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ABSTRACT

Thirty six males, 18'with high and 18 with low levels of
experience withvchildren were compared in three consecutive
settings (unstructured, structured, unstructured)-with a

‘ trained child confederate. Verbal behavior, content of
conversation and nonverbal behaviors weré measured.
Personality and family characteristics were obtained through -
the completion of a questionnaire immediately following'the
éxperimental sessions but were not analyzed in the preseht
study. Significance was not obtained for experience level
with any of the dependent measures. Sex of confederate
éffects were also not found except for the proximity measure.
Men consistently sat closer to the boys in all three settings;
Setting effects for proximity revealed that men sat closer to.
both boys.and girls in the last two settings, compared to the
first setting. Setting effects were obtained for number of
words spoken-by the adult, with more words spoken during the
unstructured settings than in the structured setting. Men
also exhibited more head nods in the unstructured settings,
_suggesting attentiveness during the unstructured settings and
:preoccupation with the task during the structured setting.
Men léaned forward more in the structured setting, which
seemed to be a function of the task itself. Experience level,
per se, may produce too subtle of an effect for accurate '
measurement utilizing these procedures. Future studies
Shéuld,‘therefore, focus on different types of experience

rather than solely on the‘amount of'experience with children.
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* INTRODUCTION

The past few years have been marked by men becomlng more
involved wlth;thelr chlldren (Beall 1983 Hoffman & Teyber,
1981‘ Rotundo/ 1985) ThlS 1ncrease in 1nvolvement means ‘that
: men are galnlng more experlence w1th those Chlld care dutles o
traditionally held by the mother and other women Chlld care-
workers’. Emplrlcal research has demonstrated that chlldren _
-are treated dlfferently by men and women (e g,'Fagot & v'
Lelnbach 1987) " but 1t 1s not yet known whether or not these
dlfferences are due to the dlfferentlal levels of experlence

,held by men- and women or to other factors Men may change the - -

way- they 1nteract w1th chlldren when they have more exper1ence-*~572

~w1th them, however, level of experlence has not been glven any
attentlon in the profes51onal llterature.i '

~ The majorlty of research on adult Chlld 1nteractlons glves
attentlon to 1nteractlons between women and chlldren, - _
1nd1cat1ng that psychologlcal research has not followed the
»changes that have occurred in 5001ety ' As summarlzed by

Hoffman, Tsuneyoshl, Eblna and Fite (1984)

the pauc1ty of research in the area demonstrateg
+a -clear need for an. 1ncrease in research on’ .
 male-child 1nteractlons " The lack of work in
‘Vthls -arena reflects a. dlsturblng bias. =~ It is -

isuggested that chllddevelopment research needs
w..to ‘be derlved from a more objectlve attltude,'y
ifgunfettered by ‘any particular social: context,.

- such as one -in ‘which male- child ‘relations are
{Vgcon31dered less 1nterest1ng and less- 1mportant.ﬂ~
" than female-child relatlons, and research occurs .
”only as social change . 1nd1cates 1ts neces51ty

“(see Hoffman & Teyber, '1981) . 5 ‘

In the present study, adult male Chlld 1nteractlons 1nh‘
laboratory settlngs were examlned in: great detall The‘goal
ofvthe_study was to explore whether d;fferentlal levels”of

experiehde\withfchildrenfpositively affectedfthe way in which



men interact with girls aha'bbys,
‘Gender ROlesyandﬂDifferential_Treatment-by”Fathers and Mothers

o Traditionally,.women have been tralned from thelr chlldhood
to be the nurturant careglvers of chlldren.a Girls are glven"
tvdolls to play with and. are tralned to be communal As. adults,”
women tradltlonally, have been the plllars of emotlonal ‘
support- whereas men have been in charge of the f1nanc1al
support for the famlly As boys, men are tralned to be"'
agentic (Bakan,: 1966) and as adults, they have not _
ntradltlonally held careg1v1ng p031tlons that would glve them
experience with children. ) ny ‘ v ”

Children are treated dlfferently by men and women. »bMen
typlcally rely more than women “on gender stereoytypes when
they 1nteract with chlldren (Fagot & Leinbach, 1987). - Women,
~on the other hand, encourage boys and girls, more than men
"do, to experience cross sexed activities (Fagot & Lelnbach
1987) . o SR |

In our society women, for the most part, retain the primaryi
caregiver/parent_role (Radin, 1981) . ,In general, parents
[stress independence,-aohieVement, instrumentality and ‘
-non—emotionality;tobtheir boys.“ConVersely;,they stress
dependence,hemotionality.and~expressiveness-but do not‘stress
achievement.to their'girls‘(Hoffman, 1977) . Since mothers are
still the primary careglvers of their children and they allow r‘
more cross-— sex. behav1or than do fathers,‘chlldren are not-as
llkely to experlence and engage in rlgld gender” stereotypes if
they are ralsed prlmarlly by a mother These dlfferences may,
however, be due to the differential levels of experlence w1th

‘chlldren that are experlenced by mothers and fathers



Effectsbof'Experiencevon_AdulteChild Interactions .

Only a few researchers have looked at the effects of
experlence w1th chlldren on adult ] 1nteract1ve behav1ors w1th
- children. In 1978, Fleld compared videotaped behaviors of
prlmary caretaker mothers and both prlmary and secondary h
caretaker fathers . durlng face to face interactions with thelr
four month old 1nfants ‘Primary caretaklng fathers and
mothers were found to exhlblt less laughlng, more smlllng, and”*
more 1m1tat1ve grlmaces and high pltched imitative .
avocallzatlons than secondary caretaklng fathers Field
5concluded that these 51mllar1t1es between prlmary caretaklng
‘parents suggest that father—mother dlfferences are not
“necessarlly 1ntr1n51c to belng a- father or mother but 1nstead

to the d1fferent1al amount of experlence they have with thelr

: flnfants as prlmary or: secondary careglvers ThlS study serves o

'{to show how father s behav1or toward chlldren may change as a
function of experlence f
Whlle exploring antecedents of high father 1nvolvement,
Radin (1982) compared "tradltlonal famllles" (mother as ,
primary - careglver), "contemporary famllles" (father as primary
caregiver)'and "intermedlate famllles" (parents share . L
careg1v1ng respon81blllt1es) - Radln also explored the
cognltlvely stlmulatlng act1v1t1es that these fathers engaged
'in with their children. She found that prlmary careg1v1ng
fathers behaved dlfferently toward sons and daughters,
, although they did not behave llke tradltlonal fathers.
~Ch11drear1ng fathers made greater ‘efforts than tradltlonal
fathers to foster their daughter S 1ntellectual growth,
’although 1nd1rectly, p0551bly by exp051ng the Chlld to |
’“educatlonal materlals ,
| - Both Fleld (1978) and Radln (1982) focused thelr attentlon
‘on comparlng hlgh 1nvolvement fathers w1th low involvement o
fathers, assumlng that those w1th low 1nvolvement have low

levels of experlence w1th chlldren Th;s assumptlon may



1nvolve methodologlcal errors since it has not been determlned‘
how experlence levels- dlffer between secondary caretaklng
fathers and non fathers . Simply. being exposed to ‘children in
‘the house, even though low levels of 1nteractlon may occur,
gmayialter how a father relates with his Chlld The title of
5"Father" does not quantlfy ‘the amount of experlence obtained.
;Therefore belng a father does not necessarily imply that
direct contact with chlldren 1s experienced, nor does 1t 1mply
fthat less 1nvolved fathers obtaln no experlence at all.
‘Conductlng research u31ng assumptlons about "Fathers" may
contamlnate any results generallzed from the data Also, by
not examlnlng the father_chlld relatlonshlp, one can focus:
.-more directly on the effect of experience‘with children

: varlable in- a4 manner not effected by the unlque relatlonshlp

that fathers have w1th thelr own children.

Adult Male-Child Interactions

The first study thattactuallytlooked at adult male—child
interactions was the Cantorvstudy conducted in 1977. Cantor,
Wood & Gelfand (1977) compared their experiment that focused
on male-child interactions with their earlier study looking
only at‘female—child interactions (Cantor & Gelfand, 1977).
These studies used girl and boy confederates who were trained
to behave in either a ‘"responsive" or "unresponsive" manner “
with adult,subjects. These studies marked an important‘ v
methodological step in that they not only,recorded the
interactions between‘adult and child, but«they also recorded
the child and adult‘behayiorSVSeparately in an attempt to
determine reciprocity effects\ Prior‘studies either utilized
simulated childrenlsfreSponses or, if real children were .
trained to be confederates, their responses were not recorded
thereby creatlng instances where the independent varlable may
not have been correctly manlpulated (see Cantor & Gelfand,



‘ 1977) R R PR -év- o . o ‘ .
In the Cantor,‘Wood‘and,Gelfand7(1977) study;‘girl and boy
confederates, tralnedytofbe eitherlsociaily "responsive" or
"unresponsrve,"»worked,with a male snbjectJOn-two tasks;
building’a‘Tinker“Toy model‘and copylng a design on an Etch A
Sketch screen. Immediately follow1ng these tasks, the male
subjects rated the child they worked with on several
dlmens1ons 1nclud1ng llkeablllty, ease of worklng with/_
attractlveness, adeptneSS'at‘task,'naturalness of behaVior,
1ntelllgence,‘enjoyability/ and interestn Their findings
paralleled those of the prev1ous .study on women. (Cantor &
Gelfand, 1977) Respon51ve chlldren, of both sexes, recelved
“more pralse and verbal help ‘as well as other forms of pos1t1ve
attention than when ‘the same children were unrespons1ve. The
men also rated the responsive children as more likeable,
easier to'work with and more‘natnral_in behavior than
unresponsive children. Cantor et.‘alnacknowledge'that the
results of their studyvare-difficult‘to compare directly'and
~statistically with_thoseiof the Cantor andvGelfand study.
Although the procedures;of-the Cantor and Gelfand study were
replicated in theflater study; subjects were‘run at different

times and different children served as,confederates.
Comparing Men's and'Women's Interactions with Children

, In an attempt to compare men s and women s interactions
with boys and glrls dlrectly,vHoffman et. al (1984) employed
'tralned Chlld confederates, collected‘data on both the child's
and adult s behavior, and compared adult female and male
subjects,directly}' They addressed .several other
methodolodical concerns as well. First, in order to directly
compare'men and‘women,lHoffman et al‘(1984) attempted to
_control for adults' prlor experlence with children; second

they examlned 1mportant 1nd1ces of 1nteractlon 1nd1cated by



the literature and not considered,by Cantor et. al (linguistic
complexity and quantity of interaction); third,'they did not
inform adults directly that their interactions were being
recorded; and fourth, theyvutilized more than one Settingb(as
indicated by Golenkoff & Ames, 1979)--both a structured and an
unstructured setting-—-to compare adult interactions with
children in two settings. Child confederates were also used
in this study and were instructed to act naturally and be
.responsive. | | o

This experiment consisted of two settings, unStructured and
structured, each lasting five minutes and occurring
consecutively' Subjects first spent five minutes alone with a
child and this constituted the unstructured portlon
Immediately afterwards, the structured portion of the
experiment began and,bsimilar to the Cantor studies, an Etch A
Sketch screen was introduced and the adult was instructed to
b.help the child copy a de51gn for the next five minutes These
portions of the experlment were audiotaped without the
subject' s,awareness.' Subjects then rated the child on the
same charadteristics as utilized in the Cantor studies:
likeability, eaSedof working with; attractiveness, adeptness
at task, naturalness‘of'behaviOr, and. intelligence.

The results of the study indicated that‘men_interact with
children.differently than women do. For Women, there were no
sex of child effects in either setting. Men did not respond
differently to boys and girls in the structured situation, but
spoke more to both than females did in this setting. 1In the:
unstructured situation, males spoke more to boys than girls
and more than females spoke to either girls or boys. Males
spoke less to girls in theiunstructured setting than they did
to eithervgirls'Or boys in"the structured situation. There '
were 51gn1ficant positive correlatlons for amount of words
- spoken by adult female and child confederates Ain the ‘ ‘
unstructured setting and they were higher than those for adult

male—-child interactions in either setting. There was no



'correlatlon for the number of words spoken by the adult males

-and. the boys ‘and glrls . Hoffman et al 1nterpret ‘this result_m
u‘to suggest a. greater rec1proc1ty of 1nteractlon when females:
“'speak to- glrls and boys than when men speak w1th chlldren of
‘,elther sex They also found that boys asked more “for help
‘-vfrom adult males than from adult - females and'more than glrls
did for adults of elther sex E : ' L

Although they endeavored to control for adults' recent

‘direct experlence w1th chlldren 1n thelr study, the. obtalned
‘dlfferences in how the ‘adult men and women 1nteracted w1th the
boys and glrls were attrlbuted to the dlfferentlal 1:f ‘ j
expectanc1es and experlences of men and women due to sex role
3001allzatlon They p01nted out that thlS line: of. reasonlng
is con31stent w1th L. Hoffman (1977), who speculated that ‘
.these dlfferences w1ll drop out as fathers become more broadly

.actlve in chlldrearlng Field's" (1978) research although on ff*

: fathers, also supports thlS explanatlon by 1nterpret1ng that

-mother- father dlfferences are not due solely to 1ntr1n31c

’adlfferences but due to the amount of experlence they have w1th -
ithelr 1nfants ' - :, ' o ,’ '

’ In addltlon to. experlence w1th children,f Hoffman et l
(1984) ‘also speculate that personallty varlables may be'g :l
1mportant in determlnlng whether or not men treat glrls andi
E boys dlfferently It may be that men w1th more androgynous ;ka
‘sex roles treat glrls and. boys more 51mllarly than men w1th E

‘,more tradltlonal gender roles
' The Present Study -

‘ The focus of the present study was to compare the nf
:1nteractlons of. adult men w1th hlgh and low levels of E

' experlence w1th chlldren to determlne 1f experlence makes a

tf-‘vdJ.fference 1n adult male chlld 1nteractlons ; We. focused on.?

"adult "males" and not "fathers"=1n part because of the



dlfflculty 1n operatlonally deflnlng the "experlence" that a
'father obtalns and also because of the aforementloned
unlqueness of the father Chlld relaltonshlp Wthh was not the
:~focus of the present study ” : '

?'Several methodologlcal 1mprovements on the ba31c de51gn
’.utlllzed-by Hoﬁfmanbet, al (1984) were 1ncorporated 1n therg

VinPresent'study’3‘Adult—male 1nteractlons w1th chlldren were SR

'.audlotaped and’ v1deotaped w1thout subject s knowledge untll

>'”¢partlclpatlon was complete Both structured and unstructured

"settlngs were utlllzed 1n an ABA type de81gn (unstructured

'a;fistructured unstructured) to compare these adult—male

'.1nteractlons with chlldren in dlfferent settlngs (Golenkoff &

“{4AmeS, 1979; Hoffman et al, 1984). Chlld confederates'

’."recelved more tralnlng and practlce than 1n the Hoffman et al'

 study (1984) | Llngulstlc complex1ty and quantlty of

interaction were also measured to- determlne if experlence,f
%‘contrlbutes to dlfferences in how men 1nteract verbally w1th
‘chlldren : In addltlon to measurlng verbal behav1ors, o
nonverbal behav1ors such as touch self touch prox1m1ty,v
1 posture,‘ body movement, smlle and laugh were assessed i
‘VFinally, the present study 1ncorporated 1n its de31gn a
'*questlonnalre packet that assessed famlly and personallty
'characterlstlcs ‘ ThlS questlonnalre also contalned a Chlld
‘ ratlng scale for subjects to complete o :
| In llne w1th the aforementloned speculatlon 1n thel‘ -
"literature, ‘it was expected that experlence Wlth chlldren.xf'
'would contrlbute p031t1vely to men s 1nteractlons Wlth ‘
‘chlldren in a varlety of ways Those w1th more experlence,"
‘{should not treat glrls and boys dlfferently based on thelr t
wdsex,‘ More spe01flcally, men w1th hlgh levels of experlence
'..w1th chlldren should not treat glrls and boys dlfferently on ”
measures of verbal behav1or, content of conversatlon, and

-nonverbal behav1or Contrar1w1se, men w1th low levels of

‘f experlence would be expected to treat glrls and boys,:t

dlfferently on these measures Moreover, 51nce personallty



varlables may be an 1mportant determlnant of adult behavror
‘with children, it may be expected that those with more
handrogynous roles (based on measures of famlllal and
personallty characterlstlcs) might treat glrls and boys more
s1m11arly than more tradltlonal men on measures of verbal ‘
behav1or, content of conversatlon and nonverbal behav1or .The
'methodology employed and the range of items 1ncluded for
analy31s, should allow for an in- depth examlnatlon of the
"effects of. experlence with chlldren on adult male 1nteract1ve'
behav1or w1th boys and glrls than reported prev1ously in the
llterature : ‘ ‘



 wmmHop
v '”ﬁsubjectSjy

Experlmenters flrst entered non—psychology undergraduate '
courses to sollc1t male and female volunteers to flll out a |
~lbr1ef questlonnalre asklng about thelr experlence with o
.chlldren (see Appendlx A for Subject Sollc1tatlon Form) »From
those who volunteered to flll out the questlonnalre (N .= :
1134), 61% (N = 696) were men. Only 27% (N = 302) of the 1134
volunteers were males w1lllng to part1c1pate in the present
rstudy Only 45 (N = 44) of the total number of orlglnal
'volunteers actually fit the crlterlon ‘and were able to
part1c1pate Of these subjects who partlclpated, elght -
7:subjects were dropped from the study due to " m1531ng data or"
,malfunctlons of recordlng dev1ces durlng experlmental ses31on

: Flnally, 36 adult males (range = 18- 27 mean age = 20.2

years) part1c1pated 1n the present study ‘ Those selected were'"

from the upper and lower quartlles of experlence levels w1th
chlldren reported by the men completlng the questlonnalres .
"d These subjects were d1v1ded to comprlse ‘the "hlgh" and "low"
’ovlevels of experlence groups (1 e., 18 subjects in hlgh 18- e
‘subjects in low) (see Appendlxes B and C for a551gnment of
subjects to cells) The "low"‘experlence group (range ﬁg‘»
18- -26; mean age'= 20 3 years) con31sted of those 1nd1v1duals
hh'who characterlzed thelr dlrect contact w1th chlldren (16 years‘
- or younger), for- the last year, as "llmlted"-or "extremely |
llmlted" on a flve p01nt leert type scale (1 ':extremely -
'exten31ve, 5,—.‘extremely llmlted) In the last year,,theyt
had spent an average of 1 hour per week (range 0 to 7 hours
per week) w1th a Chlld age 16 or younger Those deflned as_ﬂ
:'hav1ng "hlgh" experlence w1th chlldren (range = 18- 27; mean-

- age ; 20 years) ‘had, 1n the prlor year, spent an average of 24-'

'?flokf)”f:"'”



'ffai:hours per week (range 4 to 60 hours per'week) w1th at least

‘Qvone Chlld age 16 years of age or under On the average, thesemzfiuff

'-subjects also characterlzed thelr dlrect contact w1th chlldrenf

l"extremely exten31ve"

“on- a flve p01nt leert typ: ,}, Mfe" extremely exten51ve,3§yfﬁ
= extremely llmlted) All subjects were not currently marrled

:'7and most were cauca31an (see Appendlx D for rac1al breakdown)

‘i':?rdCéduréTiifﬁ

All se381ons were conducted 1n a small experlmental room

'(4 88 b 4 3. 2 m) equlpped w1th a one- way mlrror s The room wasﬁ"

Qequlpped w1th two large plllows (93 x 83 ‘cm). for subjects and T

confederates to 51t on. These plllows ‘were placed in the room

,approx1mately 2. 74 m from the camera Wthh was hldden behlnd f,f

o the one way mlrror Mlcrophones were hldden throughout the

_room with audlo and v1deo equ1pment contalned 1n an ad301n1ng ‘

;room out of ‘the. v1ew of the subjects

Chlld confederates con31sted of f1ve glrls and flve boys,f

(range for glrls 9 10 mean— 9. 4 ,range for boys 9-10, mean}(ti'

= 9. 6) who were the chlldren of undergraduate psychology
wmajors and thelr frlends who granted perm1331on for thelr -

child's part1c1patlon "Each Chlld was. - scheduled to work w1thfrb

:approx1mately four adults,vtwo from each of the two levels Of:m,u

. experience. groups however, due to avallablllty of subjects and
"jconfederates it was not fully p0351ble 5 On average,;’l‘l
‘however, each chlld worked w1th 2 subjects w1th low levels of

-*experlence and 2 sub]ects w1th hlgh levels of experlence



The chlldren were glven a certlflcate of apprec1atlon upon

1‘completlon of the experlment

Prlor to part1c1pat1ng, each child waS'thoroughly
,famlllarlzed w1th the experlmental settlng and procedures

~The goal of famlllarlzatlon tralnlng was. for the child
confederates to develop reallstlc and natural behav1or durlng
the experlmental seSSlons ' Follow1ng the 1ntentlon
artlculated 1n Hoffman et al (1984), rather than contrlve a
partlcular set of behav1ors that mlght be qulte dlfflcult for
‘these children to 1mltate,handrto whlch‘boys'and girls might
well react.unnaturally and differentlally,“acClimation and
famlllarlzatlon with the experlmental settlng and procedures
constltuted the main purpose of their preparatlon Child
-confederates ‘observed a v1deotape of a male experlmenter and ‘a
Chlld (same sex as the confederate) 1nteract1ng 1n the three

" consecutive- settlngs (unstructured, structured and v
-unstructured) and then»each;confederate role played this

~ entire session twice, each time with a different male .
“experlmenter. The chlldren were instructed to "act naturally"
with the only restrlctlon being that they were not to initiate
conversatlon at the. beglnnlng of the se351ons ’However, once
‘,begun by the adult,_the chlldren were told to "be yourSelf;"

: Confederates were told that the men were the focus of the
istudy but not about the "experlence ‘with chlldren" factorvi

'under 1nvest1gatlon

Adults reportlng to part1c1pate in the study were 1nformed
that they would be asked to work together w1th a Chlld to




complete‘aubuilding‘task hzThey were also'lnformed:that,f
afterward, they would rate the child on a varlety of
characterlstlcs and complete a brlef questlonnalre As part
‘of the "Subject Release Form"- prov1ded before the men began,
subjects were 1nformed that the purpose of the study was to
1nvest1gate how adults and children 1nteract This form also
}1ndlcated that the detalls of this work would be fully
_dlscussed after the experlment was completed

Subjects were then . led into the experlmental -room (w1th the

one- way mlrror) and were 1ntroduced to the child confederate

'-w1th whom they would be- worklng "The subject and the child

were then asked to wait together for a couple of mlnutes for
the experlmenter to- "flnlSh preparatlons - The experimenter
closedvthe door and,left the,room for flve mlnutes 'This .
constituted the first'unstructured portion of the experlmental_l
session. Recordlng dev1ces were 1n1t1ated (w1thout the man's |
sknowledge) as soon as the man entered the room ‘and contlnued ’
until the experiment was flnlshed

‘After this first. unstructured portion, the experimenter
reentered the room, pulled out two sets of glant tlnker toys
and presented the adult and child palr w1th three plctures of
objects (W1ndmlll house and wagon) After the experlmenter
“left the room, they ‘could choose Wthh prOJect to bUlld and
"proceed to bulld it. ThlS then was the structured portlon of
‘the experlmental session Wthh lasted for flve ‘minutes. - Afterf
this se531on was over, .the experlmenter entered the room,
helped put away the tinker toys and asked the Chlld and
subject to spend a few more minutes with each other while thev
experlmenter flnlshed the preparatlons for the final portlon
of the experlment ThlS was. the flnal unstructured portion of
the experlmental se331on and, again, lasted for flve mlnutes
At the end of this flnal se831on, the experlmenter reentered
“the room, thanked the part1c1pants and lead the child and
subject 1nto separate ‘rooms. The subject was then given the |

questlonnalre packet to complete After the experlment and



the questionnaire.was'finished;“subjects were fully debriefed.
vb_MeaSUres

A questionnaire,packet'was designedhto'eXplore, in a
preliminary manner,‘a”number of potential”factors_that may”
‘play a role in men's'interactions'with boysland'girls and
which can be examined in relation to the obtained data
Although for the purpose of this theSis, the " questionnalre
data was not analyzed at . the present time | It Wlll however,

be analyzed at a later date.

. Subjects were flrst asked to rate the Chlld they worked with
on a five p01nt bipolar- scale cons1st1ng of six 1tems_ Lo
assessing likeability, ease of working Wlth attractiveness;~"
'adeptness at task 1ntelligence and naturalness at task (see
.Appendix E). . ' ' ’

'The-TeXas Social‘Behavior-Inyentory KTSBI) was1utilized"to

measure self-esteem. . The TSBI is de81gned to assess the
‘ indiVidual s self confidence and competence in social
Situations (Spence & Helmreich, 1978)._ TheuTSBI is a 16 item
Likert type.scale (A=not - at»all characteristic of me, E=very
much characteristic of me) that asks the subject to describe
.their reactions and feelings when they are with other people
(1,e. I am not likely to speak to people until they speak to
me) (see Appendix F). _Responses were»scored from 0 to 4, with

high-SCoresyindiCatingkhighfself—esteem. In scoring this
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’survey,vsubjects recelved one total sum score for the entlre

' 1nventory

The 1nstrument used to assess mascullnlty and femlnlty was'
,'the short form of the Personal Attrlbutes Questlonnalre y '
'(PAQ)(Spence & Helmrelch 1978) ThlS questlonnalre cons1sts

_ of 24 blpolar tralts and assesses mascullnlty (1 e. l‘not at
’fall 1ndependent - very 1ndependent), femlnlnlty (1 e. not atiﬁ

all emotlonal - very emotlonal) and mascullnlty femlnlnlty

(i.e. not at all aggre331ve-— very aggress1ve) (see Appendlx o

’G), There are elght questlons for each of. the three subscaleSj
(mascullnlty, femlnlnlty, mascullnlty—femlnlnlty) totalllng 241
s‘questlons 1n all Each 1tem is scored from 0 to 4 w1th a
*hlgh score on the 1tems as31gned to’ the M- (mascullnlty) and
M-F (mascullnlty—femlnlnlty) scales 1nd1cat1ng extreme '
"mascullnlty, ‘and hlgh scores ‘on the B 1tems 1ndlcat1ng extreme
.femlnlnlty In scorlng thlS test,'subjects recelve ‘a. sum

’ score for each of the three subscales.._ku”

Another questlonnalre de31gned to assess subject S.

vattltudes toward chlldren and thelr experlence with chlldren -

. was the "You and Chlldren" questlonnalre (see Appendlx H)

:Seven of the nlne 1tems 1n thlS survey were leert type’

’.questlons‘(A—very true,,E~not at all true) and the flnal two~ff"

;questlons asked 1f they were a parent and how much time per'

" day- they Spent 1n dlrect contact and 1nvolvement w1th chlldrenﬁfh

:durlng the past year ThlS flnal questlon was utlllzed to “ﬂ
_ further conflrm the experlmental manlpulatlon (experlence R
Lf‘level w1th chlldren) o -

?1535f_LA



The "Famlly Relatlons Questlonnalre" was utlllzed to assess .
1nformatlon about subject ] relatlonshlp with thelr famlly
Questlons on this inventory tapped famlly closeness and famlly

control, attitudes toward their parent(s), and 1dent1flcatlon
with parents: This was a 16 item questlonnalre, nlne of ‘which
- were leert type responses (A—very characterlstlc, E—very
uncharacterlstlc) and the remalnlng seven were forced ch01ce
‘responses (see Appendlx I). B o ‘ .v%

More information- about the subject's famlly was prov1ded

through the use of a "Famlly Interview"” questlonnalre ThlS
'questlonnalre assessed the prlmary coalltlons and balance of

. power w1th1n the famlly using flve forced choice questlons
(see Appendix J). Flnally, the "Famlly Informatlon Sheet" was
used to provide demographlcal 1nformatlon .and 1nformatlon
about the adult (s) in thelr home respon31ble for thelr
upbringing during three age periods: - blrth to flve years,.six'
to ten years and eleven years and beyond. ThlS questlonnalre
‘also asked. respondents to prov1de 1nformatlon on the famlly S
rellglon,vethnlc backgrounduand the age ‘and sex of the
subject's siblings (SpenCe.& Helmreich, 1978) (see éppendixr

X) . , _ . ,

. Data Analysis: h " o

The audlotapes were transcrlbed by research a331stants
"bllnd" to the experlmental hypotheses v Numbers were
substltuted for any exp11c1t mentlon of the sex of the Chlld
so that- analys1s of the transcrlpts could be accompllshed
- "blind" Wlth regard to sex. Any dlscrepan01es in

16




transcrlptlons were resolved by a thlrd llstener (research'
assistants worked in palrs) S ,

Mﬁ;bai_behazigr.' Transcrlptlons were coded for verbal
behav1or by coding for number of words used in the
,conversatlons for both the adult and the Chlld confederate

antent of ggnversatign. Sex—typed content of conversatlony
1n1t1ated by the adult and Chlld was coded ‘to determlne 1f any
dlfferences occurred ‘in the type of conversatlon that . -
adult-males ‘held with glrls and boys ThlS content analySis:
was conducted for the unstructured settlngs only as it was
assumed that the adult and child would be conversing about the

task durlng the structured setting. : '

Content of conversatlon was also coded using categorles
derlved from Hoffman et. al (1984) and the Cantor studies
(Cantor & Gelfand, 1977; Cantor et. al, 1977) : For chlldren,:

- verbal behav1ors were coded (durlng the structured settlng

- only) as: ‘Asking for help and Asklng for feedback When the .
‘child asked the adult for help on 1ncompleted portlons of the.‘
tasks, the response was coded as "Asklng for ‘help.”

Slmllarly, when the Chlld made attempts to get information ,
regarding how well s/he was completlng the task the response-‘
was coded as "Asklng for feedback." v ,
' For men,»verbal behav1ors were coded (durlng the structured
settlng only) for Pralse and Helplng ‘When the man gave '
comments 1nd1cat1ng approval or commendatlon of achlevement,
‘it was coded as’ "Pralse -When the Chlld was prov1ded with
information or alded in completlng the task, the behavior was'

coded as "Helplng "
Nonv 1 beh vior. Nonyerbal’behavior for,'both'males and
chlldren, was. coded for f touchlng other person, touching -

Qself afflrmatlons (1 e., noddlng head, lean;ng forward) and



posture (i.e., relaxed'Or‘immediate)(Burgoon, Buller,& _
Woodall, 1989; Hall, 11984). For touching other person,
frequency of touches was. counted only when the adult- male and »
child touched each other, not when they were both touchlng the
same object or when one was handlng somethlng to the other. -
For touchlng—self the frequency of any touch by the hands was

© counted.’ Body movement was d1v1ded 1nto two sections, head

nod and leanlng forward When the subject or confederate;'
nodded his/her head 1t was counted as: ‘one nod When a clusterr
fof»head nods occurred it was Stlll counted as one nod. |
Leaning forward was coded any tlme the body leaned forward
'from the hlps more than the base or usual posture vPosture»
was also divided into’ two: categorles,yrelaxed and attentive"
(or immediate). One's posture was coded as relaxed when 1t
‘was more open, less stressful or less formal 'An attentive
posture was coded 1f 1t showed s1gns of llstenlng, ".
concentratlon or was 1n a p031tlon of readlness Frequency}
and not duratlon, of both laughs and smlles were COded;_‘A
blaugh was”recorded whenever anything from.a snicker to au
hearty laugh occurred. A smile was recOrdednwhenever a smile
occurred. - Whenever‘a laugh occurred, it_was also counted as a
smlle 1 v | ‘ ’ v '
Prox1m1ty was operatlonallzed by using a time sampllng
procedure where each trlal was measured at 30 seconds, 1
mlnute and 30 seconds, and 2 mlnutes and 30 seconds for each
portlon of the experlmental sess1on In other words, samples‘_
were taken at three dlfferent tlmes from each of the
unstructured,_structured and unstructured settlngs, totalllng
nine trlals for each subject. Proximity was measured by
utlllz;ngraﬂgrld (1n_cent1meters) on a telev;51on screenfh'
-measuringb32 x 44 cm. The ratio‘between»thelgrid’and how'

close subjects were to'each_other was‘3.1fcm”tofl.22 inches.
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'RESULTS
"‘Verbal Behaviors.

A 2 between (experlence level and sex of confederate),_l.
yw1th1n (setting) mixed design ANOVA was used to analyze number
of words spoken by the adult for all three settlngs (see Table

1. R ‘ o : ,

Non31gn1f1cant results were obtalned for experience level
F(1,32) = 002 p > 05 Although the mean number of words
spoken by the men to the girls was hlgher than the mean number
of words spoken by the men to the boys, sex of confederate was
not significant, E(1, 32) = 1. 045, p > .05. Important. to‘noted
is that the ~amount of variance for this varlable was very hlgh
which may, “in part, account for the lack of 31gn1f1cance
‘ESettlng was the only factor: found to 31gn1f1cantly effect the
number of words spoken across settlngs, F(2, 64) 23, 775, p <

.001. A Tukey Honestly Slgnlflcant Difference (HSD) post hoc
fanaly31s was conducted and number of words spoken were '
v31gn1flcantly higher 1n both of the unstructured settlngs (M

409.5)»compared to the structured settlng M = 269), a(3, 64)

8.390, p < .01. | * SR o

To analyze the number of ‘words that the confederate ‘s :

]

spoke, a 2 between (experlence level, sex of confederate), 1

: w1th1n (settlng) mlxed des1gn ANOVA was conducted "Experience
level and sex of confederate were not found to be s1gn1f1cant,
E(1,32) = .127, p > .05, E(1, 32) = .271, p > .05 o
(respectively), _although‘settlng was, E(2,64)‘= 20,958, p‘§'
,001,-_A\Tukey'HSD'post hoc'analySis:was performed comparing'-
the means of the unstructured settings (M = 255.5) with the
mean of the structured setting (M = 177) and'significance:was
obtainedpg(3,64)y=”6.293,7pl< .01. As with the adults,’the‘

COnfederateskspoke less in,the structured:setting~than in the
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unstructured settlngs ‘ _
_ Ind1v1dual correlatlons between the number of words spoken

hby the adult and by the confederate were conducted for each of
h‘the four cells ’ Table 2 reveals the correlatlon coeff1c1ents:f'

F,'for these cells across settlng As can ‘be seen, llttle d-ﬂ’

'~_51gn1f1cance was obtalned, however, a 31gn1flcant correlatlon

. - was found in. the structured settlng for the amount of wordsﬁ

h;spoken between the glrls and the adult males w1th hlgh levelsj
~ of experlence (r Q— 77, <i 01). The other 51gn1f1cant h 
'“correlatlon obtalned was 1n the flrst unstructured setting -
'-between the glrls and the males w1th low levels of experlencev‘
(x ef— 72 ‘p < 01),A No other correlatlons were found to bev

‘ signlf;cant.




Table 1

Analysis of Variance for Number of Words Spoken by the Adult
ss MS E
Between
Exp 116.148 116.148 .002
Sex 60681.481 60681.481 1.045
Exp X Sex 48.000 48.000 .001
Within
Setting | 480112.296  240056.148 23.775%
Exp X Setting 5762.074 2881.037 .285
Sex X Setting 5383.407 2691.704 .267
Exp X Sex X Setting 18776.000 9388.000 . 930

Note. Exp = Experience Level; Sex = Sex of Confederate.
N = 36; df (between) = 1,32; df (within) = 2,64.
* p < .001. '
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Table 2

Correlations for Number of Words Spoken by Adult-Child Pairs
Across Settings '

Boys Girls

High Experience Level -

Unstructured .5067 .2833

Structured ' .2622 -.7692%*

Unstructured ~.4780 -.3411
Low Experience Level |

Unstructured | .2467 -.7217*

Structured .0408 .2315

Unstructured -.1925 -.2415

Note. *p < .01
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Content of Conversation

Preliminary analyses for sex typed content (in the
unstructured settings) initiated by the adults and by the
confederates did not reveal any differences between cells.

The content of conversation was virtually identical across
both sex of confederate and experience levels, therefore,
statistical analyses were not applied.

For the structured sétting, the two confederate responses
(asking for help and asking for feedback) Were analyzed using
separate, two between (exberiénce level x sex of confederate)
fANOVA'S. Experiencé level and sex of confederate were not
significant in predicting whether the confederates would ask
for help E(1,32) = .128, p > .05; E(1,32) = 2.193, p > .05, or
ask for feedback F(1,32) = .000, p > .05; E(1,32) = .640, p >
.05, respeétively. Two additional two between (experience
level x sex of confederate) ANOVA's were utilized to analyze
the two adult responses (giving praise and giving help).

Neither experience level nor sex of confederate was

significant for giving praiée, EF(1,32) = .003, p > .05;
F(1,32) = 1.816, p > .05 or for giving help E(1,32) = .075, p

> .05; E(1,32) = .300, p > .05, respectively.

Nonverbal Behaviors

Initial analyses of touchihg other person by both the adult
and the child revealed that neither party touched the other or
if they did, it was extremely rare, therefore no analysis was
warranted. On the other hand, self-touching occurred
frequently in all settings and by both parties with the means
being virtually identical so subsequent analyses were not |
performed. |

To analyze nﬁmber of head nods across settings, a 2 between

(experience level, sex of confederate), 1 within (setting)
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mixed de81gn ANOVA was 1mplemented Non31gn1f1cant results

were obtalned for experlence level E(l ,32) = .029, p > .05,
and for. sex of confederate, E(1, 32) 5..963,>p > .05, althoughf.
settlng was found to be s1gn1f1cant, E(2,64) = 67. 015, p < -

.001. A Tukey HSD post hoc analy31s was performed comparing -
the meansfrom the unstructured settings (M = 6.931) with the
mean from‘the structured setting (M = .250) and a significant
difference was found, g(3,64) = 14. 125, p < .01. ‘Men nodded

cons1derably more in the unstructured settlngs than they dld
in the structured settlng .

Number of leans by the adult was also analyzed utilizing a

2 between (experlence level, sex of confederate), 1 within
‘mixed design-ANOVA. »Experience level and<sex of confederate

- were again found to be nonsignificant, £(1,32)_='.153, p > .05
‘and E(i 32)‘;” 001, p > .05, respectively. Setting was found
to be s1gn1f1cant E(2 64) = 169.030, p < .001. A Tukey HSD

post hoc analys1s was conducted comparlng ‘the mean of the
structured setting (M = 11.111) ‘with the mean of the
unstructured settlngs (M “1.098). A 31gn1f1cant difference
was found,‘g(3 64) —;22;451,»p,< .Ol, w1th men leaning
'51gn1flcantly more in the structured setting, compared to the
unstructured settings. R o ‘ , , ‘
Posture, laughs, and smlles did not seem to’ glve any
meanlngful 1nformatlon and no statlstlcal methods were '
applled Posture ‘had been coded for both relaxed and
"1mmed1ate (1 e. rlgld) posture, however, both the adults andy
confederates tended to eXhlblt both types of posture in all
three settlngs, therefore no dlfferences were observed
' Attempts were also made to code the frequency of laughs and
‘rsmlles exhlblted by the adult and the child but it proved to.
 be 1mposs1ble to separate the two varlables Laughs
1ncorporated "smlles w1th n01se" but these smlles were also
categorlzed as a smile. Therefore, ‘the dlfflcultles w1th '
these varlables did not warrant further analyses.

To analyze prox1m;ty, a 2 between (experlence level and sex



of confederate), 1 w1th1n (settlng) lexed de31gn ANOVA was‘
rgperformed on the data : Slgnlflcant maln effects for settlng
“and sex of confederate were obtalned F(2 64) 10 588, g < ‘
.001, F(l 32) = 5 189, p < 05 (respectlvely), however, the_'

17.1nteractlon was not 51gn1flcant F(2 64) 1 2. 588, o) > 05

u_Although the trend revealed that those w1th hlgher levels of

f'experlence sat closer to both boys and glrls (M 26 1cm) than'i

4»h'»those men Wlth lower levels of experlence(M 32 2cm),

,experlence level was not found to be 81gn1f1cant E(l 32) = va
2.174, 05 , [ j" , B I
_"‘ To 1llustrate thlS relatlonshlp, Flgure 1 compares the meanf-f
prox1m1ty dlstances across settlngs for sex of confederate
vFlgure 1 reveals that the ‘men con31stently sat closer to the
’boys 1n all settlngs ' The men also sat farther away . from both.

'sboys and glrls 1n the flrst (unstructured) settlng than 1n

v"_telther of the success1ve settlngs Although the 1nteractlon

1Qfor sex of confederate and settlng was not s1gn1f1cant, Flgure"
1 reveals that the men also sat con81derably farther away from
the girls: in the flrst settlng than they dld the boys in the"

~first settlng or the confederates of elther sex 1n the second '
- and thlrd settlngs ' ' . ' ' -




Figure 1

Mean Proximity Distances Across Setting for Sex-of Confederate

 Mean Proximity Distance (cm)

Unstructured = Structured Unstructured
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A Tukey HSD;post hoc‘ahalysis comparing the proximity means
of the final two settings (M = 26.5) with the proximity mean
of the first setting (M =‘34.3) revealed a significant
differenée, g(3,64) = 5.638, p < .01. Menvsat significantly
closer to both boys. and girls in the final two settings than
in the first setting. | '

As indicated in the method section, the personality and
family information contained in the questionnaire packet was
not analyzed at the present time but will be analyzed at a
later date.
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of utilizing the large number of analyses of
adult and child behavior was to provide an in-depth
examination of the effect of experience with children on male
interactions with boys and girls. Nevertheless, the
hypothesis that experience level would significantly effect
how men interact with girls and koys was not supported.

Statistical analyses revealed that experience level and sex
of confederate were not significantly related to the amount of
words spoken in any of the three settings. Men did not speak
significantly more to coﬁfederates of one sex or the other,

however, setting did make a difference. This finding is
‘inconsistent with Hoffman et. al (1984) who found that
overall, men speak more to boys than to girls.

During the structured setting, the amount of conversation
was significantly lower thaN in either of the unstructured
settings. The finding of setting significantly effecting the
amount of words spoken seems to be fairly consistent with
those of Hoffman et. al (1984) who found higher mean number of
words spoken in the unstructured setting for all adult-child
interactions except for the male-girl conversations. The
effect of setting seems to be a function of the task itself
and is not critical to the hypothesis under investigation.

The results for the correlations between the number of
words spoken between the adult-child pairs made clear
interpretations very difficult. Little significance was
obtained and for those correlation coefficients that did reach
significance, no consistent patterns were obtained.

Therefore, it is diffiéult to offer any clear interpretations
here.

Analyses for sex typed content didn't reveal any

differences. For the most part, during the unstructured
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portions, adults and confederates ‘spoke: mostly about their :
families, school and geographical locations (i.e. descrlbing o
where they lived) Wlth no differences for: sex of confederate
or the experience level of the adult. Distingulshing factors
may emerge after a longer period of lnltlal conversation, but
they were not evident in the present 1nvest1gation. '
In'the structured setting, asking for help, asking for
feedback (confederate responses), giving praise and giving
help, (adult responses) were also not found to be 51gn1f1cant—
in the present study. _Hoffman et. al (1984), however, did
find that boysvasked men for more help than‘girls'did in the;
structured settinglv The failure to replicate this finding,
may be a function of the different taskS{utilized in the two
studies. tIn,the'Hoffman et. al study, an‘Etch‘a Sketch task
was utilized'in the‘structured‘Setting instead of giant tinker
toys; gUsingvgiant'tinker'toys may allow for more parallel
building than an Etch a Sketch"which may;bevmore conducive

. toward cooperatlve interaction.

For the most part, setting was the only 31gn1f1cant factor
for the nonyerbal behaviors. ,The touching ‘variables (touch
other person and touching self) and the posture variables
(relaxed and immediate) did not seem to be related to
experlence level, 'sex of confederate, or setting There wasv
Virtually no variablility for touching other person and,
conversely, there was so much variability for touching. self,
for both parties 1nvolved, that no differences were observed.
The posture variables also did not prove to be sensitive
enough for analysis since, the adults and the confederates
‘;exhibited both relaxed and 1mmed1ate postures in all settings,
with very few exceptions ‘ . .

In general a head nod typically 31gn1f1es approval or that
',the person is listening (Hall 1984). ~Men used this behavior
51gn1ficantly more in the'unstructured‘settings than the
-structured setting, suggestlng that they were actively

listening to the children in the unstructured settings and
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were probably preoccupled w1th the task 1n the structured 3
- setting. . : o : '

_ Accordlng to Hall (1984), leanlng forward typlcally
indicates g1v1ng attentlon, however, it would seem in this
case, that leanlng forward was 1nd1cat1ve of - engaglng in the
task 1tself since ‘adults leaned forward more in the structured
settlng than 1n the unstructured settlngs ‘ Ba51cally, in -
order to reach the. objects and build the. structure, they would
- need to lean forward In’ any regard the crltlcal factors of'
Jsex of child and men' s experlence w1th chlldren were not .
’Slgnlflcant ' = L ‘

Close prox1m1ty 1n general isfusually‘a sign of liking
,(Burgoon, Buller & Woddall, 1989)v Foriproximity, sex of
confederate and settlng effects were found. . The men .
conS1stently sat closer to the boys than to the glrls in all»
three of the settlngs Wthh suggests that they felt more_
comfortable w1th the boys than with the glrls The post hocg‘
analyses later showed that the men sat closer to both glrls'
and boys in the final two sessions than they did in the first
setting. Therefore,_after hav1ng the opportunity to talk for

"vflve minutes (flrst unstructured settlng), the men began to

feel more comfortable with the children and sat closer to them
in the later se331ons ThlS "gettlng to know 'you" session- '
iseemed to fac1lltate the men s1tt1ng closer to both glrls and
boys. ’ . ' AT S
It may be 1mportant to acknowledge that, although not‘.
‘31gn1f1cant, the means were dlsparate for experlence level.
‘-Those men who had higher. levels of experlence with chlldren_
sat closer to both boys and glrls, suggestlng that hlgher »
~levels of experlence fac1lltates closer prox1m1ty dlstances,ﬂ“
yialthough thls was not statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant Agaln,ﬂa‘ ‘
‘larger sample size may well have allowed thlS variable to come’
through as 31gn1flcant and should be tested agaln '

_ The major hypothe31s for this study was not supported
Experlence level was. not found to have any 31gn1f1cant effect
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on the interaCtions between adult men and'children{‘ In fact,
the presentjstudy‘did:notrreveal that‘men"responded
differently to girls and boys at'all ’except for'proximity“
| Although the men spoke more to the glrls than to the boys,
this was not statlstlcally significant Wthh ‘as 1nd1cated
‘earlier, may‘be due to the wide amount: of variance for thlS
variable and the‘small”sample size. Personallty and famlllal
factors may also be. 1mportant determlnates in revealing
hs1gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n how men 1nteract with children.
These post hoc factors w1ll be analyzed at a later date.

There may also be methodologlcal factors that played a part
in the failure to achleve significance. The “sample size ‘may
have restrlcted the attalnment of s1gn1flcance for experlence
level on prox1m1ty,.number of headnods and praise. Although
the probability levels were hlgh the means were disparate for
these varlables but seem to be restrlcted by the small sample
size. Addltlonally, the crlterlon set for the age of the
“child w1th whom subjects ‘had been in dlrect contact over the
past year was at 16 years of age. At the tlme, the difficulty
of obtalnlng male volunteers who had high levels of experlence"
w1th chlldren was reallzed and ‘therefore it was thought that :
by 1ncrea31ng the age “limit of the Chlld would allow for more
subjects to fit the crlterlon It was later reallzed, v |
however, that by labeling a Chlld as age 16 and an adult as
age 18, llttle dlfferentlatlon between an adult and a chlld
- was acknowledged In other words, an 18 year old adult may -
not con31der himself as a superv1s1ng adult when 1nteract1ng
with a 16 year old friend or sibling. ' o

Furthermore, the confederates were, ages 9 and 10. .The
adult subJects may have had experlence w1th a dlfferent aged»
Chlld and therefore may not be as famlllar when worklng w1th a
younger or older confederate child. When obtalnlng '
1nformatlon about the amount of experlence w1th chlldren, 1t o
probably would have been better to set the’ crlterlon of the

child's age (w1th whom the subject is galnlng experlence w1th)
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vat the same age Wlth whom the confederate s would be maklng
up, although this. would surely make. 1t even more dlfflcult to
obtain an" ‘adequate sample 'size for study

| Practlcal 1mpllcatlons derlved from thlS study are that
direct contact with chlldren.may produce too subtle of an . ﬁ
effect for the type of meaSurement utilized . It may also not
“be fea81ble to approx1mate real llfe situations with tralned
confederatesbln a- ‘lab situation. Looklng at where the
dlsparate means were however, experlence level may be more o
beffectlve in redu01ng differences in nonverbal behaviors, thanl
in verbal behav1ors Those . w1th hlgher levels of experlence’
sat closer and nodded more to both boys and glrls than those
with lower levels of experlence, although this was not

,srgnlflcant - Current research however, focuses more on .

verbal behav1ors than on. nonverbal behav1ors which may fall to:i’

' show the effect that - level of experlence may play in adult
Chlld 1nteractlons v UtlllZlng tlnker toys may also have
fturned out to be. 1nappropr1ate for the cooperatlve task 31nce‘
this act1v1ty allowed for ‘parallel. play and may have decreased
1nteract1ve behav1ors Past studles Wthh used an Etch a
Sketch task may have . allowed for more cooperatlve 1nteractlon
in the structured settlng r

- Future research may flnd 1t more valuable to look at the
different types of direct contact with chlldren to examlne_ T
other.varlables thatvmay‘pos1t1vely effectvadult_male child
interactions. 'Thereimay.he differencesfbetween those adults
involved ih.differeht'typeS'of contact‘with,children (i;e.,
'caregiver‘vs llttle league coach) Future'research.should
also,,lf p0381ble, utlllze those potentlal subjects who have
,experlence with the partlcular age group that the confederates

w1ll compose

32



APPENDIX A

(SUBJECT SOLICITATION FORM)
ILDREN AND ADULTS: KIN ETHER

Please Complete the Following:

Age Major
Sex Class level: Fr Soph Jnr Sr.
Grad »
Married  No Occupation
Yes
If Yes:

Spouse's completed educational level
Spouse’s occupation

Are you a parent No

Yes - If yes, ages of children

I would characterize my experience with children over my
lifetime as: '

A B C D E
Extremely Extremely
extensive limited

I would characterize my direct contact with children during
this past year as:

A B C D E
Extremely ’ Extremely
extensive ‘ : limited

On average how much time do you spend with children/a child
under 16 years of age?

DAILY: hours minutes  WEEKLY: hours minutes

**x**%  PLEASE HELP US  **x*xx%
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Appendix A (cont'd)

We will be looking at how children interact with adults on a
cooperative task for a child development class project this

fall and we need your help!  Please volunteer about 30-35
minutes of your time:

Your name:

Phone v B im
Home:

Work:

Best time for me to participate:

THANK YOU!
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‘Subjéct Hr/Wk ExllfeExYear'f _Hr/wk Exllfe ExYear

‘Girls

'v14
'3 30
-7
/.-7,7
“7-14
49+
m1831ng e
@350 Y
' q21

11~ 50
13 42
.15 4
- 35 60
40 6:30
41~ 15
Boys. .
320
4. .56
19 60
o 20 ‘ ~7-10
.24 - 21
26 ¢ 12
327
33 .8

.&}awﬁek{H44hyw”g*'
FEORENONNDND
NN RN PRE N W

RENRPNORP DN R
4Mer+mro#fwtnhy°

o —10 30

84 SO

35+ ,,,J

42

21

28

0 14-18
14

‘;3 30'

MrgFaHrQuerQkx
DN R NP N
: I\)l\) (IR (SN N BN

. -Note. Hr/Wk—Number of hours spent w1th chlldren (16 or under)
- per week, Exlife=Perceived. experience with children over
lifetime (l=extremely extensive 5= extremely limited), ‘
Exyear=Perceived direct contact ‘with children durlng prlor
year (1—extremely exten31ve 5—extremely llmlted)




 APPENDIX C

'LOW LEVELS OF EXPERIENCE - ASSTGNMENT LI

Solicitation Form " You § Qg;ldgg Questionnaire
Subject Hr/Wk Exlife ExYear Hr/Wk Exlife ExYear
Glrls
6 30min 4 5 7 4 2
8 o 5 5 0 5 4
10 0 5 5 0 5 5
12 -0 4 4 0 - 4 4
14 7 4 4 3130 4 4
16 0 5 5 7-35 4 4
34 1 3 4 1:45 3 4
38 2 3 3 7-14 2 3
39 0 5 5 0 5 5
Boys - o . o

' 1 . 20min 4 5 . 2:20 5 5
17 0 4 4 7 3 3
21 0 5 5 0 4 5
23 ©3:30 5 5 3:30 5 5
25 -2 4 - -3 missing 3 4
27 0 5 5 0 S5 5
29 0 3 4 0 3 5
30 - 3:30 5 4 3:30 4 4
31 1 3 4 7 ' 3. 4

Note. Hr/Wk=Number of hours'Spent with children (16 or under)
per week, Exlife=Perceived experience with children over
lifetime (l=extremely extensive 5= =extremely limited), ,
Exyear=Perceived direct contact with children durlng prlor
year (1—extremely exten31ve 5—extremely llmlted)



- APPENDIX D

RACTAL BREAKDOWN

Racial Grbup | Frequency Percentage
Asian 3 8.3
Caucasian 22 . 61.1
Hispanic 3 8.3
Indian 1 2.8
Other 5 13.9
Missing Data 2 5.6
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QUESTIONNAIRE PACKET

DIRECTIONS

PLEASE FILL OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE PACKET FULLY AND
COMPLETELY. WORK CAREFULLLY, THOUGHTFULLY FOLLOWING THE
DIRECTIONS STATED FOR EACH PART. COMPLETION OF THIS FORM WILL
TAKE APPROXIMATELY 15-20 MINUTES. '

THANK YOU!!
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APPENDIX E

I Subject #
CHIID RATING SCAIE &
We would like yoﬁ_to‘raté the child that you worked with
on each of the following scales. The letters form a scale .

between the two extremes. Choose a letter for each scale to
evaluate the child. ; S . o S

Child's:Name:

Not at all likeable A B . Extremely likeable
' Extremely easy to

Not at all easy to A B C D E
' ' -~ . work with

- work with -

" Notatall A B C D E  Extremely
~attractive L : : : attractive _
Not at all adept = A B C D E° . Extremely adept
at task: L s ' ' at task
Not at all natural A B C D E Extremely natural
at task ‘ ' ~at task
Not at all A c - Extremely

intelligent
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,APPENDIX F

TE SOCTIAL BEHAVIOR TORY (TSBI

The Texas Social Behavior Inventory askes you to describe
your reactions and feelings when you are around other people.
Each item has a scale, marked with the letters A,B,C,D,E. The
letter (A) indicates "not at all characteristic of me"”, and
the letter (E) indicates " very characterlstlc of me", and the
other letters, points in between.

For each item, choose the letter which best descrlbes how
characteristic the 1tem is of you.

1. I am not likely to speak to people until they speak to me.

A B C D E
Not at all Not very Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic characteristic

of me ‘ . of me
2. I would describe myself as self-confident.

A B _ c . D E

Not at all Not wvery Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic : : _ characteristic
of me _ : . of me
3. I feel confident of my appearance.

A B o ¢ ' D E
Not at all Not wvery . Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic : ' characteristic
of me o of me
4. I am a good mixer.

A B v C D E
Not at all Not very  Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic _ ' characteristic

of me S : of me
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Appendlx F (cont'd).

5. When in. a group of people, i have*trouble thinking of the
right thlngs to say : S Lo

A B ¢ . p E

‘Not at all Not very Slightly . Falrly Very much
characteristic Lo o ' o characterlstlc

- of me , ‘ R o of me

6. When in a group(of people, I'uSually do what others want
rather than make suggestions. e ’

A B Cc D E

‘;Not at all Not very Slightly Falrly Very much
'characterlstlc SR R L _ = characterlstlc

~of me R ‘ - ‘ of me
7. When I am in_disag:eement, my'opihion'usually prevails.

A B : c b E

Not ‘at all Not very ~Slightly @ Fairly Very much ‘
_characterlstlc o o : - : characteristic
of me ‘ o : o o o of me
8. I would descrlbe myself as one who attempts to master
151tuatlons .
A B . cC D E

Not at all Not wvery - Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic - = = o - characteristic

of me : _ T e of me
9. Other people look up to me.

A B - C ‘ D E

Not at all - Not very Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic e ’ : characterlstlc

of me . ' ‘ : ‘ o . of me

10. I enjoy social,gatheringsvjust to be with people.

A B ¢ E

Not at all - Not very Slightly Falrly Very much
‘characteristic -~ ‘ characteristic

of me : - o ' ~ of me
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Appendlx E (cont d)
11. I make a p01nt of looklng other people in the eye

A s ¢ o g

’Not at all o Not very Slightly'“eFairly Very much
characterlstlc - ‘ S S ."characterlstlc

of me o AT Lo of me
12. I cannot seem to get others to notice me.

A B c D E

Not at all Not very  Slightly = Fairly Very much
characteristic: = e SR characterlstlc
of me . . ' "; ’ ¢ of me

13. I would rather not have very much respons1blllty for

other people

A - B S c D E

 Not at all Not . very “Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic o o : ‘ characterlstlc”
of me ‘ o v T o ‘~I ‘ of me
14. I feel comfortable being approached by someone in a

: p031tlon of authority.

A B c : ‘D E

Not at all = Not .very Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic ‘ o ' . characterlstlc
of me e . 0. of me

15. I would describe’myself as indecisive.

A B . C D E

Not at all Not wvery Slightly Fairly Very much
characteristic o S : characteristic
of me ‘ ‘ : ' of me

16. I have no doubts about my social competence.

A B c D E

Not - at all - Not very ° -~ Slightly Falrly Very much
‘characteristic e R R characteristic

of me ‘ . e o o of me-
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~ APPENDIX G

ERSONAL AT LEU TE. JEST '.'_NAIRE’ A

The 1tems below inquire: about what klnd of person you thlnk
you are. Each 1tem consists of a pair of characterlstlcs,
with the letters A—E in between - For example

Not at all artistic A. B...C...D...E Very Artistic

Each palr descrlbes contradlctory characterlstlcs——that is,
you cannot be both at the same time, such as very artistic and
not at all artistic. The letters form a scale between the two
extremes. You are to choose a letter Wthh describes where
~you fall on the scale. For example, “if you think you have no
artistic ability, you would choose A. If you think you are
pretty good, you might choose D... If you are only medium, you
might choose C,'and so fOrth ' o s o

ia_ Not at all aggre381ve A B C D E-. Very aggressive,

2. Not at all _A B C D E Very independent
1ndependent s ' :

3, Not at all. emotlonal A Beh C D E  Very emotional

4, Very subm1ss1ve _ ,:> A ‘B C D E Very dominant

”3;5;” Not at all ex01teable‘A -B -(i D 'E Very exciteable

in major crisis = R -~ in major crisis
6. Very pa351ve -7 ' "A B ‘C D _E:“Very aotive

7. Not at all able to = A B C D E- Able to devote self
~ devote self completely o . completely '
to others» o ‘ ‘ S - to others .

8. ‘Very,rough"_ A B C D E _-Very gentle.

9. Not at all helpful A B C D E Very helpful

‘to others C ) , SR - " 'to others
10, Mot at all =~ A" B C D E Very competitive

competitve
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Appendix G (CQnt’dfrvb

11,
12,

13.

‘Very¢homeborientedr* A
NOt_at all'kind'}J?exA7'

‘Indifferent to fVA_

others approval

Ommlted from questlonnalre

under pressure

14.
15. Feellngs not ea31ly .A VB"
hurt . o
16. Cah;make deeisions_fiA' .B*
’,17.y Gives up very eaSilny B
18."Never eries Co A B
19. Not at all - A B
self-confident ' T
20. Feels very inferior J&,»B>
21. Not at all A B
understanding R
- of others '
22, ‘Very cold in A B
relations with otherS' ' g
others ' ’
23. Very little need A B
for securlty ‘ o
24, 'Goes'to pieces A B

44

Very worldly"

eVery kind

- 'Highly needful of
. others approval

rV_Feellngs ea51ly

hurt ..

. Has difficulty
~ making decisions

Never gives up

o ea81ly

. Cries very ea31ly

Very self- confldent_

V'Feels very superiorv'
Very understandlng
of others

' Very warm in
- relations with

Very strong need
for security

Stands up well.

under pressure .



APPENDIX H

"YOU AND CHILDREN QUESTIONNAIRE"

1. I would characterize my expérience with children over my
lifetime as ‘ ‘

A B C D - E
Extremely o B E Extremely
extensive , - limited

2. I would characterize my direct contact with children
during this past year as

A B C D O E
Extremely o : Extremely
extensive limited

3. I enjoy being with children

A B c b . E
very much ‘ ' not at all
4. I would be happy working with children as a career
A , B - C D - E
very much - . not at all

5. I like being with children as much as adults

A B C D | E
very much : o . not at all
6. As a father I am (or would be) interested in care—-taking
activities (e.g. washing and dressing my child, diapering and
feeding)

A . B C D E _
very much ‘ not at all

7. I believe I am (or would be) a good father

A B C ) D E -
very true , , not at all true
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Appendix H (cont'd)

8. Are you a parent: NO_ YES
If yes: (a) I have girl(s), aged
I have boy(s), aged
(b) I spend approximately @ hours per day

caring for and playing with my child.
9. On average (aside from your own child) I have spent

approximately hour(s) per day in direct contact and
involvement with children during the past year.
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" APPENDIX I

ﬁEgMLLz:RELATIQNs QHESIIQNNAIRE"

These questlons ask for: 1nformatlon about your parents' »
attitudes and actions. "Parent" includes stepparent, foster
parent or any other adult guardian who had been responsible
for you all or most of . your llfe : .

If a questlon askes about "parents" and you were brought up by~

_ only one, answer for him or her.

Answer every 1tem by " plcklng the letter on the scale below
which best descrlbes how characteristic or. uncharacterlstlc it
is as it applles to your experlences in your family.

1. . Members of my famlly are very close and get along
amazingly well : . : ,

A B C S

Very B R L . Very
characterlstlc - ‘ o ' , C uncharacterlstlc
' 2.. When I was llttle,'my parents con81dered it thelr'

bus1ness to know what I was up to all the tlme

A B c D E

Very - ST L Very
characterlstlc I ':. : A uncharacterlstlc

3. At home I had a qulte deflnlte dally schedule I was.
expected to follow o

A »B_a‘r- . c b =

Very - ' o _ o L Very

characteristic B .’,' - - . uncharacteristic

4, If I go on after I flnlSh my educatlon and’ have a very
successful career, my parents w1ll be very pleased

A B c b E

Very L o Very

characteristic e - uncharacteristic
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Appendix I (cont'd)

5. Relative to friends my age, there were fewer family rules
and regulations I was expected to follow.

A B C D B
Very Very
characteristic - uncharacteristic

6. If I have any children, I expect to bring them up very
similarly to how I was brought up.

A B C D E
Very ‘ Very
characteristic uncharacteristic

7. Our family has always done lots?pf things together.

A B c D E

Very Very
characteristic uncharacteristic

8. My parents encouréged me to stick up for my rights and to
fight back if anybody tried to push me around.

A ' B C D E

Very ) Very
characteristic : uncharacteristic
9. I remember my parents as being very warm and nurturant.

A B. C D E

Very ' Very
characteristic v uncharacteristic

10. When you had a problem, whom did you confide in?

My father almost always

My father more often than my mother
father and mother equally

My mother more often than my father
My mother almost always

O Q0Qo0w
=
<
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'Appendlx I (cont"d)

11. My mother and father have always agreed qulte olosely on‘”
how chlldren should be brought up. : o '

. Very characterlstlc

Often characteristic-

Only sometimes characterlstlc
Often uncharacterlstlc

. Very uncharacterlstlc

o Q()tfmv

12, While I was grow1ng up, I felt

a. Much closer to my father than my mother‘
- b. Somewhat closer to my father ‘than my mother.
- Equally close’ to my mother and my father (or not
' close to either)
‘d. ' Somewhat closer to my mother than my father
e. Much closer to my mother than my father

13. My ideals are:

‘a. Much more similar to my father's than my mother's
b. Somewhat more 31mllar to my father s than my

’ mother's o
¢. Equally s1m11ar to both my parents (or not ‘similar
' to either) .

d. Somewhat more 51m11ar to my mother s than my

father's

e Much more. 51mllar to my mother s than my father s

14. My personallty 1s

a. -Much more 31mllar to my father S than mny mother s
“b.. Somewhat more 51mllar to my father s than my
_ mother 5] ' .

S C. Equally 31mllar to both my ‘parents (or not 81mllar'
~ _to either)

d. Somewhat more 51mllar to my mother 's than my

- . father's

e. Much more 31m11ar to my mother s than my father' s

15, Which set of adjectlves better descrlbes your “father's
role in. your famlly as you were grow1ng up9 -

a. confldent, assertlve, dlrects, leads, guides,

.. teaches or o
b{g<shy,vwary,'obedient,-conforming-.
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Appendix I (cont’d)

16. This question was ommited from questionnaire although
choices were printed. ' ’ '

a. confident, assertive, directs, leads, guides,

teaches or
b. shy, wary, obedient, conforming
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' APPENDIX J

"AM.L INTERV E TI NNAI E
Please 01rcle approprlate response.

1. Thinklng of the bonds of emotional closeness and p051t1ve
' involvement, what ‘was the primary two —person relationship in
your famlly9

'a. Mother and Father

b. Either parent and a Chlld

c. Other: .

Grandparent- Parent
Grandparent -Child
Child-Child

If you answered b, then which relationship?

Mother and Son
Mother and Daughter
Father and Son
Father and Daughter

Qoo o

2. Do you feel that you were emotionally closer and more
positively involved with your mother or your father?

Mother
Father ‘
Both equally -
Neither ‘

0o

3. Which relationship would your mother and father give
~ greater priority and importance?

Mother: a. marital relationship primary
b. parental relationship primary

Father: a. marital relationship primary
‘b. parental relationship primary

4. Which of these terms best describe your parents' marital
relationship?

a. cooperative-harmonious

b. alienated-distant
c. conflicted-argumentative
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Appendix J (cont'd)

5. What was the relative balance of power regarding decision
making and influence?

a. father made most decisions

b. mother made most decisions
c. parents shared decision making
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APPENDIX K

FAMILY INFORMATION T

Birthday: Sex:

1. For each of the 3 age periods listed at the right,
indicate (by checking) the adults with whom you lived (all or
most of the time) who were responsible for your upbringing:

Birth-5 yrs 6-10 yrs 11 yrs +
Mother & Father
natural or adoptive)
Mother only
Father only
Mother & stepfather
Father & stepmother
Other (specify)

O QQO~Q

2. Over the past 5 years, what was your parents' (or other
adult guardians' with whom you live) employment?

Mother _ Father
No paid employment
Part-time employment
Full-time employment
3. How much education have your parents (or other adult

guardians with whom you live) completed?

Mother Father
Grade school
Some high school
High school graduate
Training beyond high school
Some college
College graduate
Postgraduate work

4. What is your family's religious affiliation?
Catholic Greek Orthodox Protestant

Jewish None Other (specify)
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Appendlx K (cont d)

'_5} To what ethnlc or ra01al group do you belong°

6. List below the brothers and sisters (include step and.
foster brothers and sisters) with whom you grew up. List them
from oldest to youngest, spe01fy1ng their sex (M or F) and
current age. Put yourself in the list where you belong,
.wrltlng "SELF" and your age. S

Sex (M or F). ‘ﬁAge';> v.ﬂf Sex'(Mf6r F) 'Aée
1 __ 4. R
2 o 5. L
3 6. L
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APPENDIX L
CHILDREN AND ADULTS: WORKING TOGETHER

SUBJECT RELEASE FORM

Jane Douglass, Cheryl lLarry, Steven Larry,
Sue Martin, Michael Owens
Dr. Charles D. Hoffman, Faculty Superv1sor

- We are interested in looking at how chlldren and adults
1nteract on a cooperatlve task. You will be asked to sit in a
room with a child, work with him or her on a brief cooperatlve
project, and then rate the child on a variety of
characterlstlcs

_ Upon completlon of your participation, the details of this
work will be fully»diSCuSSed with you, and you w1ll have the

opportunity to ask any questions you wish.

A I have read the above statement and I understand the terms
under which I agree to participate. If I decide to not
continue the task, I understand that I am free to leave at any
time. I also am aware that I will be completely informed
regarding all aspects of the study after I participate.

signature ‘ date
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APPENDIX M

CHILDREN AND ADULTS: WORKING TOGETHER

SUBJECT REILEASE FORM

- Jane Douglass, Cheryl Larry, Steven Larry,
Sue Martin, Michael Owens
Dr. Charles D. Hoffman, Faculty Supervisor

The goal of our work is to explore how men and children
interact. Most of the research that has examined how adults
interact with children has been done with females and/or
mothers. Therefore, in this relatively new area of
investigation there is a need for further careful study. Our
focus is on factors that may influence the abilities of men to
relate or interact with children. The video tape of your work
with a child will be studied to determine how adult men with
and without experience with children relate with boys and
girls. The video tape will only be used for the purpose of
collecting and analyzing the data. Background factors
examined in the questionnaire packet will also be considered.
In all cases your anonymity is completely assured as we are
only interested in how groups of men differ and not how any
individual adult or child behaved.

I understand the purpose of this study and that I may
freely inquire regarding any further details. I grant
permission for the video tape of my session interacting with a
child and for the questionnaire packet which I have completed
to be utilized as data. I also understand that my name will
not be used in any way in interpreting or reporting the
results of the study. I understand that a copy of the final
report of the outcome of this investigation is available to me
by leaving my name and address.

signature - date
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