire f3'girls (mean age = 73.39.months;

range = 60-80 months), ‘and 13 boys (mean age = 72,77 mbnths,_

' range = 64-79 months). ; ;T

i
! A

,Mothers,of1girl5—pep0£ted—aﬁ—éveﬁagemo£m+3792'yeafs~of f
schooling (range = 12-20 years) with 7 out of 13 having
post-secondary education. Fathers of girls reported an aGérage N
of 12.15 years of schooling {range = 10-20 years) with 4 éf the -

13 having post—secondaryVeducation. Five of the mothers and all

7/
———~ . . /
™ - .

. * ’ .J . : . /
Mothers of boys reported an average of 11.92 years of / 

/
post-secondary education. Fathers of boysr;ep@%tedraﬂwavefége—e£—~——f
12.91 years of schooling (range = 10-20 years) with 6 of the 13

having post-secondary education. One mothér and all but one

*
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father were employed. ' | /

Materials and Scoring

P

Ex)ress‘ivity in Response 1o Affectively-4Evécat’ive Vvi deotapes =~
This measure of children}s affective expregsivity was obtained
four to eight months prlor to the onset of the present siudy,'
while the chlldren were part1c1pat1ng in an earlier stuay
(Strayer, 1985). Children's facial expreSSIOnS'were v1deotaped* R
while they viewed a 38-minute. series of emotionally evocative

\ B .
film segments. There was one warm-up animation story set to

music, and 15 vignettes depicting children and/or adulcs in

emotional situatidnsAgSee Appendix A for a descriptior. of the

—

vignettes). The vignettes were selected to depict the six <

—

primary emotions of happiness, sadness, anger, fear, surprise,

.~

and diégust; . - R

A total,oﬁwsixﬁcoderS—we;e—éamiliarizedhwith;EkmaaganéLf——fﬁg————Jf
Friesen's (1974) and Izard's (19793 descriptions and pictorial o
representations of’the primary emotional expﬁessions,'FOf each
10-second unit of videotape (total units for each child = 197)
two of the six coders rated randomly chosen children's
expressions on a 7-point scale ranging from +3 to -3. Ratings

. ~N
were described as follows:
+3 = definiteiy euphoric, a pleasant expression, which
.1s sustained during most of the coding unit; fairly
"gross" and prototypical (cf., Ekman & Frlesen, 1974; v
lzard, 1978) facial movements of joy. : e

+2 = de@;nltely euphoric, a pleasant expression, but
present for a minor portion of the 10-second interval

19
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< <

and/or fiickering {(on and off) during the-inﬁerval.

\ x

+ 0 = neutral expre551on.

~

+1 = more subtle expressions, apparently pleasant, but
not gquite su:e,xhatheramnne ,

~,

bl

‘-1z swubtle expressions, apparently unpleasant, but not
guite sure whether more dysphorlc or neutral. B ’

-2 = definitely dysphorlc, an unpleasant expression, but
present for a minor portion of the 10-second interval
and/or flickering (on and off) during the interval.

-3 =~def1n1tely dysphoric, an unpleasant expre551on
"which is sustained during most of the coding unit; -
prototypical movements of any dysphoric emotion (e.qg., -
sadness, fear, anger). o
Some behavioral 'signs' of euphoria included smiles and leaning
“forward with eyes wide and relaxed. Some signs of dysphoria were

gn}maces, numerous eyeblinks, eye/gaze aversion, and tension ‘'

-

“around the mouth. R —_

Reliabilities were computed for a random sample of 13

children. The mean reliability was 85.8%, based on frequency of

agreement divided by fregquency of agreement plus dlsagreemenf

across two raters (Strayer, 1985).

The expressivity score used in this study was the Absolute
Affect score, that is, the total amount of emotion expressed, -
regardless ,of its positive or negative valence, across the

10-second units. This score-was used in the present study to

~-assess the differences between i..dividuals in absolute levels of

expressivity.

The maximum score a child could obtain on this measure was

591, that is, if the child's face continuously displayed a -3 or

20



) 3 %‘ N J » - ) : v " .' V . : -
175.62, SD .

obtained for girls ranged from 78.50 to 23§.00 (M
, jrris ra O fPeRT B0 <
49.02). The range, for boys was 46.50 tg,z§?.oo (M

65.50). The difference between the mean levels of ;xpreSSivity

137.96, SD

for girls and boys was tested, t(24) =-1.68, p < .10,

two-tailéd.r

Expressivity in Response to Naturalistic Playgroup Interactions

Expressivity was alsb measured in the presentistudy, in’a
naturalistic context dﬁring the play‘gession.,Children were
randomly assigned to thrée groups, each consisting of four
same-sex peers. A fourth group of?boys'and a fourth group of‘
girls each consisted of the 13th ,boy and girl and one child from
each of the othef three groups. This allbwed for use ©f the odd
child., Because three children in eéch group had already‘ .
partitipated’ﬁn earlier, though different, play group sessions,

, S | L ‘
the only score% used from these fourth groups were the ones

obtained for the new child. Two coders observed each child_in

alternating 10-second intervals (i.e., observe for 10 secdnds,

. 7
‘record for 10 seconds) for 60 seconds, eight to ten;times

throughout the course of the session. The two codefs alternated

 10-second periods with each other so that each child was

, _
observed continuously for 60 seconds each time. Children were

identified to coders by numbers assigned to them by the coders

-before coding began. There was a total of 8 to 10 minutes of B

Eoded behavioral observations per child. Children's freeplay

: : - ' \
expressivity scores were equated by the use of proportions hased
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Wonmfreqnenclesladgustedgiorgt

~ antisocial behaviors (e.g., verbal threats, refusal of requests

: etc.). This behavioral category was selected as of particular

rchildren. The mean reliabilitv was 91%, based on frequency of = |

’regardless of pos1t1ve or negative valence, Thre express1v1ty

z;’

ime—observed—~ehildren~were—v&srble————*

to coders who were located in separate observation roomst'

equipped with TV monit fs and one- way mirrors into the play
room. These coders recorded the focal child's expre551on 1nto ' o~
five categories: 1:.neutral/none; 2. positive - happy, .
interested, excited, surprised; 3.'an§ry;‘4. distressed/sad; and"
5. concerned/worried; Any number of categories could be scored

in any 10-second interval. Other behaviors were also recorded,

including the occurrence of physical aggression and other

interest to the present study because of Buck's (1975, 1977)
findings that children who were highly expressive could}also'be

aggressive and uncooperative as well as very sociable.

s

Reliabilities were computed for a random sample of 8

agreement divided by.frequency'of agreement plus disagreement

across two raters.

Children's naturalistic expressivity scores were scored as a

sum of all the expressions ghey, displayed (excluding neutral)

scores adjusted for time observed ranged from 3 to 67 (M = '39)

for girls. The range for boys was 11 to 74 (M = 39). The

——
~T N
3

on

e”

expressivity scores were converted to standard scores,(baﬁe

~-a

~

group means and standard deviations) in order to group the data

from the different playgroups.
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— **%l’mm%—me—f—}ﬂd%ﬂgs—ef—p%e{wea{eh—%e}d—&i

the play session wege positive for’both boys and girls. -
'Consistént Qith sek;role sacialization expections (Hoffman,
1977) angry facial expressions were diéplayed bjAmore bdys (n =
.11, tbfal angry expréssibns = 51) than. girls (n = 4, total angry
expgessions‘= 31).‘In addition, more boys displayed aggressive
L - behaviors (n = 9, M(9) = 10.33) than 4id girls (n = 3, M(3) =
" 1.66). There were also mofe'boys (n =11, M(11) = T!.OO}f |

dispiaying antisocial behaviors (defined on previous page) than

girls (n = 8, M(8) = 6.75). = iy
Social Perspectiveftak{ng Task (SPTT)

: : Selman and Jaguette (1977), in the manual accompanying the
2 ) el - :

measure of perspective taking used in the present study report

reliabilities based on several studies with elementary school

+  children from grades two to six. Test-retest reliability
correlations ranged from .61 to ,92 (over 2 to 6 months),
inter-rater reliabilities y ranged from .87 to .97, and

alternate form reliability was .88.

The "Puppy Story' was used to measﬁre these children's
| . . PR . - : Ty .
perspective-taking ability. This story, taken from the manual
o 0 : ,
compiled by Selman and Jacquette (1977), is recommended by them
for children under the age of nine or tép._When administered to

girls, the names in the story‘were~chanded togames ofigiris.

™~

-

The story reads as follows:

-

23



Tom has just saved some money to buy Mike Huater a—
birthday present. Tom tells Greg that Mike is sad these

days because Mike's dog Pepper ran away. They see Mike

-and decide to try te—ftnd'eut—what'Mtke—wants*wrthbut““‘*““*"*
asking him right off. After talking to Mike for awhile
the kids realize that Mike 'is really sad because of his
“lost dog When Greg suggests he get a new_dog, Mike says
he can't just get a new dog and have things be the same.
Then Mike leaves to run some errands. As Mike's friends-
shop some more they see a puppy for sale in the pet
store. It is the last one left. The owner says that the
puppy will probably be sold by tomorrow. Tom and Greg
discuss whether to get Mike the puppy. Tom has to decide
r1ght away. What do you think ‘Tom w1ll do?

ol

A series of.qnestions provi&ed in the manual were asked and-
each child's responses were anaiyzed and scored according to the -
'procedure given in the manual (See Appendix B for- the list of S
questlons) Each scoreable response to the questlons was given a -
single stage score according to the hlghesterel1able stage.1t
- representea, as identified by comparing the resnenserwith the
’descriptions offered in the manual. Based on their scores on

thlS measure, children were given perspective-taking stage

vsceres wh1ch could range from 0 to 4 (13 stage scores are,
possible when transition stages are .included) insterms of their
awareness of others. The stage'scoring progresses from
characterizing others as physical entities (stage 0), to |
characterizing persons by their intentions or motines (stage 1),
to viewing persons as self-reflegtive (stage 2), to regarding
persons as stable in personaliti (stage 3), and finallf to

viewingApersons/as complex self-systems (stage 4).

' 4 . .
The mean stage score obtainedQ{Pr each of girls and boys in

this study was a transition stage between 0 and 1. The range of

24



/seereswassomézgzigreatef/£0r~beys%sixsdifferentscores,‘

including transition scores,.were observed, from 0 to 2), than
for girls‘(only four different scores were observed, from 0 to/

1)‘

Reliabilities for scoring of present children's responses
were obtained for a random sample of seven children‘ Thé mean

reliability was 81% based on frequency of agreement on each

scoreable response diVided by frequency of agreement plus

disagreement across two raters.

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised

The measure of.verﬁal ability used in the present study was
_the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn & Dunn, 1881), an
'individually'administered, norm-referenced test of vocabulary

‘comprehension. The L form was used, which contains 175 items

arranged in order of increasing difficulty. Each jitem has four
black-and-white illustrations arranged in muitiple—choice
] .
format. The child's task is to select the pﬁcture which best
v : ) o
fits the meaning of the stiqaiysqurg~grgsénted,orally by the

examiner. Raw scores were convérted to age-referenced norms
. 8
provided by the manual.

B
}

~

Tﬁevrange of scores for girls' verbal‘ability was 97.00 to

136.00 (M = 115.85, SD = 12.55). For boys the range was 92,00 to

13.33). ‘ S fwiﬁgf

127.00 (M = 110.00, SD
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~Likeabitity

Children's Yjikeability was a§§65§eam5yfmeans of peers'’ ~

rankings. After the play session, children individually were
- ' Y . g

‘ehown polaroid photographs of the three other children in their

+

group.‘Each child was asked to rank the other children in terms

"of whom he or she liked to play with and be with the most, whomv

he or she llked next, and whom he or she llked in th1rd plaeeﬁ\mgk;‘ﬁ
Each ch1ld being rated recelved a score (1 = least liked, 2 =
second-most liked, and 3’= most l;ked) from each of the Ehree

other childrep.whe.did the ranking. These scores were summed and

ueed as the‘child's‘likeability'score. This score cou range

from 3 (all of the other)children in the’group'renkedfthis child

as least preferred) to 9 ( all of the other chlldren ranked this

ch1ld as most preferred/ S ‘ S

Bossiness, Competence, and Appeal

After the play session was completed, the two adult coders
were asked to complete a brief gquestionnaire in which .they

ranked the four children they had observed, with regard to the’

>child's_bossiness, or tendency 0 take.over and control many

L

interactions; competence, or success in initiatingzghéf? R
maintaining social interactions; and the child's. appeal to them.
Similarly to peers' ranhings, already deecribed, children's

scores on ;hese adult-based rankings were shmmed across the‘twerr

coders. These scores could range from 2 (chi}d was' ranked in

last position by both coders) to 8 (child was ranked in first

26
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~— — _position by both coders) (Seeappendix C for a copy of this
questiofnaire). ‘ '

e Sy

Fara -

Settings and Procedures
, ¥ -

Setting for Viewing of Stimulus Videolapes

While participating in an earlier study, childréen viewed the

videotapes in a cérpeted*5:2'x*6;0 metre observationQroog”in"thei*‘ ‘*
psychology depaftment of Simon Fraser Universitj. The-child sat
in a comfortable chalr\fac1ng a TV monitor. The child's fac1a1
expre551ons were recorded by an unobtrusxve camera facing h1m or
her;jInstructlons to chlldren were as follows,."O;K. I think
we're reédy to sfart now. What you're éoing to see on TV is a
whole bunch of short stories. Before each one begin5; you'll

hear a sound--like a whistle or a beep--which tells you the

story is about to start. I'll be sitting at the table over there

'(gestures) 601ng some work. So I'd like you to sit back, relax,
and;pay attention tb the TV " The experzmenter remarned in the
room in order to facilitate young children’ s relaxatlon in these

new surroundings. (Strayer, 1985)
Playgroup Setting

Thé’play session in thé present study was conducted in the
same room as the videotape;viewing session. This roomvwas
equipped with four partlally-hldden cameras, and one- way4m4r£9¥5ﬂ~——~—
on three of the four walls. The fourth wall had a m1rror,

approxlmately 18 inchés wide, running the full length of wall,

27
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at the level of the children's faces. When fac1ng thlS wall,

chlldren s faces could be ggea;lgf5eenm1n4:he4:eilectlcngo£4theggggef
mirror. Around the periphery of the room chairs had been lined
up against the walls in order to keep’:hildren's activitiee

within camera range, and to prevent them from peerihg'threugh

-

the mirrors into the control room. In the center of the. roon,

boxes of toys were locaged on low tables and benches;‘The boxes

« contained a wide variety of toys, such as, blocks, dolls,

clothing, hats, wigs,”trucks, cars, empty food boxes etc.

A table was located agalnst a wall near the door. Thls 1s

where a nonpart1c1pat1ng experlmenter sat throughout the play
session. This adult was independently occupled,chgﬁ'presentln :',

the room in case immediate intervention was regquired (it never
was) . K

»
LY

Children met in free-play groups of Eour same-sex peers.
S - . R - 7[ - = py
When parents arrived with their children, they were escorted to

separate waiting rooms so that children's opportunities to

become familiar with one another before the;p%ay aessioniwould

be mihimized. When-all feur chiidren'had’arrived, fhey were

taken to the playrodh by a familiar experimenter (based on theirl
part1c1pat10n in the earlier progect) briefly introduced, and

the1r photographs were taken.

They-were told, "I have some’ work to do here at thls table.
¥o2u can play'with any of the toys you want to". Any gquestions .

children may have had were answered, and the experimenter then

28



o polaroid photographs. When she returned, she remained sitting at

the table, reading.

After the children played for approximately 40 minutes,
three research assistants entered the room, were introduced as
friends of the experimenter, and were familiarizedvby’sitting

together with the children and conversing briefly with them '~ ~
abou; theirsPray. Each child left with an assistant and wags

\‘ R -~ ‘ L R N v *_'
interviewed individually about his or her peer preferences.

Children then returned to the play room and were shown the

cbntroL room and the videotape made of their play session, -The

children'were paid'tén dollars and thanked for th?}I,/f\“‘//x

0

participation, then left with their parents. \ | =
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RESULTS N

Results will deal with three main sources of data: 1)

I

Pearson correlations of each child's rankings ofrpeers with

rankings based on the absolute expressive levels of the other -

children: 2) Pearson correlations of the relation of the two

1

expressivity measures (i.e., respons to videotaped stimuli and

in the pl;ygroup) to each other, and to'likeability; and the
relatzon of these three var1ables to other variables usxng chxld
data such as age, verbal ability, and perspectzve taklng, and 3)74
Pearson correlatlons of the relatlons of\the two expre551v1ty
‘measures and llkeablllty to other varlables using adult reports‘

concernlng a child’'s bossiness, competence in soc1al

interactions, and appealrto adults. - ;

Part1a1 correlatlons will also be examlned in which the

effects of the child variables of age and verbal ab111ty w1ll be
statistically removed. This wlll allow for the control of

possible confounding effects.%°

L

’ . ~
t

Child likeability - absolute expressivity correlations

; < - : =224

The relation between a child's facial expressivity,ame35ured
in the videotape viewing condition, and peer rankings of his or

her lzkeability was examined by cemparrng‘the'rank1n954obtafned—————

in the present study with ranklngs based on absolute



" \"-

Jgpressﬁfx._'lhese_rankmgs_uere based on previous rpqparrh

“ (. g.'Buck 1975 1977) and examined the p0551b111ty that

expre551v1ty and llkeablllty m1ght be p051t1vely correlated
‘w1th highly expre551ve chlldren ranked highest in l1keab111ty
and progresslwel//less expressive children rece1v1ng
progress1vely:lowerwllkeabll1ty rankings. Pearson correlations,

PN

were used to analyzeithe children's rankings at'three levels: a)

for each 1nd1v1dual,lb) for each group, and c) across all- ,hWWef;fﬁmﬁ

k ” same-sex groups.
7 ) e

Level of the ]ﬁdividual

-

At the individual level the question addressedrwas whetherr
‘the children a:vere ranking their peers according to their
absolute expressime level. The ranhings of likeability. obtalned
from- each child were compared with the rankings one might expect
- them to obta1n if thelr judgments were based on the absolute

¥

~ expressive levels “of the other chlldren. For example, if

researchers like Buck are correct, the‘child in each group with

the hlghest expre§s1v1ty score should be most l1ked that is, ‘\\,ﬁ\

!’\\ ‘

ranked hlghest/by the other children in the group. The child

wrth the second highest expressivity score should be ranked .

' — - ~ ~ .

second,in'likeability, and so/on; There were six possible orders
in which a child could ranl the remaining three children' and

1

four correlatlon coeff1c1ents that could be obta1ned A ranklng

- &

* order of 3, 2,1 1nd1cates that the ch11d rah§ed the other N

¢ IR

children's l1keab111ty in the same order as theéq expressivity,

_that is from hlghest to lowest, and this would rece1ve a



w
i

- " » ) ~
— correlational value of +1,00+A reﬁking orde q'of L 2, —\
- " - B N,

1nd1cates that the chlld ranked the other. chlldren [ 11keab111ty

in an order 11nearly opposite to their expressivity, and thlS
: would receive a correlational value of -1.00. The four rema1n1ng
ranking combinations would receive a correlatione})vg{ue of’
either + 50 or -.50 ‘depending on a positive or inverse order of
relat;on. The extent to which each child ranked the other
childrenwaccordlngwtorto~the1r level of absolute;expressivitymis<””ﬂf**

shown by correlations presented in Table 1.

Resdlts shown in Table 1 sg%gest that the giris and the boys
1n fhls study obtalned llkeablllty rankings which generally d1d 7
Jrelate to thelr absolute expre551v1ty; however, in a different
rmanner according to gender. For 10 of thef13 girls the relation
‘of judged likeability to absolute expressivity was positive. The

mean correlation across all \girls was r = .42. In contrast,. the

i

correlatxons for the boys were.quite different. In contrast to
girls, 10 of the 13 boys received negative correlations

indicating that the more ekpressive boys were relatively less
liked. The mean correlation across all boys was r = -.39. For

boys, the chlldren with the highest expre551v1ty scores were

least preferred

Level of the Group

-

- R
" The question addressed at this level was whether or not the

—

ranking behavior within each particular playgroup was related to

children's absolute expressivity. In this analysis Pearson
- | ‘ -
~ !
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Table 1
‘CofrelatichsBebieenadlild'sMnkingofPeersarﬂRankingsbasedon
Absolute Expressivity
Subject # Girls - Boys
' l "50 -1000
2 -050 =1.00 S e , e
3 -.50 -..50
5 -.50 - .50
6 «50 = .50 =
-7 - 1.00 .50 A
8 1.00 »_ 1.00
-9 ~ 1.00 -1.00
, 10 .50 -1.00
11 . 50 - .50
12 ’ .50 - .50
13 +«50 .50




obtained réhkings (the sum of each child's rankings from each bf

three other childrénrin the groﬁS}f?ouféhkéggsbthey would
receive;if childrgn‘srjudgments w;re based on the child's /
absolute expressivity. The totals for each child could range

from 3 (cﬁild is placed in Iést position by all three chiidreﬁ) ‘
 to 9‘(child is placed in first--position by ali three- children).

:Table 2 shows,theﬁcor:elétionsﬂobtained byrgr06§3m0f<gi:l§~and#w-f»—ﬂ
boys. Results in Table 2 show Fhét the previously observed »
differencé,regarding individual correlations for boys versus

girls is égain evident for group data. Groups composed of girls
ranked highest those children who had the highgst absolute’ |
expressivi£y scores, with positive ;6rrelations obtained fdr all’
groups; whereas groups composed-of~boys showed a ;eyersal of -

. . s . % . T
this pattern, with negative correlations obtained for two of the

three groups.

Across Groups Lewvel

The third level of ahalysis was done across groups'for each
sex, comparing how the ranked totals (summed across groups)
related to the~ap551ute expressive levels of the'children..Thé—
summary scbre was calculated by adding across groups the total
rankings received by the children in each of the four possible
positions, that is, highest té;louest in expressivity. This
score could range from a high of 27 (é&érYone highggt in -

expressivity within each group was ranked highest in likeability

by the others in the group) to a low of 9 (everyone in this
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Correlations Between the Ranked Totals of a Group and the Ranked

Totals based on Absolute Expressivity
2

Fd

Growp | ' Girls
J ‘ ) ‘
T 12 6

M (girls) = .46. M (boys) = -.48.
\‘\'\ ) R
\\__,<’/
1
35
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position in each group was r
group). This comparison examined how children of varying ) —

expressive levels were ranked acroe:§a{i~}he groups. The .

correlation across the female groups was r = .37 and across the

male groups was r = -.82. - o oot

‘Regardlese of the level of analysis, there appears to be a
rather str1k1ng dlfference between males and females in the1r
preferences for peers based on facial expre551v1ty Whereas
glrls tested in this 51tuat10n seem to prefer expre551ve girls,

boys seem to prefer other boys who are. not eXpressive.

The previous analysee provided a strict comparison of the
extent to whieh children based their judgmenrs of peers on
absolute ex;ressivity levels. in these‘analyses the likeability
rankings children received were compared to rankings of absdlute'

expressivity, based on very small saﬁple sizes (n = 3 at the

individual level, and n = 4 at the graup level). In addition,
the-obtained rankingschad'to be exactly the same or the exact
reverse of the order‘suggested to obtain a correlational‘value
‘greater than r = .50 or less than rrﬂeﬂfgo Even if it could be
expected that expressivity would Ee related to likeability, it
seems unlikeiyvthat in rankihg others children could be expecred
to distinquish between two children who have expressivity scores.
that differ only by a few points. Thie is, however, what is

required in order to obtain a correlation greater than r = ,50 .

. : ~ =7
or less than r = -.50 in the previous analyses. Therefore, -2~ -
less stringent, more composite analysis was undertaken. J



4n—the—iel%ew%ﬂg—aﬂa%yses—Peafseﬂ—eeffe}at%ens—weee—used—te——————

examine, across groups, boys' and girls' expre551v1ty (in both

+ the videotape-viewing and freeplay conditlons), with regard to
peer rankings of the child's likeability. The effects of other
pdssibly relevant variables such as ege, verbal ability, and

perspective taking will also be &xamined.

Intercorrelations of Expressivity, Likeability and-Child-Data— -

lIn these analyses children were groﬁped by sex but without
regard for élaygroup. Because ‘each playgroup had a dlfferent
mean level of expre551v1ty, chlldren S expre551v1ty scores were
converted to standard scores, based en playgroup means and
.standard dev1at10ns. leeablllty was assessed as the sum of the’

three ranklngs the child was given by the other chlldren of the

playgroup,and‘could range from a low of 3 to a high of 9. Age

was considered in terms of number of:mdﬁtﬂg;m;erbaifability in
terms of the»child's standard score on the‘Peabody Pictﬁre
Vocabulary TestiRevised (bPVT)‘(Dunn & Dunn, 1981), and
perspective taking was assessed as globai score.attained on the
“ Social Perspectlve Taking Task (SPTT) (Selman & Jacquette, |

1977)

Table 3 shows the complete corrglatlon matrix for the

\varlables of expre551v1ty, llkeablllty, age, verbal ablllty, and

perspectlve taking for girls, ‘The only 51gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs in

Table 3 are a positive correlation between girls' expre551v1ty
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Table 3

Intercorrelations Between Expressivity Measures, Likeability, and

Child Data for Girls

Variables

1. Expressivity-video
2, Expressivity-play
3. SPIT . .

4. Likeability

5. Age

6. Verbal ability

1. Expressivity-video

2. Expressivity-play

3. SPTT |
4. Likeability

.36

.50

Camplete Correlations

=19 .69%* .34
-.62¢ .24 . .07
-.22 .05

.29

Partial Correlations

x

-.39 «S7+
-.58+ 25

e 36

L. =29

+ p<.10, two-tailed. * p<.05, two-tailed. ** p<.01, two-tailed.

~)
%
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(r = 69, p < .01); and a negatlve correlatrﬁﬁ‘between girls'
naturalzstlc expre551v1ty and perspect1ve taklng (r = .62, p <
.05).

Table 3 also contains the partial correlations that rehained
between~the two expressivity measures and_likeabllity, for
girls, after the effects of age and verbal ability were'removed.
The relations noted above decreased to levels suggestlng 6EI§v;
trend,(g < ,10) in both comparisons. These—ﬁlnd;ggs suggest that
effects due to age and verbal ability llkely,contrlbuted to the

previous correlations obtained.

This same information is shown in Table 4 for boys. A

significant positive relationship was-obtained between the two

expressivity measures (r = .66, p < .02); however, peers' .

rankings of boys' likeability were not significantly related to

A

either measure. In ‘contrast to results for glrls, boys
expre551V1ty in freeplay was 51gn1f1cantly p051t1vely related to
perspectlve taklng (r = .58, p < .05), and to verbal abrllty as

well (r = .63, p < .02).

‘Table 4 also contains the pértlal»correlations thst»remained
between the two expressivlty measures and likeabilitf for‘boys{
;after the effects of age and verbal abilit§ weretcontrolled;'The
negative correlations:Fetween expressivity and likeability
became substantially mere negative., Peers' rankings effboys'

likeability were negatively correlated with expressivity while

39



., Table 4

Intercorrelations Bet:neen Bcpressiuty Measures, Likeability,

,ChlldDataforBoys

Variables

1. Expressivity-video
2. Expressivity-play
3.seTT

4. Likeability

5. Age

6. Verbal ability

.60*

3. 4
.51 "-.38
.58% =,12

.04

.20

.00

.41
.25

635 . = 71+

2. Expressivity-play
3. SPTT
4. Likeability

. 77*'(5." =-.55+

-Partial Correlations

+ p<.10, two-tailed.

'

* p .05, two-tailed.

40
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expre§51v1ty and- llkeabllxty, and adult rat1ngs of chlldren on*”f

— "

during freeplay (r = -,55, P < ;10). o o ' (//f '

Intercorrelations of Expressivity, Likeability, and Adult

{
|
!
|
%‘
Rankings \

7

7
3

v
Y
3

Other relat1ons were exanmined between ch1ldren s

descrlgtlons such as “tends to take over and control many s

o

interactions" (called "bossiness" in Tables 5 and 6), ?

"%ﬁccessfﬁl in the initiation and maintenance of social

iAteractione" (called "competence"‘in'Tables 5 and 6), ahd

"child's appeal to‘you" (called "appeal” in Tables 5 and 6). The
complete correlation—matrix,for girls is shown in Table 5. The e
¢

significant findings noted in Table 5 were a positive:

correlation of girls' naturalistic expressivity with bossiness

(it; .58, p < 05)} and positive co;:elatlons of peers’ rankiﬁQS'

of girls' likeabllity with -bossiness-(r = .55, p < .05) and with

-

competence (r = .56, p < .05):;," :

Table 5 also centains the partial correlatlons for these
varlables when the effects of children's age and verbal ab111ty

were controlled. The significant correlations noted above

3

‘decreased to p < .10 levels when partial correlations were

obtained. The relation between girls' bossiness and their

likeability became nonsignificent; o

v
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Table 5
. ‘ - =TT . ) oo
Intercorrelations Between Expressivity Measures, Likeability, and ‘-
Adults' Rankings for Girls : |
Oi:iplete Correlations ;
 Variables - Comp. Appeal Video Play Like SPTT Age Verbal .
1. Bossiness .46 .04 .28 .58* .55% =,39 .28 -.46
2. Competence .44 .45 .39 .56% -.12 .04 .19
3. Appeal | .07 .09 =09 .09 .11 .28
Partial Correlations
Comp. - Appeal Video Play Like .SP'I'I'
1. Bossiness .44  -.12 .37 .57+ .51 =31
2. Competence 41 .57+ .36 - .59+ .05 {
3. Appeal .01 02 -.16 21

+ p< .10, two-tailed. * p <.05, two-tailed.
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F—u—?ablei6—shoyS—the—eomplete>eorrelati0ﬂfmatrix—for—Boys‘

Natural1st1c express1v1ty was not. correlated with any of the

~adult ranked \br1ables. Boys' boss1ness was S1gn1f1cantly
' pos1t1vely related to boys"' competence (r = .69, p .01);
however, in contraSt to éirls' results, peers‘ r?nkings of boys'

" likeability were significantly negat1vely correiated w1th

L .‘_.—-

bossiness (r = .58, R < .05). s

When the effects of age and verbal ab1l1ty were controlled

‘boys bossiness was significantly positively related to thelr
.expressivity while viewing the videotape (r = .87, Q < .001),
and significantly negatively related to peers rank1ngs of the1r

likeability (r = -.78, p < .005) (see Table 6).

Overall, the results of this study indicate that absolute
. facial expressivity, that is, expressivity measured in the

videotape viewing condition, ‘may be an imﬁbrtant variable in

children's judged likeability. The relation \between absolute
expressivity and likeability, for girls is poSitive across the
analyses conducted, whereas for boys the relaqion is negative.

/ S

-
i

r
U
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Intercorrelations Betwéen Expressivity Measures, Likeability, -
Adults' Rankings for &gg . R
T Camplete Correlations
Variables Comp,  Appeal Video- Play Like SPIT Age Verbal
1. Bossiness «69%** ~_(8 «Sl+ .00 =-,58% 08 .48 -.28
2. Competence - .26 .27 =03 =-.39 -.18 .16 -.13 -
3. Appeal ' O .08 .07 -.27 “09 .45 .04 .
Partial Correlations
Camp. Appeal deeo _f’l‘ay‘ Like SP'I'I‘
1. Bossiness . 72%kx 32 . G7%kkk% 524 - JGAKAN. .."1\
- 2. Competence 44 35 .14 ,'-42 -.21
3. Appeal | A3 =07 -.29 .27 ]
z T "/"‘ . : —
+ p (.10, two~tailed. * p (.05, 'mo—taxled. ** p (.02, two-tailed.
*** p (. 01, two-tailed. **** 32 005, mo-taz.led.
. N \} T )
e SR



CHAPTER . 1V

“(_, . . , t

DISCUSSION

ﬁ&tf- - The Only*@eeeure of expressivity that was related tor
| sociometric status, or likeability, wéerthe.videotape—viewing
-+ measure, and this'wae true for girls and boys (in fuli and-
. partial correlatlons, respectively). The naturalistic measure of
" expressivity for girls andwboys,was,unrelatedttoesociometricmﬂwm;g;fw
status, as was also reported in.preVious‘research (Field & |

Walden, 1982).

- f S
T B \

Girls assessed as facially expressive in an independent -
measure of expressivity (i.e;, responses to. videotape stimuli),A

were the most liked by the1r peers, that is, they received‘the‘
) hlghest soc1ometr1c ranklngs for llkeablllty from other girls 1n
T \

thelr _playgroup. Con51stent with theoretlcal predlctlons made by

r‘\
“\ <5

researchers such as Buck (1981), Field and Walden (1982), and-

Izard.and Dougherty (1982), girls' expressivity may have helped

to promote the initiation of social relationships.

~In contrast to the results obtained for girls, «lie most

eXpressive boys in this study were hotfconsiaered tof be the most

: llkeable by thelr peers. ThUS,Qlt cannot be sa1d tha

/
eznre551vaty is p051t1vely related to llkeablllty for chlldren

(

in general. Flndlngs may depend on the measuresip; expressivity S

and of likeability used in different stgdiee, as will @e‘

BN
s F e~

discussed later. : : | i
- : o - v S
o - . . a -
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_Wmilhe‘pictutegthat—eme£985—9£—%he—e*p%e5SiVéﬁ—jHﬂi*KHﬁﬁF*ﬁﬁkﬁit;f“‘%

somewhat like that: of Buck S external1zer, who is described as

expressive, bossy, extraverted, and uncooperative. Yet, such a

child was reportedvby Buck (4975) also'to have many friends., == pd

-
- -

Whereas findings fdffthexgigls in the present study .appear to be
consistent with the'findings‘of Buck linking expressivity}and
likeability (1975;:1977), findings for the boys in the present
study are'different‘in that boys' expresszv1ty was- negatlve}y S —
related to llkeablllty There are ma]or procedural differences

between the present study and those conducted by Buck whlch may

help to account for dlfferences in f1nd1ngs for boys. ' S

Nevertheless, they do not help clarify the gender dlfferences

obtained in the present study.

One major difference between this study and Buck's research

"is that expressive children were rated in Buck's .studies as

having many friends, which one presumes indicates that.they were
well liked, whereas in the present study the issue'of their
likeability was more directly assessed. It is possible that the
dlfference between the f1nd1ngs of the two studles is that L
chlldren s frlendshlps were rated by teachers in Buck,s study,
whereas in the PIE§EEE¥StUdY likeability rankings were done by
same-sex peers. It iS‘possible that the ease with which -
expre551ve bcys may take over and control social 1nteract10ns

may lead observers, such as teachers, to equate exten51veness

of social contacts' with their having many frignds.



————- - ————In-contras t—toﬁhretteﬂswmesrof—thefhmcni—wntacts—

which may be accounted for-by the ab;llty of these boys to

1n1t1ategand/or control 1nteract10ns, theyemay not necessarily

be -the ones that other boys 11ke most. This is consistent\witﬂ

the flndlngs of Rubln (1982) which indicate that sociable

‘chlldren, those who initiated and recelved more soc1a1 overtures

than did their peers, d1d not receive higher sociometric ratlngs

than soc1ally wlthdrawnﬂchlldren. What was more important to—
their sociometric rankimg was found to be the extent of their °
socia$i¥‘aggressive or inapp;opriate behaviors. Research

Afindings iqdicate tﬁatithe unpopulat child was‘not.iess sociable

7{ or less friepéi&uuput displayed more antisocial, aisruptive, and

inappropriate behaviors with children (Hartup, 1970).

This focus on type of social behavior, rather than

" sociability in general, may also help explain why bossiness was

more acceptable in the girls' groups, yet was related to low
sociometric status in the boys' groups. Attempting to control
interactions may not be unacceptable, as long as it is not

accompanied by antisocial or disruptive behaviors.

In this,study, consistent with prediction, adclts'
selections of likeable children ware unrelated tc children's
selections. This is in conttast to findings (Field & ﬁalden,
1982) that teacher ratings of & child on the‘Buck Affect
Expression Rating Scale for Children,(Buct - 1977) were : R
51gn1f1cantlv p051t1vely related to classmates soc1ometric. " |

A \ A
ratings. Not dnlz;cere teachers"and classmates' ratings

-



significantly positively related to each other in their study,

rthey were both poSitively‘related to intelligence and age. In

view of the fact that research has shown that praise from
teaohers directed towardsvindividual students enhances these
sthdents' attractiveness to others (Hartup, 1970), it seems
reasonable to conclude that the difference found in this study

between adults” and children's ratings may be due to the fact

that these raters did not share any prior knowledge about the

chlldren they were ranklng Add1t1onally peer l1k1ng was not
51gn1f1cantly related to elther boys' Or glrls mental age, as

assessed by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT)

providing further support for this suggest1on.

When the effects of age and verbal ab1l1ty were ¢
statistically controlled ar held constant, the relat1onsh1p of
- peer liking-tO}both'of the'eipressivity,measures became

substantially more negative for boys, indicating that the

o

relationship between boys' expre551v1ty and peer 11k1ng may be

Vobschred by failure to control these variables.

K

The apparent oontradiction'betweenygirls‘Jand boys' peer
rankings with regard to facial expressivity was unexpected.
'
There are several suggestions that may be made to account for
thls finding. " One explanation may be that d1fferent1al
SOCialization practices are responsible for children's different
'reSDonses to expressivity in others. According to Maiatesta and

Haviland (1982) differential socialization of emotion express1on

may beg.n as early,as infancy. They found mothers responded
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differentially to expressions of'male and female babies. Thus,
- ) &

by an early age, children could conceivably have received

considerabre'sociaIfzatipn'régafaiﬁqfuse and.approprlaténess of
facial expressions. There also seems‘to_besgeneral agreement
that expressivity is consideged to be more genaer appropriate
for females, whereas, except for the more male-apprbpriate : N
displays of anger; males are generally encouraged to inhibit |
expressions of emotions (e.g., Grief, Alvarez, & Ulman, 1981;7
Hoffman,1977).Conseéuently; exp;assive girls would be behaving

in the expected manner, wheréas expressive boys would not be.

This explanation, based on the sex'rolg appropriateness or

inappropriateness of expressiveness may account for differences

obtained in children's liking of others.

>

Although this is a plausible explanation, it is not clear
that boys behaved in a manner contrary to sex-role

socialization. Consistent with such socialization expectations,

boys diSplayed‘mpfaigaaresaive andgapkiaa;ial<pgpaviors, as well

as more angry facial expressions during freeplay than did girls,

-

for whom such behaviors or expressions were rarely observed.

Play in the boys' groups was typically characterized by highly

active games of fighting and adventure.

The key to the puzzle may be that gender stereotypical play ,
actually may negatively affect young boys' relative likeability.
Thus, both boys and girls may iike best children who are

nonaggressive, even though aggressivity may be more socially

expected in boys' play. Given that aggressive behavior has been
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associated with negative peer ratings (e.g., Hartup, Glazer, &

Charlesworth, 1967), and has been found to elicit similar

behavior in others (Vauéhn & Watéré,'j9§1), itkseems reasonable

that, because 50ys engégéd more oftenkin sucﬁ behaviors and ' R
expressions, their likeability may have been négatively |
aff;cted. Consequently, even though the more expressive. boys may

haye Been pro&idingsmore information to their peers than those

A

low in expressivity, the kind of information they p:gvi@g@wggy

not have engehdered liking.

The ‘primary purpose of fhis study was. to examine whether a
.relation between facial expressivity and peer liking exisfed : B
within these groupé of young children. The findings were that
sdch a relétion did éxist, dependenf on type of expressivity.
measure used and analyses conducted, but it operated as‘a

positive one for girls and as a negative one for boys;

Correlations cannot, of course, answer causal questions such as

how or why such a relation might exist. Nevertheless, the
following are possible explanations.thatlhavé been suggested in

the literature.

X

One explanation is that ekpfessive faces provide information
" to obSérvérs or'interactants about how one isafeéiing, and that
this informat}oh isvvaluable in an uncertain situation in which
people_ire gettiz? to know one another (Izard & Dougherty, 1982;
Klinnert et al., ?982). The findings of significanf relations

between absclute expressivity and likeability, regardless of the

direction of correlation, suggest some support'for.tbis
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explanatioﬁ: expressivity information affects likeability'k

judgmenté.

It has furthermore been suggested that expressive faces

1)

sfénél responsivity to énother\person which, in itself, may
engender liking (Field & Waldén, 1982).‘This was not, however,
~true for boys in this study. ILf ﬁacial expressivity functioned
brimarily to engender liking, then boys high in expressivity,
‘regardless ofwits ﬁejgtive»or'positive valence, éﬁGﬁlaﬁBEGE%Bééﬁmiiii

breferred, and they were not.

“'The results of this study'do suggest that the amount and
intensity, and even more importantly, possibly fhe,type of
expression being displayed may affect peers' judgments of a
child's llkgability, Angry e#prgssions, despite‘their low

frequency relatiye to positive expressions, may carry more

. L t s gs s . ' .
weight in terms pf providing information to the receiver about

possible negatiié4conséQﬁencesFtogfoilow:wcamras*fTQ???*répcffai‘"”“
that facial expressions play an important role in conflict
encounters between children by—apparentlyrconveying‘information:

relating both to the subsequent behavior of the child who

produceslthem and to the behavior of the child who observes

them, \

'Expressivity does seem to be an important variable

associated with children's 'social interactions. However,

findings from the present study lead us to conclude that - S

generalizations in this area are hazardous. Relations obtained
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seem very much dependent upon types of measures used as well as

upon d1fferent samples and sexes of children.

The videohape-viewiné meésure of children's spéntanéous
expressivity was significantlY?felated to peers' sociometric
}ahkings (in complete correlations for girls’and~in partial
correlation for boys). Additionally, both measures of
expressivity ﬁerefsignificantly-éositively correlated for boys,
but not for--girls. The two measures of expressivity~wete”alsofm**4~rw;
related to similar variables in the case of boysw=ig_contrast té
girls, for whom a different set of correlates was obtalned for
"each expressivity measure. Therefére, there seem to be B
differénces in what is bging tapped by these two measures of
gxpressivity,.especially,fhrfgirlgi Qith the videotape-viewing
measure of girls' expressivity séemingly better related than the

freeplay measure to their likeability.

The v1deotape v1ew1ng;measure,;1n contrast to the .

.

naturalistic measure, also showed a hlgher (though inverse)
correlation with boys' 11keab111ty Therefore, this measure,
ﬁhether it relates positively (as in the case of girls in this
study) or negatlvely (as in the case of boys in this study) may
be assessing the E;Eb of information chlldren are using in hb

\maklng their judgments.

One difference between the two measures of expressivity is
that the absolute expressivity or videotape-viewing measure .

assesses the intensity as well as the-frequency of a child's
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facially expressive behavior, whereas the naturalistic measure

is calculated ohly'on,frequéncy without regard for intenmsity. It

i

may be that intensity of facial expreSsivity is an important
variable to include in studies assessing the relation of

children's expressivity to other.variables.

=

In addition to differenées in relations of expressivity to
rankings of likeability for'béys and girls, another interesting,
but perplexiﬁg”differénce béiﬁéen the sexes was the relation of .
Social perspectiQe takipg to the measures of expressivity. For
bbys, fregpléy expressivity wgs’poéitively correlated with
perspectivé takiné;”Whe;eas‘for girls, perspgctive taking was
negatiyely related to the freeplgy‘measure. This difference
found for the twé sexes is 5urprising;.énq-findings ffom this

- -study do not provide an expianafion for why‘sﬁéh a differgéée

'might exist. It is possible that the difference found is due to

some characteristic of either the particular sample of children,

e

‘the particular perspective taking measure used, the expressivity
measure used, or differences .in the nature of”naturalistic

LY

_expressivity for boys and girls.

The present sample of children did not, however, seem
unusual in their perspective taking scores. These scores'were
within the expected range givpn the. children's age (Selman &

- Jaquette, 1977). Nor were Ehere significant differences between ‘f

boys' and girls' mean levels of perspectiVe taking. It therefg;g"4i

seems anomalous that perspective taking should correlate

negati&ely with girls® freeplay expressivity, but positively
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with boys' freeplay expressivity.

,Expressivity may operate differently for boys and girls, and —
this may account for the aifferent‘correlates obtained for boys
and girls in this sample. Expressivity may be associated thh a
more cogn1t1ve orientation for boys, that is, perhaps boys who.
are able to take the perspectlve of others are also better able
to use their fac1al expre551v1ty in a more deliberate manner.
Whereas th1s reasoning may suggest that such boys should also be
 better llked by their peers, there is some support for the
hypothesis that boys use facial expressions instrumentally to
'controf4 ihteractions (Zivin, 1977). If this is true, then it
- may helpto explain,ghy expressivity for boys was associated

with taking over and controlling soci 'nteraction and with .
low sociometric status.

ol
Although the f1nd1ng of a negatlve corr atlon between ‘ 4

ﬁreeprgy*expre851v1ty“and*perspect1ve taklng “for girls is not,
in itself, surprising, given that the only link between them is
one based on the hypothesized relationship of eaoh ot these with
social success, it is,surprisihg that the.reiationship between
‘these same variables was different for boys and girls. The

reason or reasons for this difference remain unclear.

The small number of children in this study precludes
adequate theory testing or even serious theory buildirg. This
study examined the relation of ‘two measures of expressivity-to

children's likeability. Findings>of this study suggest the

t
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__interesting possibility that elthqugh levels of expressivity may

not differ significantly between the sexes, children's responses

- repxesents an intitial step in the direction of understandlng
expressivity and its relatlon to 11keab111ty, and provides.
findings that highlight the 1mportance of methodological

differences in this and previous studies, further studies are

need'ed",tf’ assess the generalizability of these findings. This o
seems particularly necessary in relation to the sex difgerences
obtained butiby no means fully accounted for in thedpresent

study. Although this study has'raised more questions than it has
answered it .may nevertheless serve as a gu1de for some |
directions to follow in a more exten51ve exploratlon of the

. relatlonshlp between ‘expressivity and likeability.

In the»past, obtaining a measure of children's absolute

' expressivity (i,e., expressivity'independent of the social.
xinteractaht's expressive_reiations*to the expfessor) has seemed
an impossible obstacle‘ﬁo overcome (Buckl 1975; Charlesworth,

! 1982). The present-measure of children's expressivity thained
wdile they viewed emotionally-evocative videotaped interactions
of children-and adults may prove to be a useful measure of o
children's level of "absolute" expressivity. Thisdconclusidn is
supported by findings that this measure was significantlf
reiateddto children's likeability, and that it was also
sighificantly'pgsitively correlated'wit' boys*' naturalistic

. expressivity obtained in play sessi peer interactions. Other
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aspects of the present study which helped to élarify‘the

expressivity—likeability relationship were the use. of unfamiliar

peers, which allowed for more éoﬁttdi’ovet variables that might
influence children's sociometric rankings,‘and»the use of
naturalistic expressivity scores that take into consideration

the,social expressive levels of all of the ‘interactants.

‘in order to ciarify'how expressivity ihtetacﬁs with
variables auch”aS“likeabilityjlbstiness,’6f“pé?§§é&ti§é"takiﬁg 777777
in the long run versus in a brief social encounter, it would be
interesting to compare sociometric ratings obtained after a play
sassion consisting of unfamiliar peerslto those obtainad'aftér
the group had met on several‘occasians, and to ratings obtained
from familiar others (e.g., the chiid's classmates)..Although'
studies have examinéd these kinda'of\félationShips either with
familiar.or,unfamiliar peers, I am unaware of any investigatiohs?

, involving comparative data regarding both types of peers 1n

relatlon torthese these variables. It sgems that before any
conc1u51ons can be drawn about the importance of variables such-
as facial expressivity to peer rankings of likaability one would
want to assess how important Such variables may‘be at differént.“
stages in the'devel6pment of friendships. It seems, however,

that study of the initial stage70f social interaction would
remain particularly important, giyen that what happéns initially

may determine whether. or not a relationshig’g;—iiking'develops. .

oy
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APPENDIX A

Description of the Stimulus Vignettes. -

Skates (from commercial film Our Vines have Tender Grapes)

A‘YOung girl and young‘hoy argue over taking turns on the_

girl's skates. The boy cdlls her names and threatens to tattle.

She pﬁshes him down and he runs crying to the girl's mother. The
father arrivea and the mother tells him to speak tolthe girl ‘
about this incideht. The father believes the boy's story; The

girl maintains her story ih\defiance of her father, who then R
sends her to bed without supper and gives the'shatea to.the boy.
. The girl is shown crying (213‘seconds).

Newspaper (from Our Vines have Tender Grapes)

N

The girl,ishown whiﬁpering and crying, entreats. her father

~—from her bedroom. He is reading in a room downstairs and resists

her entreaties in favor of ma1nta1n1ng d15c1pllne. He appears
restless and goes to the kitchen to ‘talk to hlS w1fe, who tells
him a circus is going to be passing ‘through town at 4.00 a.m.

(160 seconds) .

t

Circus (from Our Vines have Tender Grapes) . .

‘The father’and daughter go to -see the circusfpass. The‘girl

wants to see somé live animals. The father _pays the tralner to -

let the elephant come out. The elephant performs some tr1cks.

The girl is very excited and happy: Then;the girl gets lifted up
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Squirrel (from OurrVine; have Tender Grapes) = S S

The girl and boy are walking élong'a'country road talklng,
when they see @ squ1rreI“‘Tﬁe girl throws a stone at 1t andkj
surpises herself when the squ1§£el falls off the rock dead. The
B glrl cries whlle the-boy. foers some- verbal- consolataen (90uw7~a—w"=

Q}
seconds). ‘ {

~
N Haunted House (from commercial film To Kill a Mockingbird)
: LI - . - R e e
. Two male chlldren and one female sneak into a nelghbour s
yard at night- t1me One boy climbs up some stairs to peer v
through a window in the house. A shadow appears, frightening th%74;;%
children. The shadow disappears and the children run away (296, ‘

seconds).

[

Spilléﬁ Milk (from Twelve and a Hal f Ce;ts, National Film Boara)

( A husband and wife have a brief, angry interthange while =

- their daughter is in the background watching TV. The man leaves
and tbe woman calls the girl to the table for dinner. As the -
gifl sits down, she knocks over a glass of milk., The mother gets -

very angry at her daughter (46 seconds).




{ ‘ &
Phwne call far Date (from commercial fllm Ordlnary People)

+

A teenage boy calls a glrl for a date, afteqdrehear51ng what he

'-\
7

will say to her ftﬁ ‘seconds)s 4
o \ VY' S . T ,
4“ § N A - / | i . 7 |
- ; . \7/"\t e - e N R v B
,/ Date (from.Ordinary People) . ///**\\\\\\ : ]
i . . VA R
i < a - L
’ — J

The same teenage boy meets a glgT in a coffee sh?p ‘They

chat, glggle, ané/hetst out laughing #%4 seconds) 4
i
L . ' \\Jﬁf‘k‘ : |

Tube (fram‘Unlverslty of Victoria- fllmed experlment)'W*W**””*

A male narrates as preparations for two experiments are

N shown. One involves attaching electrodes tefaemen's,neck and
- T e S mo o
dnsertlng‘a thermister in his ear. In the second another man

{has a tube/lnserted through his nose down into his esophagus,

wh;;e/ﬁe drinks a glass of water (110 seconds).

Jeannie (from Loved, Honogeed and Bruised, Nhiiphal Film Board)
e - . ' /../‘\ \\
‘ A woman ismsh own stpndlng,and then a close up oﬁehetefacexlse_eegf

on the screen as she tauks\iheut her relatlonsh1p w1th ‘an

abUS1ve,husband\L+25 seconds) .

Accident (from‘industrial Accident, National Film Board)

. By
IS

A man trips over a pipe in a warehouse/factory setting and

his arm gets caught in a machine. A faeial close-up shows him
grimacing.in pain. An ambulance arrives to take him away (50: _

seconds).
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Canes (from I'll Find a Way] Na,ti‘onal Film Board) : - .

A young girl: i/ntzgducgskherself and talks about hqn_-r>
physiotherapy fdr*spinabifida.'The'film shows her\ﬁalking with

canes and going up -and doWn sta;rs,:w1th the”help of an adult e

d \

‘ female phy51othevhplst (110 seconds)

‘r

i1

Baskef$37l (from IC{l Find’a Way)

A girl narrates about ‘how children in wheelchairs play .~
basketball as the hahdicabped children are shown in the midst of

a game (70 seconds).
Immigrants (from Strangers at t he boor, National Film Board)

This film takes place at an Immigration hearing. The oldest -
’déughter,fwho is about eight, and her fahﬁly are told that the
" girl cannot stay in Canada because of illness, although the rest

of the family are allowed to‘stéy. The pareﬁts are both very

upset and weeping. They say a tearful goodbye to their daughter,
‘separated by a wire fence. An older woman assures them that she

will take care of the girl (207 seconds).

Laughing Woman {Hame-méde)

", A woman is laughing uncontrollably.,She is trying to tell a
-story but her laughter makes the words almost indecipherable (40

seconds) .
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APPENDIX B

~a
\‘,

Questions aéé\ompa:qyiﬂg the- Puppy Story; *themsvrroﬁsocwl——
pgrspectivé-takingsl' A\; ‘
I. Subjectivity ?/
1) How do you think Mike might han‘felt if‘Toﬁ ga&e him the new
" puppy? | | \
"2) Ierike{s.smiling'couldwétillfbefsad,‘howrisvthatﬂpossiblézwmmv%——
 Could‘someone look happy on the oﬁtside,vbut"be'sad on\the |
vihéide? How is that possible? . , ‘
3)Could he feél happy and sad at the same tiﬁe? Have §ou ever
;been‘in a situationvwhere you'felt happy anq sad at the same
time? . | o o ' | ;
4) éourd he feel béth happy and sad about the new puppy? Could

he have mixed feelings? How can feelings be mixed?

* 5) Can you ever know another's feelingé? When?

11. Self-reflection
‘1) Mike said‘heAne§er‘wants to see another puppy,aéaih? Why did

he say that? | | | | 7 H -

2) D;d he mean what he said? Can someone sayrsometﬁing and not

‘mean it?vHow? | |

3F Do you think Mike would change hisg ﬁind'later?7WhY? Is it

possiblg that he doesn't know his own mind? |

4) Might Mike feel guilty about ioSing his aog? Why? What is

guilt anyway? | ' T « o [m;gggf

§) Is it possible that Mike doesn't know how he feels? How is

L
=

that possible?
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thlnk about them?

7) Did you ever think you'd feel one way and then f1nd out. you

felt . another? How could that happen? Can you ever foo; yourself
r

? How’ What—s the difference between fooling yourself and
‘,foollng\somebody else?

v.‘III, Conceptlons of Personality

1) What kind of person. do you - th1nk Tom 1s, thefboy who had-to— -

- decide whether or not to get Mike the puppy?

2) Was he a thoughtful (kind) person? What makes é-persqq
thoughtful (kind)? What do you think makes someorie become a
thoughtful (kind) person?

3) What kind of person is Mike if he doesn't care ~if the dog is

"lost? Can you tell what kind of person someone is from a
.situation like this? How does one get to know someone else's

.personality? What is a personality? Can someone have more than

one personality?

4) Do you think Tom will lose self-esteem if he gets Mike &

‘puppy and he doesn t like it? Why? Does one's self-esteem have

anythlng to do with what k1nd of person you are?

IV. Personality Change

1) What do YOu think it will take to change the vay Mike feels
about losing hiszoléfdog(Pepper? How long will it take him to

get over it? Why? What will it take to makérhim'happy-again?

2) If Mike héd,been older, say 18, do you think he would have

acted the same way about losing his dog? Why? How does being

older change the way a person acts?



when he grows up7 Do you thlnk he w1ll change or stay the same?

,How do people usually change‘as they get older?
©4) If you were Mike's friend, what would you dc'fo help him get’

over his lost dog7 Anyth1ng be51des buylng h1m another dog? What

mlght you say to h1m7
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PLEASE RANK ORDER THE CHILDREN IN THE PLAYGROUP ON THE FOLLOWING
ATTRIBUTES:

'BOSSINESS — ctnldtookoverarﬂcontrollednanymteracuons

4 = very bossy ' ‘ .
1 = not bossy, ch:.ldneededtobeemouragedtoparucipate o
Child . Rank -

CIHPE’.[EK:E mmessfulmthemt:.at:.onaxﬂmamtenanceofsocial
s
interaction.

4 = very competent, confident, at ease
1 = not campetent, unsuccessful attempts to socialize

Child = . Rank
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