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RELEVANCE -TO EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE

The acquisition of communicative competence has become a principal

focus of educationally—oriented sociolinguistic research. William; -

: Corsaro 's paper explores an aspect of the acquisition process” that

‘takas place in a nursery-school setting, but is independent of the

¢

official curriculum or teacher involvement, namely, the informal

f

Glearning of communicative skills attendant upon peer group inter~

action.. Specifically, his paper oeals with the acquisition of

A% .
'cdmpetence in the use df strategies for gaining,access ‘to (or with—

3 ¢
drawin& from) an ongoing situation or activity. Access rituais
represent an important social—interactiona}>skiﬂl,’and educators will
find it useful to know of the.role'playen by the unofficial, -informal

- social organizhtion of the classroon in the acquisition process.

Richard Bauman, Editor -
Working Papers Series
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"WE'RE_FRIENDS, RIGHT?": ° L,
CHILDREN'S USE OF ACCESS RITUALS IN A NURSERY SCHOOL

William A. Corsaro

INTRODUGTION

Goffman (1971) maintains greetings and farewells are ritual disblays

-

~ that mark a change in-the degree of interpersonal access and terms such
behavior Maccess ritual." Detailed analyses of acecess rituals (cf.
Goffman, 1961, 1971, 1974 and Schiffrin, 1977) demonstrate both

the complexity‘of the use of these conmunicative devices and their .
g N, . .

importance for the production and maintenance of socidl order in
everyday interaction. Recent work on greetings (Youssouf, Grimshaw,

4cd
and Bird, 1976) and other politeness formulas (Ferguson, 1976)

involves the examination of access rituals as universals by presenting
\—/ '
analyses of extensive cross-cultural data.
— ]
Although :‘thege studies demonstrate the important functions of access

¥ .

rituals in social interaction; there are few references to and even fewer
studies of tne acquisition of access rituals. In one of the few studies
bearing on acquisition,IGleason ano Weintraub (1976) present an analysis
of a verbal "routine" (Trick or Treat) used by American children at
‘Halloween. Gleason and Weintraub found correct performance of the routine
‘increased with age. However, the authors were more concerned with role of
adults in the children's acquisgition of the routine than with variations in
perforzance by age. Gleason and Weintraub maintain verbal routines of this
type are acquired differently from the rest of language because they are
: !

formally teught (e.g. "Say Bye-Bye," "What Do You Say?"é&"'{Say Hello to Mrs.
Jones," etc.). The authors argue that as a result of formal training
performance of verbal routines precedes competence, and children learn

»

7/ »
"why' they produce éorrect routines (their social functions) long after

L6




'initiél peréormance.
Although Gleason and Weintrau? indicate their analysis is limited
to a highly r;tualized routine and call for the study of less constrained
routines, they fai%‘to consider the importance of peer interactica for
the acquisition éf access rituals; As the data in the present report will
suggesé peer interaction may be of equal or greater iﬁportance (thén
adult-child interaction) for children's acquisition of "why" access "
rituals are necessary for entry into peef interacfive events.
_ Thé study of children's acquisition of communicative compé;ence
must be based on'obéervations of children'in a range of social~ecologiral
segiings (cf. Cook-Gumperz aad.Corsar~, 1977). Preschool children have
inLeractive experiencés in a broad range of cortexts (home, nursery sihoni,
_playground, play axeas near the home, homes of playmates, etc.) with a
varigty of interactive partners (parents, teachers, and other adults as
well as peers and older and youpger children). In the company of adults
children may not always be concerned Qith the need for access rituals
because adults either relinguish interﬁersonal space without demanding ritual
displaysl, or, as Gleason and Weintraub (1976) have observed peg%?rm

>

(or eticit the performance of) the appropriate display for children

' etc.)

{(e.g. "Say Bye-Bye," "Say Hello to Mrs. Jomnes,'
> We know little about how children gain interpersonal access in
settings where adults are not present (like playgrounds) or are not
continually available to insure access (like nursery schools). In these
inteésétive contexts children must gain access if they are to participate
in ongoing events. As we will see in this report many of the children's
access stratz:gies in peer interaction appear to be quite different from
adult access rituals. Howevei, these strategieé do involve the children's
developing awareness of the functiong of access rituals which is a cenitral
5 * . 2
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, ’ feature of cqﬁﬁaksnce. In this sense many of the children's early

' ’ . .
Strategies“for access in peer interactive settings may be ﬁ}écursors S
g~_—-‘ * ’
©

to adulg access rituals; and, therefore, merit careful analysis. In

IS

i ]
&, ‘this report I present a'description gf children's strategies for access
4 - W, '
in?o and withdrawal from peer interactive episodes in a nursery school.
Method ' ,

"
Ethnographic Comtext and Population

The datg for thi? report were collected from direct observations ’
of children in a Aursery school. The 'school is part of a ghild study
center sfgffed aﬁd‘bperated by'é state universif& for education and -
research purposés. The teacying sf&ategy {or curriculum) and sche&ule
employed in the nursery'school allowed for a substantial period of
S;Z;—selection of activities by the children. As a result I was able
to sgmple a broad range of peer interactive events. Figure 1 depicts
the physiéal layoutiof the nursery school with major social—ecologiéal
areés labelled. o

There were twc groups of children at the school with approximately
25 children in each group. One group attended morning sessions and ranged
in age from;2.10 to 3.10 years. The second group (which had been at the
-school the year before) attended afternoon sessions and ranged in age from
3.10 to 4.10 years at the start of the school term. The occupational and
educational backgrounds of*:parents of the children ranged from blue collar
workers to professionals, with the majority of the children coming from .

professioﬁal (middle and upper class) families.

Data Collection

For purpbses of brevity I will present only a short outline of data

collection procedures. A more detailed description of field entry,




participant observatiog, and videotape recording prodecures appears

in Cook-Gumperz and Corsaro (1977). | |

. _‘ Daia collection moved through a se¢ les of phases during the year
long naturalistic study. The first phase %nvolved unobtrusive monitoring
of activities in the school from a concealed observation area, and was
followed three weeks later by two months of participant observation.

At that time video equipment was.introduced into the setting and for

the next five months f videotaped peer interaction at least twice a
week and continued participant observation on other dé&s. Sampling
decisiong were tﬁéoretical.(see GClaser and Strauss, 1967) in that they
were based on patterns igolated in field notes during participant obser-
vation. Overall I collected 27 hours of videotaped data which coqtéined
146 intergctiye episodes. {

Terms and Procedures of Analysis \\cﬁfﬁﬁ*”/)

‘The data analysis procedure employed in this research is inductive and

a variant of the "grounded theory method" of Glaser and Strauss (1967). In
this,procédure data analysis moves through a series of stages from the
generation of analytic categories (here the basic terms of analysis) and
their properties to the discovery of patterns. among categories and properties
(here sequencing patterns regarding access ané withdrawal) and the generation
of hyﬁotheses based on the patterns (here grounded hypotheses regarding
cﬁildren's acquisition of access rituals).

The generation of analytic categories is the initial phase of
analysis upon which both later data collecti&ﬁ and analysis are based.
Early in the resear:h process I formulated a definition of the "interactive
episode" as a basic unit of analysis. The definition was based upon field
notes of interaction in.the nursery school A collected while first observing

from a concealed area in the school and later during’ participant observation

4 9
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in the school itself. In the nursery school interactive episodes are

defined as those sequences of behavior which begin ﬁith the aiknowledggd

. presence of twc or more interactants in an ecological area and the overt
. ‘ |
attempt (s) to arrive at a shared meaning of ongoing or emergiﬁg activity.

i

Episodes end‘with physical movement of interactants from the area which

results in the termination of the 6riginally initiated acti&#ty.z This

definition guided later data céi}gc&ion procedures (both parficipant‘
d

.observation and videotaping) as well as daké organization and analysis.

The generation of defiuitiogs'of epis%de access gtrategy, episode
" withdrawal strategy, and their corré;bonding responses occfirred after I
had moved into the videotaping Q&ase-éf the‘research procdss.3 The
definitions were based on inte?s%ve an&Iys%s of access and withdrawal \\
behavior recorded in field ndtes/and initiai videotapes, (10 hours of \\
tapipg involving approximately 75 episodes). The definitions are: \
Episode Access Strategy-any behavior (verﬁal or /nonverbal) which \

is produced to gain entry (i.e. acknowledge preSence plus
attempts to arrive at :shared meaning) into an pngoing episode.

al or nonverbal)
ate his or her

Epigode Withdrawal Strategy-any behavior (ve
which is produced by an interactart to ter
participation in an ongoing episod

Access Raesponge-any behavior (verbal or nguverbal) which overtly
acknowledges the access strategy of anotqu interactant,

Withdrawal Response-any behavior (verbal or monverbal) which overtcly
acknowledges the withdrawal strate%y of another interactant,

{ .
The generation of these definitions zuided sampling decisions for

videotaping as well as initial data analysis regarding children's acquisition

of access rituals,
-
The second phase of analysis involved the isolation of properties of
the access strategy, access response, withdrawal strategy, and withdrawal

response categories.by way of comparative analysis (cf. Glaser and Strauss,

e

1967). 1I selected for analysis all the field notes inv,iving access and/or

‘!;Bdﬂg‘ 5 -1()




Lasth aate

-

involved taking each gequence (datum) involviﬂg access or withdrawal

. / 1

withdrawal and 20 of tpe 146 videotaped episode/a.4 The analysis process i

7 s N .

behavicz from its orjginal source (fleld nofes or from trenscripts of |
/,' ’

videotaped episodes) and recording them vetrbatim on note cards. The !

cards were then softed into groups (piles) based upon initial (intuitive) 1

recognition of similarity. After the sorting process was complete I

composed’ ana*ytic memos which specified what each datum in a group had in
common witﬁ the others. This phase of analysis (memo writing) often led i \

( i |
to some changes in original :Erting in that some Hata were shifted and \w

combined, The memos were the basis of the définitions of

some group ;

the properties of the episode access stretegy, accees response, episode

withdratval strgtegy, and withdrawal response categories which appear in

!

\

*Figures 2 and 3.

_The final stage of analysis ipvolveﬁ a search for patterns arong ’
the categories and properties. In this pﬁase I coded and analyzed 42 W
interactive episodes selected Jn the basis of theoretical sampling.’ In —

the analysis I isolated patterna in the frequency distributions and
sequencing of the categories and properties, and checked the consistency

and strength of\these patterns over time and across contexts, activities,

and participants. I again composed memos which described the features of
these patterns as well as their strength and consistency. This phase of
analysis is presented in truncated form in the next two =.ctions of this
report. The memos were the basis of grouﬁded hypotheses regarding children’s
use of access rituals in peer intetaction.‘

Children's Access Strategi.s

The following example is drawn from field notes collected during the
i
third month of participant observation in the nursery school.

11
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‘episode

Py

Two girls, Jenny (4.0)/ and Betty (3.9) are

playing around a sandbox in the outside court-

yard of ke school. I.am gitting on the ground

near the sandbex watching.\. The girls are

putting sand 4n pots, cup ccke pans, bottles

and tea pots. Occssionally ore of the, gifls

would bring me a pan of sand {cake) to eat.

1

Another girl, Debbie (4.1) approaches and stands RO
nesr me observing the other two giris. Neither
.J or B acknowlédge her presence. D does not

‘ speak to me ,or thz other girls, and no one
I speaks to her.6 After watching for some time
(5 mirutes or so) she tircles the sandbox —
three’ times aad stops again and stands next
to me, After a few more mitutes of wacchiug
D movea to the sandbox and reaches for a

\\ | teapot in the sand. J takes the’ pot away from . .
\ D and mumbles "no." D backs away and agan h
etands near ‘me observing the activity of J

: and B. She then walks over next teo B, who is
! filling the cup ccke pan with sard. ' D
{ watches B for just a few seconds, chen says:

(1)D-B: We're friends, right? We're friends,
right B? '
" (B, not looking up at D and while
) continuing to place sand in the
! pan, says:)
‘ (2)B-: Right. ‘
. . (D now moves alongside B and takes
' a pot and sposn and begins putting
sand in the pot.)
(3)D-B: I'm ieaking coffee,
(4)B-D: I'm making cupcakes.
(5)B-J: We're mothers, right J?
{ (6)J~B: Right, \
) (This now triadic episode continued
' for 20 more minutes until the teachers
announced "clean up“time,) *

I& this example one~Qf the girls, Debbie, wanted to enter an ongoing

‘involving Jenny and Betiy. All three of these chiidren had frequently

played~&ogether (both in dyéds and triads) befnre the occurren¢e of this

episodm,| Debbie's first acce3s strategy was fairly simple. \She merely

physically placed herself in the ecclogical - in which the episode was

occurrin&. She received nc responsge and, therefo e, expanded her attempt at

\




access via a device I call encirclement (i.e. she physically circled the

area). This strategy alseg EeceiVed'no response and she then entered

directly into the area and produced behavior similar to that ef the

two girls playing there (i.e. ghe picked up a_teapot). However, J
responded negatively by taking the teapot away from D, who then moved

to the fringe area again for a short time. D then entered the area and

wade a verbal reference to affiliation (friendship) to B. B responded

t

positively to this strategy, but did not gxpiiqgaly_invite D to play. D

then repeatéé an eailier stiﬁfégy and produced similar behavior, this

time verbally describing what she is doing ("making coffee"). B respon&ed
with a verbal description of her activity ("msking cupczkes"), and theu
went on to define the situation further ("we're mothers') 'eliciting the
acknowledgement of her playmate,'Jf by way of a tag question.

There were a wide variety of access sequences in the peer interactive
data. Many, uniike this example, did not alwdys result in successful antry
into an ongoing episode. However, tiis pafticu}ar example is, in one respect,
representative o;‘the overwhelming majority of cases in the data. ‘Note that
in this example there is no formal negotiation regarding entry (e.g. Debbie
does not say "H1i," "Whatfya doihg?" or “Can I Play?"), as we might expect
to find in adult-adult interactiecn. The child ;ttempting access relied
instead on more indirect and often nonverbal strategies {e.g. nonverbal
entry, circling, producing & variant of the ongoing behavior, and fipally
making a reference to frieoiship).

As we see in Table 1 these were, except for the verbal reference to

friendship,'among the most frequently employed access strategies. 1In

fact these three strategies (nonverbal entry, encirclement, and producing

L4
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& variant of the ongoing bahavior) along with disruptive entry and

B

making a claim on the area agcount for nearly 80Z of the access data.

Of the five strategies referred to above, four (all but claim on

an area) basically imvolve the children's production and monitoring of

nonverbal cues. Disruptive entry is almost always physically disruptive
in nature involving the taking of objects from participants or, in some

cases, pushing .nd other physical conflict. It is also interesting that

©
only one of these strategies, producing a variant of ongoing behavior,

is even moderately likely to receive a positive respomnse (56Z of the

time). However, as we shall see shortly the sequencing of access strategies
is more important than initial response.

What ie most interesting about the data in Table 1 is the infrequent

use of more direct, verbal access strategies, The children did produce

sucﬁ strategies (e.g. Request for Acceéa, Questioning Participants, and
Greeting) which could be taken as a demonstration of competence. gut why
are theaé adult-like (ut least based on my adult intuition) strategies
employed so infrequently? One/possibility is the nature of pee£ interaction
in the nursery school. When we look at the percentage of response type

for‘the total access data (Table 1) we see the probability of being ignored

" or receiving a negative response is much higher than receiving a positive

response {68.4% to 31.67). Having participated in peer interaction in this
getting for a year, this finding is not surprising. I soon learned access

into peer activities was a fragile process, and one must be prepared for

overt rejection. However, what is surprising is the childrem do not rely on

.gecess strategies which are more likely to lead to positive responses (e.g.

the three adult~like strategies discussed previously among others, see Table 1).

9
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Since the data cover a nine month period as well as two age groups, this
finding appears to argue agéinst an explanation of acquisition based solely
on function. That is the children do not seem to learn to rely on
strategies that work. Or do they? And should we really be‘so quick to

put aside the lack of competence argument just because theAchildren can
and do produce adult-like access strategies? ~ . -

To answer these questions we must (1) eramine the frequency
distribution data by age group to check on shifts which might indicate
developing competence or learning; (2) go beyéﬁd static production-
response data and examine access sequencing patterns; and (3) interpr;t
sequencing patterns regarding both the nature of peer interaction in the
nursery echool and receq; theory on the development of communicative com-
petence,

_Table 2 contains data on the frequency distribution of access
strategies by age group. Overall the data are similar for the two groups.
The only major difference is that the older children are less likely to
disrupt ongoing activity in gheir attempts st access. On the other hand,
the older children are more likely to make a verbal claim on an area or
object in the area than are the yéunger children. These differences suggest
the older children are more likely to negotiate claims on areas and objects
than are the younger children who tend to physically move into an area and
take an object which leads to disrﬁption. This finding suggests the older
children, now in their second year at the school, may be moving to more
efficient (and adult-like) access stré%egies.

Pursuing this point we can compare fhe two groups regarding their use
of the three adu;t-like strategies (Request for Access, Questioning Partici-

o

pants, and Greeting). These three strategies account for 12.4% of the older

children's access behavior compared to 7.2% for the younger children. The

15
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"\ _ differeace jndicates some learning, but both the differences and the

percentages themselves are small. Overall the data suggest a heavy &

reliance on nqnverbal and indirect access behavior even when we take

%
age Iato account,

»

Again the duestion arises, is this reliance .due to the success
of the most frequently used strategies for gaining access? Again the

ansver geems to be no, In the lower section of Table 2 we see that
A ]

overall the older children are more likely to receive positive access

responses than.are the youngei children. This difference is partially

- ) explained by the older chiléren'é more frequent use of negotiation rather

" than disruption when claiming an)area. However, there is still no.clear

relationship between frequency of use and positive access response. The

most Irequently employed access strategies are not the more effective
\ : regaydless of age of participants.

Overall the frequency data by age group suggest specific learning
regarding formal negotiation of claimis on’ areas and objects in peer -
interaction. We still know relatively little about why the children
rely on the strategies they d;. Wé“need to expand éur criteripn of
"effectiveness" béyond the initial access response and examine access

sequencing patterns in the data. v :

-

Table 3 contains sequencing data for the five most frequently enployed

A

access strategies. The table breaks down the data into rounds (access
/

strategy-response exchange) for all aécess sequences. Each column in-

- “ /

Table 3 contains the percentage breakdowns of rounds by strategy (e.é. 45.5%
~ L) * .

of all one-round sequences began with nonverbal entry, 21.4% cof all two-round

[

[

'sequences contained nonverbal entry with ali 15 instances occurring in the
initial position, 19.3% of all three-round sequences contained nonverbal

entry, etc.). As we can see 70% of the_sequences were one round in length

16
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with nearly hélf (45.5%) of the one~round.sequences beginning with

nonverbal entry. If an access attempt moved to a second round the most

likely strategy employed was the production of 4 variant of the .ongoing -

”

behavior (31.5%). This\éame strategy was also the\most likely to appear
if access moved to a\tbird round. If access went beyond three rounds

one of the more infrequently employed strategies (e.g. other than the
five listed) was most probable to appear (29.1%). * '
encing and probability of

\ . -

Table 4 contains data both on sequ
< . successful access. Successful access is defined as eventual acceptance

. ¥
into an ongoing episode, and may be preégaed'fy an unlimited number of
negative responses Or non-responses. -Unsuccéssful access is defined as)
terminating an accesg attempt by leaving an area without further attempts )
ét access“auriﬁk'the course of the episéde, or as failure to gain
acceptance prior to the'end of an episnde. In Table 4 thé five most .
‘frequently employed stéategies ané all the other strategies combined are

grogﬁed in terms of frequency by round (e.g. 64.8% of the 108 occurrences

of nonverbal entry appeared in oné round sequences, 13.9% in two round

sequences, etc.). These data are interesting in several respects. First,

nonverbal entry is primarily confined to one roundfsequences which implies

14
a‘move to one of the remaining strategies in latar rounds. Second, the

probability of successful access increases if the sequence moves beyond one

round for all strategies except disruptive eantry, where .successful access

is always unlikely, and producing a variant of ongoing behavior, where there

is a rather high probability of successful access acf&ss all rounds. Finally,

the sequencing data indicate that for most of the strategies the probability

" of successful access is highest in sequences of three or more rounds.

Given this information about sequencing of access strategies and its

relationship to the probability of successful access, we can return to an

12 1,7'
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earlier duestion about the data. Why do children rely on indirect
and often nonverbal access strategiles which have less nrobability of
initial positive outcomes? As the data indicate although these strategies
:! may not. lead - to immediate-access they often do work if the sequence
continues beyond the.initial exchange, In Bum, the children often rely
on a sequence of strategies which: (1) best meets the social-ecological
_ demands of he nursery school setting; and (2) reflects the children 8

\

communicative abilities at this stage of development.
) . /
Regarding social—ecological denands a brief discussion of the

X

-

nature of»pier interactioﬁ 15 the nursery school is in order. The children

gpend the majority‘of their time in peer interaction while at the nursery

. N

_schoola Peer activities are, for the most part, aelf—selectedeand each

- child must either initiate his own activity and recruit others or enter

into ongoing interactive episodes. ‘lt is a typical occurrence for a child
to find himself alone in the school (for a variety of reasons) with the need
to gain access into an ongoing event,

In many respects the nursery school is like what Goffman (1961) has
termed a multi-focused party (in layman's terms, a cocktail party). At *
these parties there ure generally several clusters of participants (who
usually know oneeanother)qdispersed in various areas of the setting. The

pdrticipants, somewhat like the young child in the nursery school, often

feel there is a need to circulate from one group to another. Also when

\\C . party members find themselves alone, for whatever reason,'they, very much like
\}\ the,children in the nursery school, have a strong need to gain access into
\\\\ an ongoing conversation or activity.
. \\\\' There are, to my knowledge, no careful studies of access rituals at

multi~focused parties,‘and, therefore, no adult model for access in such

settings which could be used for comparative purposes. However, the value
\
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of an adult msdel eveh if one existed, would be limited. Although

¢ — .
the nursery schbol shares features with the multi~focused party, there .

are important differences. Interaction in the nursery school is fragile - o

and ongoing activities\can break down with even hinimal disraption. As L

a result ‘the, children t nd to’protect interaction in ongoing episodes

v

by discouraging most inﬂtial attempts at access by other- children. 18

observed repeatedly grOuLs of children deciding to "not let anyone else

~

in" their activity while in early stages of deciding exactly what it was

~

they were doing. - Note the following exchanges of two boys as they arriye

in a vacant play area (the butside sandbox) .

A and B move to sandbox and each pick up hoses in ,
sand. The teacher had just turned on the hoses -
gso that water was flowing into the sandbox '

from each of several individual hoses.

$
A: Hey, the hoses are on! .
B: Yeah, let's make a lake.
A: And nobody else can come in, right?
B: Right.

In the nursery school, unlike the adult multi-focused party, participants

to enter expect to be rebuked or discouraged.

-

Patterns in the employment of access strategies and the probability Y

¢

in ongoing events are on-guard against intrusion while those who wish - \\ -
|
|

of successful entry reflect these badic facts” 4bout the nursery school </ )

setting.

#

We saw earlier (see Table 3) that 45.5% of thesé sequences begin with non-

|
The high percentage of single round sgquences are a case in point. )
\
|
|
\

verbal entry. This strategy when used in one round sequences led to

successful:entry*only 25.7% of the time, again an indication that children

anticipate the approach of others into their play areas and are prepared to
o N

discourage entry. Although nonverbal entry does not often lead to successful

entry in one round sequences it is, nevertheless, a useful strategy. If the

-
i

\
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child, who employs this strategy, receives no overt response to his entry

he often monitors the ongoing activity. Careful monitoriné leadé to the

gcquiéition*of information which can be useful for the production of

-
ERN

other accese strategies in later rcunds: " One of the most common Sequences
was the following:

Round Strategy ¢ Response

‘
.

1 NovverbaliEntry i ‘ No Response

-

:Producing a Variant of
2 the Ongoing Behavior

Posgitive (Acceptance)

This strategy was the most frequent multiple round sequence, and

led to successful entry in 90% of the cases in which it was employed.
Given the nature of peer interaction in the nursery school the

-

nonverbal entry plus producing a variant gﬁ_ongoiﬁg behavior sequencef

as well as other indirect sequences (e.g. encirclement plus producing

a variant, and nonverbal entry plus reference to affiliation or offering

a gift) may be favored by children over more direct strategies like

’ ~

greetings, ggestioningjgg_participants, or requests for access. Aé we

. regard 1is tﬂ\‘Zhildren 's heavy reliance on nonverbal, strategies and the

know from the work of Schegloff (1972) or. conversational openings the struc-
* I'd

+

ture of these more direct access strategies demands a regponse from the
hearer. Since the children realize that initial responses are often negative

tﬁéy may opt for more indirect gand multiple sequencej strategies like those
\ - b .

~

des&ribed above. ' :
\

-

\ . »
\However, we still can not overlook the possibility that t?e children's

-

use of access strategies in these data may be a reflection of their developing

\

communicative competence. What is most interesting about the data in this

S—

4

successive stringiﬂ% of nonverbal and verbal strategies In access sequences.
. - kd s

In a recent paper on context in children's speech Coc¥-Gumperz and Gumperz
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if/(IQZF) argue that adults foreground attentjon to the verbal semantic~

1
[l 5 v

‘ \\ sigpgctic channel of information while relyiﬁg on a background of ' ) |

nonverbal information in other modalities. In this view of what Cook~ -

kfumperz and Gumperz refer to as "contextualtzation,' adults communicate o
Ay . s -

in line with "performance rules which require them to make a statement
.in several modalities at once, by movement, kinesic gesture, semantic ¥
, . - . N
routine; intonation patterns--all the full battery o communicative
‘ signeliﬁg—»e";(i976, p. 21). Children's communication, on the other hand,
is merkeg b§,a lack of cbdaiity/reiundancy, and as Cook-Gumperz (1975) has
observed the division betweeg foreground and background features is more .
fluid For «children than for, adults. Ir this sense childien}s communicatioe
{including strategies fo; Eccese in peef interacticn) is both more literal CoT
and'core indirect than adult communication.
" The Patcerne ig/fg: access data seem to be in line ;ith this inter-
pretation of child speech,‘ The children produced a broad range cf strategies
involviné several modalities, but relied more on nonverbal and indirecg ,

4

access strategies. Also the children often produced strings of suéeessive

strategies whici in many instances involved movemert across modalities. We
know, of course, that the features of this,particulér setting have some
bearing on éhese patterns. chever, the range of children's eccess strategies
and the sequencing techniques can be senn as precursors to adult access
rituals. In time, through additMonal interactive experiences in a variety of
settings, the children may come to combine (or collapse) many of the access
strategies which appear in these data into a smaller set of access rituals or.
‘routipes‘via modality redundancy. Additional data on children'e use of access
ritué?s in other setticgs is necessary tc properly evaluate this hypothesis.

i

. Children's Withdrawal Strategies

The fcllowing example was drawn from a videotapeu interactive episode

N ‘ / B el . \; - :
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collected during ‘the eighth wonth of the study.

Three girls, Barbara (3.8), Susan (3.9), and
Linda (4.6) have been playing for several
minutes when they decided to pretend a
wooden box in the outside yard was a TV. ' . ;
After ‘a few. minutes of watching TV and a -

great deal of channel-changing rhe following

sequence occured.

B-SL: 1 want to-~I want Charlie Brown . .

- S=B:  Ok-~
L-BS: You're getting it (the TV) too close. t:)
S$-BL:r Ok, we'll turn on Charlie Brown. 5
(Pretends to change chamnnel)
(L now gats up and stands on top
“of TV) ~
(B and S also stand up) )
B-S: I'm tired, Oh~~ .
- (B suddenly runc off across outside '
: . yard to swings. Another child,
. Rita, is in one of the swings
and the other swing is vacant. L e et
B runs to vacant swing. B made )
* no verbal marking of her with- \\
' drawal and S and L show no !

awareness of her absence.) \L C e
S-L: Hey, let's jump on the bug, L. ~ V

(S points to bug ¥n front of _}

V) " . '

This now dyadic episode continued for approximately
10 more minutes until clean up time.
i
The withdrawal strategy in tais example was a simple onen The ¢hild
H

merely left the ecological area where the interactive episod w's underway

without comment or remark. What iy als : interesting is theiﬁack of response

~

v !
from those interactants who remained in the &srea. As we can see in Talile 5

o . . .
withdrawal without a marker or later return accounts for over 607 of the

data for both age groups, and this withdrawal strategy is only ravely
acknowledged (16.2% of the time). There were a total of 58.withdrawal'

——/
. strategy sequences in the data, cnd of these 58, 31 or 53.4% were withdrawal

with no marker or later return.
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' " The withdrawal data are especially interesting given the previous

discussion of children's developing communicative competence. The children

: seem to see no need to mark the obvious fact of leaving the scene as cessation
of activity. To verbally mark withdrawal with a ritual farewell_or a justifi-

caticn as adults do is,again a form of modality redundancy. The‘aduit'

redundancy in this cage does, however, carry important ritual meaning. xThe'
(7]

verbal- marking preceding or accompanying the phyaical movement from inter-

personal space goes beyond the literal meaning "I am about to be no longer

-

S aopart of the activity," it is also a way of communicating one's feelings

about the participants in and activities of the encounter,
. ! :

-

. . Conclusions o

1
.

The present study is limited to peer interaction in a nursery school
eettdng and additional studies on children's use ofhaccess in different
settings and at different ages are needed. Thé'tindings demonstrate tnat
children are both more concerned with and have more complex strategies for
access than for withdrawal routines. In this regard peex igteraction would

“ e S
seem to be important for the child's acquisition of access ritual or routiues,

-~

D Ah;.

and his discovery of the importance and utility of modality redundancy in the
& commdnicative process. In this sense children can jearn a great deal informally
about access routines in everyday peer activities, and the strategies reported
Q\\ on here may‘be precursore‘to adult access rituals.
However, when it comes to withdrawal or termination routines it apbears

-

Gleason and Weintraub (1976) may be correct in their stressing of the importance

of formal traindng by adults. Gieason and Weintraub may also be correct (for

termination routines) when they argue that performance comes first by wa, of




_formal training and “oﬂly later, long after he has learned to say gzgngzé or

Thank you-~might the child come to know what, if anything, it all qeéns." (1976,
p. 134). The data in this réport suggegt that when that time comes the child -
migﬁt also come to see the-rélationship between ihe-social rules aand cogn;tixg“

1 /7/" -
skills he acquired earlier in learning accesslgprategies and those necessary
A

" for the processing and production of termination routines.

:‘" >
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Figure 2 - Access Strategies and Responses

i 4 . \
Strategies . T .
Nonverbal Entry - entering intc or near area where episode is underway
withOut varbal marking .' . ) . :

-Producing_Vhriant of Ongoing Behavior - entering into area where episode
1s underway and (verbally and/or nonverbally) producing. behavior similar

" to that underway

|

Disruptive Entry(- entering into area where, epiaode is underway and (ver-
bally anﬁ/oﬁ nonverbally) producing behavior which physically disrupts on-
going activity \

Encirclement — physically circling area where episode is underway without
verbal marking

Makimag Claim on Area or Object - entering into area where episode is underway
?\Erbally making claim on drea or an object in the area

Request for Access -« entering into area wh..e episode is underway and verbally
requesting pexmission for access

Questioniqg_rarticipaﬁta - entering into area where episode is underway and

* questioning participanis ﬁegarding ongoing activity

Reference to Adult Authority - entering into area where episode is underway
and producing verbal reference to adult authority or rules regarding access
to play area

N 4

Offering of Object ~ entering into area where episode is underway and (ver-
bally and/or nonverbally) offering an object (gift) to one or mcre-of the
participants .

eeting ~ entering into area wheje episoﬂe is underway and verbally greeting
o&g or more of the participants

J&Sereﬁce to Affilidtion ~ entering into area where episode is underway and
ég%ﬂ cing verbal reference to affiliation (friendship) with one or more of

pyrticipants

Aid‘z;om Non~Participant - verbaligrrequesting aid or he gain access
from non-participant(s) prior to duriag entry into are re episode
is w
tici

is underway

ervay to accept
nts

Accepting Invitation - enfering into area where episode
an iavitation to participate from ome or more of the par

one Or more participants to engage in other dctivity

- Suggest Other Activity - entering into area where episode ii}underway and 4sking

(cont'd)

' ’ 20 , .
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Figure 2 (f; e d)

Reference to Individual Characteristics ~ entering into area where episcde \\\\
1s 5 mnderway y and producing verbal reference to individusl characteristics
of one or more parxticipants

Responges

Posifive Responge -~ verbal'and/or nonverbal acknowledgement of access
behavior and acceptance into activity with or without participation specified

‘Eégative Resnnnge ~ verbal and/or nonverbal rebuke (refusal to access) with 7

or without J justification b

26
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. §trategies

- v

. Figure 3 -~ Withdrawal Strategies and Resgpnsés

-
A} L4

Verbal Degeription or Justification -~ verbally describing and/or justifying

~ L

v;‘ Ritual Farewell -~ verbally producing ritual farewell as a marker of

terminatiou prior to or during withdrawal from area where episode is underway

»

Unmarked with Later Return - unmavked withdrawal from area where episode

is underway which is Iollowed by later return to ongoing activity

Unmarked Without Return - unmarvked withdrawal from area where episode is
underwdy with no subsequent return

L 4

Responses :
Digcourage Withdrawal - verbal and/or nonverbal attempt by one participant
in an ongoing episode to discourage or prevent the withdrawal of another

Acknowledge Yithdrawal - verbal acknowledge of withdrawal behaviox of

one part®cipant by cther participant(s) in an ongoing episode.

Late Acknouwiedgement - verbal acknowledgement of participant's absence after

y
[N N

withdrawal to remaining participants

3
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. Table 1 Frequenc§ Distribution of Access
Strategles and Responses

Regponse:
. . ) Pesgitive Negative No Response

Strategy; . N Z \N Z N Z N Z
Nonverbal Entry 115 (33.6) - 17 (14.8) 43 (37.4) 55 (48.7)
Pfoducing Variant of E L -

Ongoing Behavior 82 (24.0) 46 (56.1) 23 .(28.0) 13 (15.9 -
Disruptive Entry ., 28 (8.2) 3 (10.7) 23 (82.1) 2 (.2) - .-
Encirclement o 22 (6.4) 2 (9.1) '3 (13.6) 17 (77.35 |
Claim on Area or Object 20 (5.9) 7 (35.0) - 9 (45.0) ,‘ 4 (20.0)
Request for Access 13 (3.8) 8 (61.5) 0 (0.0) 5 (38.5) -
Questioning Participants 12 (3.5) 7 (58:3) 1 (8.4) 4 (33.3)
Reference to;Adult

Authority 10 (2.9) i (10.0) 6 (60.0) 3 (30.0)° /
Offering of Object . 8 (2.3) 3 (37.5) 4 4(50.0) 1 (12.5) / |
Greeting 8 (2.3) 4 (50.0) 3 (37.5) 1 (12.5) ;.
Reference to Affiliation 7 (2.0) 3 (42.8) 3 (42.8) 1 s |
Md from Non-Participant(s) 6 (1.8) 0 (0.00 2 (33.3) 4 (66.7)

" Accepting Invitation 6 (1.8) 3 (50.0). 0 (0.0) 3 (50.0)
Suggest Other Activity 3 (0.9) 3(100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Reference to Individual . [

Characteristics 2 (0.6) 2(100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
TotaL: - 342 108 (31.6) 121 (35.4) 113 (33.0)

)
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Table 2 - Frequency Districtuion of Access Strategies

by Age Group

-

. Six Most Frequent—

Strategy: Morning*
) ) - N %
Nonverbal Entry 60 (33.1)
Producing Variant of Ongoing ‘Behavior 44 (24.2)
ﬁiéruptiye Entry K 21 (11.6)
Encirclement 12 (6.6)
Claim on Area or Object ? 7. (3.9)
Request .for Access 8 (4.4)
Questioning Participants 2 (1.1)
Reference to Adult Authority 8 (4.4)
Offering of Object 7 (3.9)
_Grggting 3 (1.1
Reference to Affiliation 3 (1.1
Aid Erom Non-Participant(s) 1 (0.6)
- Accepting Invitation 2 (1.1
Suggest Other Activity 1 (0.6)
Reference to Individual
Characteristics 1 (0.6)
Total: 181
Response by Age Group
Positive
N Z
Morning (N=181) 40 (22.1)
Overall: '
Afternoon (N=161) 60 (37.3)
Morning (N=181) 31 (20.2)
Strategies: Afternoon (N=123) 49 (36.8)

¢

Afternoon**

N

)3

55 (34.2)

38 (23.6)

7
19
13

5

10

1

161

Negative
N 2

71 (39.2)

55 (34.2)

61 (39.9)

47 (35.3)

(4.3)
(6.2)
(8.0)
(3.1)
(6.2)
(1..2)
(0.6)
(3.1)
(3.1)
(3.1)
(1.2)

(1.2)

(0.6)

No Response
%
70 (38.7)

46 (28.5)

61 (39.9)

37 (27.9)

%Children ranged in age from 2.10 - 3.10 years
*%Children ranged in age from 3.10 - 4,10 years
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Strategy:

Nonverbal
Entry

Producing a
Variant

Disruptive
Entry

Encirclement

Making a
Claim on -

an Area- ._ .

Other

Table 3 - 3equencing of Access Strategies

70 (45.5)

29 (18.8)

13 (8.45

5 (3.2)

7 (4.5)

<

30 (19.6)

154 (70.0)
154 (46.8)

B
Eo

8 Pogition in Sequence (Rounds)*

115 15¢21.4)
2 0

16 22 (31.5
2 16 (31.5)

nN
N

ro* =
N &

[y
O~

35 (15,9)
70 (21.2)

3 (4.2)

7 (10.0)

7 (10.0)

16 (22.9)

WN

[P L ] wN NN
o Oy &

wWN -
NN O

W N =
S W

W N O

(W

= &

3

11

18

~f

11

19
57

(19.3)

(31.6)

(10.5)

(12.3)

(7.0)

(19.3)

(8.6)
(17.3)

Eo VLR Ll

SN MNP

Eo VS U )

SN

SN

L I
*There was one 5 round sequence and one 8 round sequence which
remaining 13 strategies.

32 26

4
8
i 12 (25.0) 108
0.
2 4
g 12 (25.0) 81
2
0
1 .
1 5 (10.4) 27
3
1
1 3 (6.3) 22
0
1
0
1 2 (4.2) 20
0
1
2
2 14 (29.1) 71
5
5

12 (5.5) 220
48' (14.5) 329

accounted for the




Le

Nonvé%bal\
Entry

Producing
Variant

Disruptive
Entry

Encirelement

Making Claix
on Area

Other

1

8318 (25.7)

70 (64.8)

Ub52 (74.3)
5 20 (69.0)

U
S

29 (35.8),

9 (31 00) ~

3 (23,0)
13 (48.1)

U 10 (77.0)

S

U

S

U

1 (20.0)
.5 (22.7)
4 (80.0)

3 (42.8)
7 (35.0)
4 (57.1)

§ 17 (56.6)

30 (42.3

U 13 (43.4)

Table 4 - Success of Strategy Across Sequence Rounds

Position in Sequencé.(Rounds )*

2
7 (46.7)
© 15 (13.9)

8 (43.3)

14 (63.6)

22 (27,2)
8 (36.3)

0o (9.0)
i 3 (11.1)
3 (10.0) -

3 (42.8)
7 (31.8)
4 (57.1)

4 (57.1)
7 (35.0)
3 €42.8)

10 (62.5)

16 (22.5)
6 (37.5)

. 3
5 (45.5)

11 (10.2)
6 (4%.5)

12 (66 0'7) '

.18 (22.2)
6 (33.3) »s.g

1 (16.7)

6 (22.2)
5 (83.3)

4 {57.1)
7 (31.8)
3 (42.8)

3 (75.0)

4 (20.0)

1 (25.0)

7 (63.7)
il (15.5)
4 (36.3)

4
5 (41.6) .
v 12 (11.1)
7.3

8 (66.7)
12 (14.8)
4 (33.3)

1 (20.0)
5 (18.6)
4 (18.0)

2 (66.7)
3 (13.7)
1 (33.3)

2 (100,0)
2 (10.0)
0 0.0)

10 (71.4)

14 (19.7)
4 (28.6)

T.
35 (32.4)
108
73 (67.6)

54 (66.7)

81 .

27 (33.3)

5 (15.5)
z7
22 (81.5)

10 (45.5)
22

12 (54.5)
12 (60.0)
20.

8 (40,0)
44 (62.0)
!

27 (38.0)

*There was one 5 round sequence and ¢ne 8 round sequence which accounted for the remaining 13 strategies.

a’ Successful
b Unsuccessful
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Tabld 5 - Frequency Distribution of
Epiaode Withdrawal Strategies and Responses

Positive Xo '

Strgcegﬁ ) bbrnihg* Afternoonk Discourage Acknowledge Respotise
Description ' ' , .

andfor ’ 7 (21.8) 6 (23.1) 13.(22.4) 2 (15.4) 4 (30.8) 7 (53.8)
Justification : .

Farewell Marker 1 (3.1) 0 (0.0) ‘1 (.7 0 (0.0) 1 (100,0) 0 (0.0)

Unmarked With- . . ¢ '

. Drawal, With - 4 (12.5) 3 (Q1.5) -7 (12.1) 1 (14.3) 1 (14.3) 5 (71.8)
.Later Return )

‘Unmarked With- . -
Draval, No 20 62.5) ' 17 (65.4) 37 (63.8) 3 (8.1) . 3 (8.1) 31"(83.8)
 ~Later Return . ,
- Total 3 26+ 58 T6(10.3) 5 (15.6) 43 (74.1)

* Children in morning group ranged in age from 2.10 te 3,10 years.

PA

%% Children in afternoon group ranged' ia age from 3.10 to 4.10 years.
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lAs Gleason and Weintraub (1976} implied in their research adults
(especially if not the parent of the child) relinquish access to children
yithout demanding ritual‘displayo The basig fér this depérture froﬁ
expected ritual is, of course, the shared understanding smong adults of
the social immafurity of the child. However, just as the non-~parent is
expected to relinquish access,the parent or cgretaqu,tif present) is

]

expected to either provide the access display for thke’ child or elicit

-~ -~

the appropriate display. I would argye that the expected parental behavior

4
on such occasions has as much to do wath adult etiquette as with®conscious

-
DR

attempts to teach access rituals to youngz children.
25ee Coo*-Gpmperz and Corsaro (1977) for an extensive discussion of
the implications of this definition for the video recording and analysis

i

of peer interaction in the nursery school setting.

" 31 should repeat that éhe basic categories (tgrms) for analysis
emrrged prior to the discovery of properties a e later seaéch for
patterns.among categories and properties. I did not first losk for interesting
patterns involving iccess or withdrawal and then work back to the(specifica-
tion of basic units. In fact the research process described here led to the
discovery ¥ patterns and eventuully actual sequences of data which were
theoretically relevanF to childreun's acquieition of access rituals. Finally,

Ay

I also isolated a strategy I have termed temporary leave-taking which I do not

have space to explicate here, but which will be the basis of a forthcoming
report.
4Of the 146 episcdes, 102 contained access and/or withdrawal data.

From the 102, 20 were selected bz<ed on theoretical sampling. The 20

29 36
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episcdes werxe representative in terms of age of:participants,‘type of
activity, numbér of partiiipants, logical area of the school, and month
of the schoolsterm. In tﬁe episoaes I selected I only ana;yzed peer access
and withdraw?l sequences ki.e. adult;child sequences were excluded from

tﬁe ana;ysis); ' o

5Again the procedure (theoretical sampling) is used to jnsure

representativeness across participants, -settings, etc. This paper is 4

a wquing report on children's use of access rituals. A‘final, forthcoming
version, will be based on coding and analysis of all the videotaped episodes
involviné access and/or withdrawal. Although I do not have space to

_ explicitly describe specific analytic procedures employed in this phase-
of the research process, I should point out that the procedures are
similar to receﬁh worg on the micro-sociolinguigtic analysis of naturally
occurring behavior by Cicourel (19765, Cook-Gumperz and Gumperz (1976),
and Erickson and Shultz (1977). Thewfocus of this work is to identify
hgg interactants siénal apd code contextual information to negotiate a
shafed understanding of what they are doing (an interpretive frame) which
thef can then use strategically to shape the 6utcome of interactive events
(ef . Cook~Gumperz and Gumperz, 1976).

.= 6Throughout participant observainn T‘aiways folloyed the leads of

the éhildren in detgrmining my dégree of participation in peer activities.
‘I tried pufposely not to act like an adult, therefore, I rarely ipitiated

»

activity.
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