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ABSTRACT

This thesis desityres a mixedmnethods investigatiomf y oung chi |l drendés eve
communication, focusing on tattidigt he r eporting of a peerds n
audience. There are links between tattling and the development of gossip, and thus with the
evoluion of cooperative normga humans. Tattling is daily activity for many children, but
has been little studied, especially in preschool contexts.

Quantitative sampling and participant observation are usetiaacterizéoehavioural
reporting among -3to 4-yearolds in 2 preschools in Belfast, Northern Ireland. Quantitative
sampling shows that children in these populations are biased towards reporting negative
actions by peers; that they are more likely to report actions of which they themselves are the
victims; that they usually tell the truth; that their reports are rarely ignored by staff; and that
there are relationships between frequency of tattling and measwesialfdominance and
relational aggression. Participant observation shows that gattikes place in a complex
social context; that children are generally aware of its effects; and that it is driven by a range
of motivations, both selériented and groupriented.

Two story recall experiments are described, aimed at testing the hypadtizenegative
bias in childrenés reports arises from the
experiments do not support this hypothesis, further strengthening the idea that children are
acting out of strategic considerations when they repont g@nsgressionsBehavioural
reporting in preschool contexts is compared
discourse recorded in 1970s England and stored in the CHILDES database. Examples of
tattling and gossip are also found in the eHRAF ajnaphic database. The thesis concludes
with an interactionist model of the development of tattling and gossip, in whichptitg
medi ati on hel ps t o i ntegrate t he affective

developing moral systems.
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1. INTRODUCTION

If you do not keep the multiplicity of languag@mes in viewyou

will perhaps be inclinedtoaskegus t i ons | i ke: dWhat is a
Is it the statement that | do not know swafdsuch, or the statement

that | wish the other person would te
of my mental state of uncertainAnd i s the cry OHel p!
description?

[é ] Commanding, questioning, storytelling, chatting are as much a
part of our natural history as walking, eating, drinking, playing.
(Wittgenstein, 1953/2001 §823 24)

One sunny morning inursery schogl 4yearold boy tellshis classroom assistant:
AThomas pushed me out hiedlassmatbasfargiblydgakeHe me a
his place at the head of a line of schoolchildren who are waiting to go outside. The
classroom assistant promptly removes Thomas and replaces him halfway down the
line, reinsating the first child at its head.

In a different nursery school, one girl alerts another to the fact that a third girl
now has the dol | t hat she had recently b
pram! o Her audience f sioformaiiqd periiaps becauses n o't
she now has another doll in her lap.

Thirty years ago, a thregearold giflwas r ecor ded telling her
[her older brother] has scribbledi my card. 06 Her hemot hBd¥ouwu
what ? Scribb)Jeédreéepli ¢ ot Hie aevgsibusy makiBgu t h e
beds, and shruggedt o f f : ANever mind. 0

What do thesethree episodes have in common? They are all examples of

children reporting a third partyds behavi



1. Introduction

repot i ng of a t hi r dantigp@atbehaviosd behavipua thatvthe o r
speaker apparently thinks their audience will disapprove of. As such, they represent

an activity known astattling in the US, ortelling talesin the UK. Any parent or

teacher willtell you that tattling is a frequent (and frequently annoying) behaviour

on the part of young children, but that it is far less common to hear them singing the
praises of their siblings or peers. My main aims in this thesis are to investigate

how lage a part tattling (defined in broad terms as the reporting of negative
behaviour by a third party) plays in youl
they might do it so frequently | take an evolutionary perspective ohicl dr en 6 s
behavioural repontig because | believthat evolutionarytheoryshould be bornén

mind when trying to explainin general termsyhy largepopulationsof people do

anything. But because humanhave evolved to be sensitive to their cultural
context) andtherefore all humandhaviour isbound to vary as the context vafes

| also attempt to set this activity within the detailed social and cultural context within

which it was observed.

1.1 OQutline of the Thesis

Chil drends r epor tisintgrestmdto mefereaursnéin reasdma vi our
Firstly, it offers a window on the development of gossip and related forms of social
communication, which have been postulated to be of great importance in the
evolution of cooperative behaviour in humans. In the first section of the literatur
review, | consider a range of theoretieald empirical approaches to gossipying

particular attention tostudies inspired by evolutionary theorieSecondly the

reporting of thirdparty behaviour by children has rarely been the focus of study

eventhoughtattling is an everyday activity for many young children. In seeond
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section of the literature review present an exhaustive review of the existing
literature on tattlingand place this in the context of the limited work that exists on
the devéopment of gossipn children Thir dl yeverydahrepbranga n 6 s
peesd behaviourinvolves the integration of several psychological competenaed
thus offersa useful complement teariousexperimentatraditionsthat have tended
to consider edt psychological domaim isolation In the third part of the literature
review, | briefly consider the psychological requirements for tattling, paying
particular attention to narrative skills, moral judgements, and theory of mind.
Fourthy, an everyday laguage activity like tattlingcan also be a window on the
social dynamics of groups of children in various environmeér#smmarizeexisting
literature on the social environment of young children and the impact that culture has
on this environment, payin@articular attention to the context of the preschool
classrooml conclude the literature review with a methodological note on the mixed
methods approach that | took to my doctoral research, explaining whiiridif
approachwas particularly appropriatfor an exploratory investigation such as this
one

The remainder of the thesis is dividedo five chapters. In Chapter, 3Th&
Behavioural Ecology of Pe&eportingin PreschooSettings 0 | report the
guantitative sampling obehavioural eportingin two nursery schools in Belfast,
Northern Ireland. The pnary quantitative method used was event sampling of
childrenbs behavioural reports, alongsi d:
follows of individual children. Although these theds were run concurrently with
participant observatiom the same two schoglthey are reported first because they
wereconcerned with i1identifying thealdross ¢

the use of theseesultsto test predictions arisim from theliterature review
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Il n ChapTtheer So,ci ial Cont ext and Motivati
Tattling, 0 | present qgualitative results frol
research, arguing that tattling in the preschool is a stratetyayathat takes place
against a background of ongoing, kewvel interpersonal conflict, and is highly
sensitive to social context. Through the analysis of phenomena such as -counter
tattling and threats of tattling, | explore hawh e r e p o r thehavpurhols peer s
different meanings for children and adults. In this chapter, | also consider cultural
differences between the two preschools studied, relating these to varying gender
differences in tattling considered across the two schools.

In Chapter SiExper i ment al S t BeldhvioeralRepofting @h i Il dr e
report the raslts of tworecall experiments, which aimed to test whether biases in
childrends behaviour al reporting found i
observed in a controlled @inonment. Reglts for the first experimentra related to
sociometric data from the observational study of children in the first preschool, who
served aghe participantdor the experiment. The second experiment extended a
similar paradigm to a slightlplder age group {4 years).Designs for further
studies in the same experimental program are also presented.

The cultural dimensions difehavioural reportin@rebriefly explored in Chapter
6, A RrossCultural Investigationof Tattling and Gossip ® analyze examples of
talk about peers by children from various culturalup®, recorded in twaonajor
corpora: CHILDES (the Child Language Data Exchange SystemhpHRAF (the
Human Relations Area Files) also discusscommon patterns in ethnographic
materal on gossip drawn from the latter databaBeis rather exploratory chapter is
mainly intended to lay the groundwork farore targeted crossultural researchn

the future
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Finally, in Chapter 71 outline an interactionisttheory of tattling agart ofa
distributeddevelopmental system involving child, peer and adult caregivaisol
offer some concluding remarks on the implicationsngfwork for the evolution of
cooperationandt he devel opment of <chi bdidiscasé s s oc

the limitations of the thesis and how these might be addressed in future research



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This review of |l iterature relevant to ¢
divided into fourmain sections, along with a briefethodologicalnote First, |

presenta theoretical argument for the importance of gossip (broadly conceptualised

as the reporting of thirgarty behaviourjo the evolution of cooperation in humans.

| set this argument in the context of earlier theoretical approaches to gossisean

it as a framework for the analysis of various empirical data about gossip, drawn from

both psychology and anthropologihe review of the literatur@ngossip in adults is

guite extensive, given that tshbehaiougi n f oc
but it S necessary because I am hypot
developmental precursor to gossip preparation for behaviour that will become
adaptively relevant later in lifeSecond,| note the potential contribution of
developmentalstudies to evolutionary psychology, and summarise the existing
developmentalliterature on gossip and tattling in childreNext, | summarize

research orsome of the psychologicabmpetences that are implicatedtattling,

including narrative skills, nmal judgement and theory of mind. | suggest that the

way in which these competences develop in children may lead to detectable biases in

t heir reporting of peerso6 behaviour. F
influence the social and culturabmtext of the preschool classroom, which was the

setting in which most of my research took place. The literature review concludes

with an explanation of why theise ofa mixture of methods was particularly

appropriate fothis research.



2. Literatue Review

2.1 Gossip: Theoretical and Empirical Approaches

In this thesis | am using the tempossipas a convenient shorthand fbee reporting

of a third partyos belmé&nghskg the terin doesacaryt her
connotations of triviality and informality (and perhaps adsslight connotation of

malice; see BeZ e 6 e v , 1994) , and these connotat.i
the agenda for research into gossidgthough | briefly explore some of these
connotations in Sectio2.1.2below,theydo notgreatlyconcern me herejince | am

using the research on gossip merely to provide an adult counterpart to my own and
othersd research on ephriylbehavoul.d sm maee or t i n
concerned with outlininghe different theoretical ath empirical approaches that
researchers from various disciplines have takethe¢cstudy of gossigvolutionary
psychologists have theorized that gossip plays an impadénin upholding social
norms;and cultural anthropologistbad earliedocumentedhe complex (and often
contradictory) processes by whitthis actually takes place incal social contexts

Also, dthough gossip is &ery informal social behaviour that does not lend itself

easily to experimental study, laandful of social psycholog&i often inspired,

recently, by evolutionary theori@shave examined gossielated behaviour in

controlled settings.

! There isalsoan etymological connectidme t we e n a danldt <t i d alg s t at t | i n
tattling was used in the 18th centare.g., by Swif® as a synonym fogossip(Webster's Revised

Unabridged Dictionary cited athttp://dictionary.reference.cdwrowse/tattleretrieved May 18,

2009).This usage survives in words likitle-tattle, andin the celebrity gossip and lifestyle

magazineTatler (founded in 1709; sdgtp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Taér, retrieved May 18, 2009)



http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/tattle
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tatler

2. Literatue Review

2.1.1 The Importance of Gossip for the Evolution of Cooperation

Themainreason why | am interested in gossip, and related forms of communication,
Is because | believe that they had a major influence on the evolution of cooperative
behaviour in humangkobin Dunbar (2004b; see also 1993, 1998, 12094a) has
elaborated a theory of the evolutionary significance of gossip baseithe dual
functionsof reinforcing intimacyand excluding social deviants. Dunbar argued that
informal chad of which gossip is his main examples analogous to the social
grooming of norhuman primates. The use of verbal rather than tactile grooming has
enabled humans to kvin much larger groups than other primates, for three main
reasons. Firstly, language allows a speaker to converse with an audience of multiple
individuals, making it more timefficient than ondo-one grooming. Secondly,
gossip allows people to keep @ontact with geographically dispersed networks of
kin members and friends, via mutual contacts. Thirdly, negative gossip encourages
intracgroup cooperatiofi which would otherwise become impossible to enforce as
groups grew larger by spreading informatimabout the behaviour of fre@ers and
other norm violators. According to Dunb@004b)

[Language] allows us to exchange information about other people, so

shortcircuiting the laborious process of finding out how they behave.

For monkeys and apes) #iis has to be done by direct observation. |

may never know that you are unreliable until | see you in action with

an ally, and that opportunity is likely to occur only rarely. But a

mutual acquaintance may be able to report on his or her experiences

of you, and so warn me against yoaspecially if they share a

common interest with me. Friends and relations will not want to see

their allies being exploited by other individuals, since a cost borne by
an ally is ultimately a cost borne by them tgm.79)

Instead of relying on direct observations of behaviour, that is, humans can learn

about othersd behaviour indirectly throui
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Dunbar (1999)also pointed out that the exchange of information about-free
riders is particularly importd in large groups, where interactions between any two
individuals tend to be less frequently repeated, limiting the scope for individuals to
use a strategy of direct reciprocity (Trivers, 1971) in determining the appropriate
response. He cited as eviderhe simulation studies of Enquist and Leimar (1993).
These authors found that in an iterated
partners, even a small amount of gossip was enough to nullify the benefits-to free
riders of high mobility (or large groulgs which otherwise made it easy for free
riders to find new victims whom they had not cheated before. Listening to gossip is
thus adaptive for individuals who live in large groups because it reduces the chances
of being exploited bynorm violators, while tnsmitting gossip may badaptive
because it reduces the chances of kin or allies being exploitedrny violators
(Dunbar, 1999).

As | and others have argued in more detail elsewhere (Ingram, Piazza, & Bering,
2009 see also Nowak & Sigmund, 2005; Piaz& Bering, 2008), the novel
possibilities offered by |l earning about
expanded the scope ioldirect reciprocityfor maintaining systems of cooperation in
human groups. Indirect reciprocity embodies the principl if you scratch my
back, someone else will scratch yo(hdéexander, 1987Nowak & Sigmund, 20056
That is, helping other individuals may be rewarded by third parties in the same
population, and not only by the direct recipients of the h&dgordindy, in Enquist
and Leimardéds (1993) studies, cooperators

cooperative partners in subsequent iterations, whereas the reputations of defectors

2 See Sommerfeld, Semmann, Krambeck, and Milinski (2007) for a recent experimental study with
similar results (discussed onJpof this thesis).
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preceded them and they were met mostly with defection. Linguistic tegtimon
Il ncreases the transparency of soci al i nt
thus the reliability of indirect reciprocity (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005).

Discussions of indirect reciprocity have often focused on the positive benefits of
prosocial behaour. It is important to remember that reciprocity can also be
negative, however (as with the-tar-t a t strategy in iterate:
games; Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981). In the context of indirect reciprocity, this means
t hat an i nmsdciahactiahs raly Begpunashed by a third party other than the
immediate victim. Since the punishers in such cases are providing a public good (in
the form of future deterrence of antisocial activitiesy @btentiaktost to themselves
(the risk of hostity from the initial perpetrators), this phenomenon is sometimes
referred to asiltruistic punishmen(Boyd, Gintis, Bowles, & Richerson, 2003; Fehr
& Fischbacher, 20G4 2004h. Models of cooperation based on altruistic punishment
and models based on ingct reciprocity are not mutually exclusjvelespite
arguments to the contrary (e.g., Richerson, Boyd, & Henrich, 2003, discussed by
Ingram et al., 2009).Both types of model rely upon language, because in human
societies those who punish a transgressiom not always (or even often) direct
witnesses to that transgression.

Some form of collectively sanctioned punishment for norm violators is probably
a human universal (Brown, 1991). And it seems plausible that most such
punishmentsi including those auaiinistered by the legal systems of complex

societiesi rely at least in part on the spread of information by withesses via

% But compare Panchanathan @uyd (2004) for aevisedmodel of the relationship between indirect
reciprocity and cooperation, in which agents overcome the sexded freerider problem througha
i s hunni n gfollectivelyavtthdalding aid from defectars

10
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language. Christopher Boehm (1987) found that in a tribal part of Montenegro,
where blood feuds wer e beginslby beicgexnaoged Ain
confidentially between people who are ve
eventually it falls into the hands of people who have little sense of obligation to keep
it quieto (p. 82, guot e.d0).lBgehns 1999 a000) & St
went on to argue that the use of language to spread information about aggressors led
to the evolution of human (huntgatherer) societies that were highly egalitarian
compared to the rigid hierarchies of chimpanzee societieso@s$e, gossip can be a
powerful social sanction in its own righteven among technologically advanced
groups of people, such as cattle ranchers in-28ttury California (Ellickson,
1991).

Similar points about the relationship between gossip, the pueisthof norm
violators, and the evolution of cooperation have been mad2akid Sloan Wilson
(D. S. Wilson, Wilczynski, Wells, and Weiser2000; see also Kniffin & Wilson,
2005). Wilson and his collaboratorgve analyzed gossipsing the evolutionary
framework ofgroup selection, arguing that people generally frown uporsselfing
gossip, but condone gossip that serves the interests of their social group (i.e., gossip
that helps spread useful, truthful information about the activities of norm violators)
This distinction between sedferving and grougerving gossipnay prove useful, but
in my view it is subsidiary to the distinctiometween judgemental gossip about
negative or antisocial behaviour, and fjodgemental (or approving) gossip about
neutralor positive activitiesMoreover,while | am sympathetic téthe concept of
group selectiod and especiallyto the dynamic concepion of multilevel cultural
groupselectionespoused by Richers@md Boyd (2005 | am not surehat group

selection is stricyl necessary for explaining how gossip might hawatributedto

11
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the evolution of cooperation in human groulstead,it is possible thathe use of
language to enforce social norms might have had important benefits at an individual
level through inclusie fitnes$ (as suggested by the quote from Duni2@04b.on p.
8 above) or indirect reciprocitypr some combination of the two

This theoretical discussioserves to illustratéhe vital role that niquely human
forms of communication have in mediating complex systems of cooperation.
Language increases the scope botpasitive indirect reciprocitytfie rewarding of
prosocial behaviour by thoseho did not witness it directly) and of altruistic
punshment the sanctioning of negative behaviour, again by those who did not
witness i). The kind of language that fulfils this roleshaften been labelleglossip
broadly definedas communication about absent third partiésllowing Dunbar,
2004b) This wage should be viewed as a convenient label, which does not
correspond exactly to the referencegossipas it is ordinarily used in EnglisBome
more nuanced definitions of gossip are briefly considered in the next section, which
reviews a range of appaches taken by negvolutonary psychologists t@ossip.|
then move on to consider the results of a wave of recent observational and
experimental studies of gossip thatve beennspired by some of the evolutionary

ideas outlined above.

2.1.2 Other Psychological Approaches to Gossip
Here | review some of the psychological approaches to gossip in adults, paying
particular attention to attempts that have been made finedthe term, and to

characterie the main participants in gossgnd the effects thajosgp has on these

* See Hamilton (1964).

12
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partici pant(0871983corgmaatsnon thes theoretical attention paid by
sociologists to gossip apply equally well to the attention paid by social
psychologists:

Gossip has remained, in large part, a typically marginal phenomenon

in the sociological literature. It has been acknowledged but has not

been able to attract concentrated attention. It is clearly possible that

this marginalization expresses the extent to which our social scientific

understanding of gossip determines itsigbscientific treatment. For

the cliché that there are more important things than gossip is a fixed
part of our everyday understanding ofgp. 6 7)

Surveying the postvar literature, itappearghat theoretical and empirical interest in
gossip has t&ded to come in fits and starts, with a peak perhaps in the 1970s. Early
work in social psychology often considered gossip in conjunction with the related
phenomenon ofumour (especially Allport & Postman, 1947; see also Rosnow &
Fine, 1976), which gendip speaking is a less personal type of communicétion

like news,more an element of cultutban a formof discourse Subsequentiyhe

notion of gossip as interpersonal discourse took centre stage. An early example of
this approach was Stirling (1956ater, several articles in an issue of theurnal of
Communication(1977) took upthe sametheme (especially Yerkovich, 1977).
Common features of much of this early work were uncertainty as to how best to
define gossip, and ambivalence over whether gossifpbaitive or negative effects.

This ambiguity is reflected in the etymology of the English wgodsip from its
original meaning as the sort of harmless chat that takes place bejodshs(an
archaic term meaning good friendse., the sort of peoplevho might serve as
godparent s for oneds children), t he W 0
connotations (Rysman, 19/ MHowever,thesenegative connotationare still much

more evident in the sense afjossip (i.e., a person who gossips excessivabn in

the sense of gossip as communication. An attempt to rehabilitate the concept of

13
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gossip as a positive activity which contributes to social bonding was made by several

authors in the volum&ood GossifGoodman& BenZ e 6 e v 1994; see

BenZzebev, 1994, de Sousa, 1994; Emler, 199.
Recently there has been increasing consensus around a broader, more neutral

definition of gossip agvaluative talk (positive or negative) about an absent third

party. This definition was first introduced by EderdaEnke (1991), and was picked

up by several contributors to a special issue ofRbegiew of General Psychology

(2004) on the psychology of gossip (e.g., Wert & Salovey, 20G4en that

evaluative process are implicated in gossip, much theoreticatl effsrexpended in

that issue on working out the ultimate function of the evaluation that takes place

Baumeister, Zhang and Vohs (2004) considered how gossip can function as a form

of cultural learning which serves as a store of knowledge about whatedrepo

those who violate soci al nor ms: ABy hear

may not have to endure costs to ourselves because we will have successfully avoided

making the mistake they madeo (p. 112) .

viewed gossip as a tool of social comparison, which is often motivated by envy,

jealousy, or resentment (see Suls, 1977, for an earlier applicatiéneacs t i nger 6 s

1954 social comparison theory to gossip). Expression of such emotions through

negative gossigpmay not be good for group morale, or for the interests of the

power ful. Wert and Salovey (2004, p . 128

ferocity of several centurieso attack |

probably reflects justifiable anxietyf the dominant about the aggressive impulses of

the submissived (p. 30).

® See Yerkovch (1977) for a similar approach.

14
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It seems then that certain kinds of gossip may have positive effects for a social
group, and other kinds may have negative effects. Turner, Mazur, Wendel and
Winslow (2003) investigad how either positive or negative comments about a third
party affected experiment al participants
trustworthiness, and credibility. Oddly, they found that whatever the valence of
gossip, judgements made abousgjpers were more negative (along all three axes)
than judgements made about members of a control group who did not gossip. Taken
at face value, these results would seem
contention that faglolsysispu s pse ccton sh yd emoesdt npoe
and her ceauthors themselves acknowledge, the effect may be due at least in part to
the artificiality of the experimental si
comments (which concerned the expemnieer 6 s suitability for |
Even if that is the case, however, their results undeHme gossip is subject to
strict pragmaticrules gossiping out of turn can have serious social consequences.

Considered in historical perspectitben, psychological research on gossias
been rather disparateand unsystematic, influenced no doubt by the slippery,
ambiguous and seemingly trivial nature of its subject matter. Although psychologists
(and others) have found it hard to agree on a definitfagossip, one thing that does
seem clear is that gossip may have either positive or negative effects. It can increase
solidarity between those who gossip, while damaging the reputations of those who
are gossiped about.

Gossipbs ambi v aémphasizes nhatr i is a £amaléxusscial
phenomenon which serves a variety of functions. Eric FA&@04, drawing on
Stirling, 1956) provided a useful analysis of these functions, arguing that gossip may

be used to spread useful information, to reinfor@nélship and intimacy, to exclude

15
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outsiders or social deviants, or simply to provide entertainment. It is worthwhile to
consider these functions in the light of evolutionary theory, and in particular, to try

to work out whether they are proximate or ulite functions (Bjorklund &

Pellegrini, 2000; Mayr, 1993). In other words, do they describe ways in which
gossiping is of adaptive value to individuals (or groups), or do they merely represent
Common motivations for gossi pip, nhgt?of Fost e
spreading wuseful i nfor mati on, correspond
of gossip as cultural learning. This kind of gossip is clearly adaptive; but saying that
leaves unanswered the questiohwhy such useful information is spreadore

effectively in the form of social narratives rather than bare statements of fact. The
fourth function, that of providing entertainment, is pretty clearly a proximate
function of gossip: for entertainment presumably has no intrinsic adaptive vatue, bu
rather we humans are designed by natural selection to take pleasure in gossip
because it has other adaptive consequenths. remaining two functions, of
reinforcing friendship and excluding social deviants, correspprite well to the

two ultimate functions of gossipdiscussed by Dunbar (2004b): social bonding, and
spreading information about norm violators (se8 above).

A developmental perspective may prove useful in disentangling the complex
motivations that underpin he r eporting of other group
motivations may predominate at earlier ages, while others arise later, in response to
both cognitive development and involvement in more complex social environments.
Participant observation can be ancex| | ent t ool for uncove
motivations; and accordingly, t he moti va
are considered in ChapterHowever, it is also possible to test empirical hypotheses

about the prevalence of various kinds o$gjp that do not rely on a consideration of

16
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the gossiperds motivation. Such hypothes

the observational research reported in Chapter 3

2.1.3 Empirical Studies of Gossip in Adults

One attractive feature of evolutionapgychology as &heoretical frameworks its
claimedproductivity in the generation and testing of hypotheses (Cosmides, Tooby,
& Barkow, 1992). This has certainly been the case for research into the evolutionary
psychology of gossiplheoretical interesh gossip was sparked®yunbar 6 s (199
anal ogy between gossip and grooming, E ml
Afisocial adaptation, 0 and Barthaasd@aenfgrl 99 2)
social status. Since theam abundancef empiical research has attempted to answer
various evolutionarily inspired questions concerning the content and practice of
gossip.

One of the most obvious questions about gossip concerns justiangey a
proportion of conversation it makes.upgossip is ® have played an important role
in the evolution of language, geems likely that it woulde a fairly common
|l i nguistic behaviour. I n one of the few
natural conversational behaviour, Dunbar, Marriottnd Duncan (1997)
eavesdropped on conversations in a variety of locations, including university
cafeterias, bars, and train carriages. They found that aradwod thirds of
conversation time, on average, was devoted to socially relevant topics (personal
relationdips and personal experiences). However, this figure included conversations
about the speakerés own relationships an:
more usually thought of as concerning thirarty relationships and experiences.

Third-party iformation did account for abowine thirdof all social conversation

17
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time in Dunbar and his col lpety pformai@én st udy
was more commonly discussed. Nevertheless, -frartly gossip was plainly a
substantiatomponenof peo p | eriversatios, at least in these contexts

Another important question to aslgiven the stereotype of gossip as a negative
activity, and its postulated role in cheater deteéi@ whether gossip is
predominantly negative in valence. In Dunbar dnslcowor ker s6 sampl e
answer was learly no: on average only 4.1% of social conversation time (less than
3% of total conversation time) was taken up by critical comments on third parties
(1997, p. 240). Kniffin and Wilson (2005, pp. 2@B2) argud that the lack of
negative gossip ithoseresults may have been partly because the gossipers observed
in that study were wary of eavesdropping in public settings like university cafeterias,
and partly because the gossipers did not necessarily share a cdaenfmeaning
that it was less critical for them to derogate absentritk®'s).By contrast, intheir
own quantitative study of c¢crew member so
rowing practiceKniffin and Wilson foundthah s much asr 86 na&8% béal R
was negative, and that negative comments made up 63.0% of personal talk during
one semester in which a (2085 pp.2&28F)0 was pr

However, me mi ght t ur n Konticiénfon its head loy argving s o n 6 s
that the population they were studyiiga rowing team competing against other
team® was one in which the need for group cohesion was unusually strong.
Furthermore, the specific situation in which they were recording conversatibas
journey to and from rowingpractic was one in which evaluation of crew

member sé6 performances might be expected

® This construct corresponds quite well to the #fAsc

18
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in other social situations. It is also noteworthy that the proportion of negative
comments fell drastically for the two out of tereemesters when the slacker was not
present: the presence of a slacker might have been very atypical in itself. Dunbar and
his <col | eagu essobconfetsations jn cafés, nppbs @nd trains seem
intuitively likely to reflect both more typical sodissituations, and a more
representative distribution of conversational toplcibition of gossip due to the
risk of eavesdropping does not seem to
study, because restaurants and bars are-kmeWn settings for mpvate
conversations: their open layout and general noisiness make it easy to see who might
be listening, and difficult for anyone except people at closely adjoining tables to
follow the whole thread of anoprdbabe t abl e
that negative gossip may not be as common as Kniffin and Wilson (2005) believe
On the other handhis does not necessarily falsify the hypothesis that gossip

evolved partly as a means of cheater detecAsrDunbar (2004aput it:

Although, in ourstudies of freely forming conversations, we found

that gossip of this censorious type was relatively rare, it may

nonetheless be that the handful of cases involving this kind of

behaviar are disproportionately important in terms of their

consequences far he r ec i pi e nitl exploitadidniinithet y t o av
future. (p. 107)

In other words, the adaptive benefits of reporting norm violations may cause
individuals to be disproportionately sensitive to them. Negative gossip may still be
important, but as Wertra Salovey (2004) argued, its deployment may be restricted

to certain atypical (but socially critical) contexts, such as the sports team context
studied by Kniffin and Wilson (2005). According to Wert and Salovey (2004):
AGossip may turmea whpeaecioalel yornemoarted vé so

motive® selfevaluation, seimprovement, selenhancement, and establishment of

19
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a social identtg§ become especially urgent for the
three of these social comparison motives, at lesd {n many cases the fourth as
well), are clearly present in most sports teams.

As well as having a reputation for negativity, gossip has acquired another
negative stereotype, that of unreliability (Emler, 1994).k e t he quest i on
negativity , the question of gossipos reliabi
evolutionary perspective. If gossip is to promote systems of cooperation, it ought to
be reliable: either it should be mostly trustworthy, or it should be easy to distinguish
betwea trustworthy and untrustworthy gossip. However, the question of reliability
is harder to address through naturalistic research than the question of negativity,
because researchers cannot rely only on what people are saying: they also need to
know the fac$ of the mattér and where gossip is concerned, the facts of the matter
are notoriously obscureProbably for this reason, | know of no quantitative research
that has systematically examined the reliability of gossip. However, there is some
recent researchagain inspired by evolutionary theory, which approaches the
problem of reliability from the point of view of the gossip receiver. Hess and Hagen
(2006) investigated the possibility that humans have reliable cognitive mechanisms
for distinguishing betweetruthful and deceptive gossip. In a series of experiments
using social psychological methods, they found that participants were more likely to
believe gossip if it came from multiple sourcest less likely to believe negative
gossip if the source was rmeone who was in competition with the subject of the

gossip. Their results suggest that people may be equipped with cognitive heuristics

"It gets worse: gossip is an inherently valagen exercise (Wert & Salovey, 2004): but where value
judgements are coneerd, of course there often is no objective fact of the matter. In assessing the
reliability of a comment | i ke fiHe is such a sl ut
hoped for would be an assessment of whether the speaker honestly medre whsisaying.

20
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for labelling gossip as either reliable or untrustworthy. Such heuristics would be very
useful for ensuring that the fefient detection of firsbrder norm violators via
gossip, is not undermined by secemdlernorm violators who seek to deceive other
individuals about the activities of third parties.
Evolutionary psychology has also played its part in discoveriegkihds of
people and activities that people like to gossip about. McAndrew and Milenkovic
(2002; see also McAndrew, Bell, & Garcia, 2007) found that their participants
preferred gossip that concerned individuals of the same gender and age group as
themseles, as measured both by their interest in real tabloid stories about
celebrities, and their interestdimand seHlreported likelihood of disseminatidg
hypothetical vignettes about various categories of people (relatives, friends,
strangers, etc.). Theymtr pr et ed t hese results in term
enhancement relative to saisex peer group members who typicadbrve as allies
or competitorqor both. Privileged information about peers, in the form of gossip,
can be used either to under ne t he status of rival s,
reputation by proxy. Hence, participant s
study were more interested in transmitting negative information aboutstatyis
individuals, but positive information aboutignds, whose transgressions might
reflect badly on the self. In a followp study, McAndrevand his colleague®007)
found that both sexes were also selective in the people to whom they would
potentially transmit gossip, with men being particularly warf revealing
information to anyoe except romantic partners. This suggestedthem that
privileged information mighbe important in the sexual selection of males.
McAndrew and his teanalso looked at the content of gossip, finding interesting

patternsm the sorts of gossip that people were interested in depending on the status
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of the relationship between the respondent and the gossip target. For instance, their
undergraduate participants generally said they were more interested in gossip about
friends tan relatives, but found their relatives more interesting when the topic of the
gossip was a large inheritance or a fatal ilinégEAndrew et al., 2007) As
mentioned, in their first experiment McAndrew and Milenkovic (2002) used
celebrity gossip storieBom tabloid newspapers, and found some support for their
hypothesis (inspired by Barkow, 1992) that celebrities are treated asthigs
Apar asoci al 0 hatcigy peapienmagine chatthey adually know
celebrities, and do not draw much oflistinction between gossip about celebrities
and gossip aboutheir actual (highstatus) frieds and acquaintanc&<Certainly,
negative gossip about celebrities is particularly prized, just as McAndrew and
Milenkovic (2002) found to be the case for hightus realife acquaintances. But
even very mundane information@li celebrities can be valuaBles the popularity
oficel ebr i tmagadinesflilkdelto gantentes to demonstratean line with
the idea that it is culturally adaptive for humansitdliscriminatdy copy the
behaviour of higkstatus role models (see Henrich &-®@ithite, 2001).
In contrast, nostelebrities have to do something sensational to get into the

newspaprs.BerZ e 6 ev (19 9 4hjs iddaquitereaty: at e d

Whereas we are ually interested in the ordinary, everyday activities

of famous people, we are characteristically interested in the

nonordinary activities of ordinary people. Moreover, the more remote

an ordinary person is from us, the more unusual their activity must be
in order to be of interest to up. 17)

An interest in the unusual activities of strangers also lends itself to evolutionary

interpretation. Davis and McLeod (2003) found that the content of most sensational

8 See de Backer, Nelissen, Vyncke, Braeckman, and McAndrew (2007), and Piazza, Ingram, and
Barkow (2009), for further developments of this idea.
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news stories, across various countries antbihigsl periods, corresponded to major
preoccupations of evolutionary psychology (such as cheater detection, altruism, and
the treatment of offspring). WhilBa vi s a n dcomdeptioa ofdhé sorts of
themes that natural selection might have designéd b sensitive to is quite broad,
their research is yet another indication that humans are equipped by evolution with
cognitive mechanisms for handling strategic social information about other group
members.

Given that humans are designed to live in arlav filled with gossip, an
important question to ask is how exposure to gossip affects behaviour. Two recent
experimental studies have substantiated the simulation studies of Enquist and Leimar
(1993), which originally suggested that gossip could helgupport systems of
cooperation among mobile organisms. Sommerfeld, Krambeck, Semraadn
Milinski (2007) conducted indirect reciprocity games in which participants were
asked to write short assessments of other players based on their allocation decisions,
in addition to choosing whether to donate money to other players themselves. In later
rounds, this gossip was given to other players before they made their own decisions.
It was found that for almost half of participants, gossip about an individual had a
decisive effect in determining whether or not that individual was given any money,
even in cases where the donor already imdctaccess t o t he reci
behaviour. The discussion of this striking result is worth quoting in full:

This finding suggsts that humans are used to basing their decisions
on gossip, rumors, or other spoken information. Such a strategy could
be successful in an environment where ample gossip/information
focusing on friends or other people known to the individual is
availabe and where direct observation is potentially less common
than indirect information about others. In such a world, individuals
gather a lot of information indirectly by gossip from different sources.

The resulting picture of any person with whom the irdimal is in
social contact would be much more refined than the picture based on
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the small amount of direct observation of these ped¢flemmerfeld
et al., 2007, p. 17438)

If this interpretation is correct, then an individual should be sensitive not only to
direct observation of antisocial behaviour, but also to whether such observations are
likely to be passed on to others who are linked to the individual by social ties. This
was exactly what was found by Piazza and Bering (2008) using an anonymous
dictator game: participants donated significantly more money when told that the
recipient would disclose the value of the donation to a confederate to whom the
donor had just given identifying information, compared to when a confederate had
not been given the idé&fying information. Awareness of the effect of gossip on
reputation thus seems to be a deter mini
strangers, and perhaps, extrapolating from this, in their moral behaviour more
generally.

The empirical studies dissged in this section present a very complex picture of
the human competence for producing and understanding gossip. This is fitting, given
that gossip itself is such a complex and nuanced form of communication. The
briefness of my discussiondoesnotrgalld o j ust i ce t o the comp
findings; but nevertheless, for the purposes of my thesis, four main conclusions can
be drawn. Firstly, gossip broadlydefined is not overwhelmingly negative, despite
the stereotype (see articles in GoodmaBé&nzZ e 6 e v , 1994) ; but ne
may predominate in certain situatiprend especially in competitive situations
Secondly, humans are adept at assessing the reliability of gossip, which suggests that
the accuracy of the information conveyed by gossipmportant to those who
receive it. Thirdly, gossip about higitatus individuals seems to be particularly

prevalent. Finall§ in apparent confirmatiof the links between gossip, indirect
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reciprocity and altruistic punishment that were postulateSention 2.1.180 gossip
about individuals tends to influencewa the gossip recipients behawsvards them,
while the threat of being gossiped about also influences how gossip targets behave.

Much of this literature contributed tomy research design, especially fihre
behaviour al ecological ssetwut in Cloapter:&$li | dr en
describe in more detail in Secti@il, it helped me toréime predictions regarding
the frequency, negaity, reliability, content andsocial contextof this form of
communication. The effects ofthiwlar t y reporting on childr
a part ofmy current researclprogram but would make a rewarding topic for

experimental study in the future

2.1.4 The Anthropology of Gossip
It would be @ enormous taskar beyond the scope of this thesis, to catalogue all the
ethnographies thahcorporatesome discussion of the concept of gossip (at least in
passing). Early ethnographies tlwintainvery extense discussion of the role of
gossip or rumour in a particular social gréuand that were cited by Gluckman
(1963) in his influential functionalist analysis of gos$simclude those by
Herskovits Herskovits & Herskovits,1964 Herskovits, 1975) on peasants
Trinidad and Haiti, respectivelyKluckhohn (1974) on the Nawajlndians; West
(1945) on rural life in Midwestern America; Colson (1953), who studied the Makah
Indians of the Pacific Northwest; and Frankenberg (1957), who conducted research
in a Welshindustrial village. Since 1963, selected bdekgth ethnographies which
contain noteworthy treatments of gossip include those by Campbell (1964), on
Sarakatsani sheplis in Greece; Haviland (197)/bon the Tzoti# Indian

community of Zinacantain Mexicg Boehm (1987), who analyzed blood feuds in
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Montenegro; Gilmore (1987), on smé#diwn life in Andalusia; Acheson (1988), on
lobsterfishing communities in Maine; Ellickson (1991), who studied informal
systems of social control among cattéachers in Cafornia; Brison (1992) on
gossip and village politics in Papua New Guinea; Mintz (1997), arradyzed the
role of gossip in carnival traditions in Cadiz, Spaind White (2000), on rumours of
supernatural assault by white colonials on black Africanhile this list is clearly
not enough to demonstrate that gossip is a human universal (especially since many of
the aforementioned ethnographies happen to have been set in a European or North
American context), it does show that gossip takes place in an shywesnge of
social settings, and has been considered an important phenomenon by many
anthropologists. Indeed, anthropology has sometimes beendee d as t he A sc
gossip (W. G. McFarlane, pers. commWhile I think this is completely unfair as
an assessment of anthropol ogy &@sespecaliyt r i but
since it overlooks the real importance of gossip in the maintenance of socid@ order
it does reflect the methodological fact that ethnographers have often relied on gossip
in composing their portraits of everyday life in various communities (cf. Bergmann,
19871993, pp. 917, for arathermoremeasured assessmeifithis process).

Anthropologists themselves habeen quiteaware of their reliance on gossip.
This awarenesbasled to theoretical musings on the natarel functionof gossip,
which reached their peak in the 1960s and 19%8sn many articles were published

on the subject (Abrahams, 1970; Bleek, 1976; Cox, 1970; Epstein, 1969; Faris,

Foxds (2005) treatment of gossip iwlass$)BEglishbook on
behaviour is very popular in style, and rather torigueheek in tone, but also well worth reading.

19 Note however that the only reference to this phrase in print, that | could find, claimed that it had
been applied tsociology(Hollis, 1980, p. 28).

26



2. Literatue Review

1966; Gluckman, 1963; Handelmah973; Hannerz, 1967 Paine, 1967; Szwed,
1966;P. J.Wilson, 1974)*! The spark for this theoretical interest was a skabwn
debate between Max Gluckman (1961368) and his faner student, Robert Paine
(1967,1968). In an article thawasvery influental, even though it was quite light
hearted in tone, Gluckman articulated a classic functionalist positgsertinghat
gossip has an important role in maintaining group cohesion:

Clearly [gossip and scandal] maintain the unity, morals and values of

sodal groups. Beyond this, they enable these groups to control the

competing cliques and aspiring individuals of which all groups are

composed. And finally, they make possible the selection of leaders
without embarrassmentl 963, p. 308)

Thus te groupsening functions of gossip, according to Gluckman, are threefold.

First, gos® helps to uphold social normgartly because the fear of negative gossip

may deter individuals from violating norms, and also because evaluative talk about
norms helpstoreinfoc i ndi vi dual s sense that they
share these norms. Here Gluckman anticipated recent interest in the role of gossip in
punishing norm violatoréseeSection2.1.1above), although he saw negativessjp

more as a punishment in itself than as a mediator of more concrete forms of
punishment. Second, gossip is a kind of covert aggression, fought out behind the
scenes, Aso that many villager s, who ar
maintain the sow o f har mony and friendsThda po (G
importance of this point will be clarified later in this thesis (Secfidhl), when |

review the developmental literatuom the use of gossip fandirect, relatimal and

social aggression. A third pointhich has not so often been direqtigked up orby

other writers, is that gossip can help with the process of selecting a leader, because it

" These articles and others, as well as several of the ethnographies mentioned above, were very
usefully summarized by McFarlane (1978).
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Afenables a group to evaluat eleapersbip bned f or
their moral character, without ever confronting them to their faces with failures in
any s p huekmand1963,G813). A separate but related point was made by

Suls (1977), who argued that explicit comparison with those higher in siatld

be embarrassing for those who made the comparison, and therefore that such
comparison was more likely to be done indirectly, via go¥sip.

I n his critique of Gluckmanés article,
second of these putative fuimis of gossip the use of gossip as concealed
aggression He <c¢cl aimed that Gluckmandés ar gume.\
the one hand, gossip is recognized as promoting unity in the sense of impressing the
fact of common membership; on the othersisupposed that gossip can destroy the
unity which is, anyway, now rgber (®&di ne,
1967, pp. 270280; compardit he show of har moasecoadnd fr i
guotation from Gluckman abovefpccording to Paine, gogsiis better seen as a
competitive activity practised for the benefit of individuals rather than groups:

It is the individual and not the community that gossips. What he

gossips about are his own and othersbo
the values oflie community. (1967, pp. 28281)

However, Gluckmandés (1968) reply did a ¢
key point he made waghat gossip is a form oihdirect aggression(as in the
developmental literature reviewed in the next sectittnjoestherefore make sense

to suppose that the expression of aggressive impulses between individuals can help

to hold a society together, because these aggressive impulses are not expressed

“2There are also resonances here with the work of
compari sonossnog, veandowi tglo McAndrew and his coll al
propensity to gossip about celebrities and other-btgtus individuals (reviewed in the previous

section).

28



2. Literatue Review

openly, but are restrained and controlled within the-balend culturd activity of
g 0 s s inpe:gossipSs a sociak well asan individual phenomenon, it has birit
restraints and sanct i enplsasis i o@dinalc Everatime, 196
pretenceof amitymay have real effects. aitBverif prete
people are at loggerheads: for the pretence keeps a group functioning on occasions as
a group with an internal order and some
(ibid.). Gossip may be aggressive behaviour that serves the interests wiualsiy
but the rules by which that behaviour is governed, and which prescribe its
indirectness, are cultural rules that are imposed by the group as a whole, and that
ser ve t leadlectyaintenesisd s

The debate between Gluckman and Paine left i@rkmon subsequent
anthropological treatments of gossip, which often attempted to present gossip as both
an individual and a collective activity. For instance, in an approach that had
similarities to Baumeister et |leatn.nbg, o 20C
John Beard Haviland (197ybargued that gossip, among the T#espeaking
Indians of Zinacanta in Mexico, often focused on normative rules, helping to
reinforce in the gossipersé minds the co
frequency analysis, he found that gossip was dominated by subjects such as drunken
(mis)behaviour, ®raordinary wealth or poverfy fallings-out between kinsfolk,
judicial punishment, divorce, and illicit sexual relations. Thus his work s¢éem
support thedea that gossip is concerned with the reinforcement of group norms; but
Haviland also emphasised (espédlgian a separate article, 197)7tnat gossip may be

instrumental in furthering individual or factional ends. He acknowledged that this

13 Relative wealth is very much a normative matter in sisedle societiesvhich typically have a
strong norm of equality.
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competitivege si p iIis a form of aggression: N Bad
violate personal space, and their heated exchange leads to colder but harder legal and
social repercussiodst ear i ng apart kin, fr,le7/daps, and
187). Amoree xt ended analysis of gossip as #fco
David Gilmore (1987, ch. 4) iastudy of smalkown life in southern Spain. Gilmore

argued that anthropologists had tended to -evephasize the social effects of

gossip, rather than thenetions and motivations of the individuals concefhexd if

they were afraid to admit that malicious gossip sometimes takes place out of sheer
spite (cf. Stewart & Strathern, 2004, pp. RRO1).

Like Gluckman (1963), Gilmorg¢1987) drew an interesting pallel between
gossip and witchcraft: AThe subject o f
witchcraft: he or she sickens and suffer
68). In a grounébreaking book, Pamela Stewart and Andrew Strathern (2004)
systanatically explored the ofhoted (but littleanalyzed) connections between
witchcraft, sorcery, gossip, and rumour .
i mportant part in the overal!l processes
& Strathern,2004, p. 194). In societies where witchcraft is seen as a essal
dangerously countarormativé® behaviour, the activities of witches may form a
frequent topic of gossip (as was demonstratedtigy quantitative sampling of
Haviland 19778. Witchcraft acceations like negative gossip in generahay be
motivatedeitherby a gnuine fear of the accused distaste for their behaviour, or
by a strategic attempt to damage their reputétiarnetherout of envy, spite or
ambition Any or all of these motives mago-exist, of course.

At another levelhowever,gossip itselfcanact in an oddly similar way to the

ways in which witchcraft and sorcery are imagined to act, due to the ability of the
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gossip author to strike anonymtyofshey and
writer [of an unsigned letter in a professional context, containing accusations of
wrongdoing against a colleague] gives the person the character of a sorcerer, whose
harmful actions are openly seen but who hides from taking responsibility fornh 6
(Stewart & Strathern, 2004, p. 56). Moreover, negative gossip increases (and
witchcraft is believed to increase) in social and historical contexts that are
characterized by high degrees of tension and ambiguity. It is tempting to speculate
that the far of witchcraft and sorcedyso widespread in agrarian societies at a
certain level of political integratignis an image of the fear of malicious,
anonymous gossip, refracted through the lens of belief in supernatural agents.
Stewart and Strathern themsedvdid not push their argument quite so far, but they
did conclude their book with an analysis of gossip as a highly ambiguous behaviour,
oriented either towards a pole of soci a
di sruptiono. T hsedwhane paes ard ideoldgisallyimerged, @asa
in the activititfeisndefr s Abr iwhan pirwiatchhh soci
providing an outlet for their own and ot |
Rumor and gossip both flourish in ambiguous social exist and
contribute further to such ambiguity, serving both selfish and
collective interests. Through rumor, as through other forms of social

communication, conflict and cohesion coexist, fueling the constant
principle of struggle in life(Stewart & Stratern, 2004, p. 202)

This brief summaryof the extensiveanthropological literature on gosdgads to
several conclusionsthat are relevant to my thesig-irstly, gossip has been
investigated in a wide range of human societies. There are ndnesilin counter
examples of societies where gossip is almost absent, so it seems reasonable to
conclude that indulging in informal conversations about the activities of absent

group members is probably a human universal. Secondly, gossip has a highly
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ambivalent moralalue being associated on the one hand with the promotion of
group solidarity, but on the other with the exercise of individual aggressive impulses
While gossipis clearly a ubiquitous behaviour, it is also feared and despised in many
societies, and assiated with lowstatus sugroups (especially women). Thirdly,
ant hropologists have tendeddonisrole@asams on
instrument of covert aggression and social competition, rather than its more innocent
role of simply spreadqg information about who is doing what with whom.

There are a number of interesting points of contact between the anthropology of
gossip and th work discussed earlier in thigerature review I showed inSection
2.1.2 abovethat Englishspeaking psychologists and philosophers have tended to
conceptualize gossip activity as a morally dubious and potentially damaging activity
(BenZ e 6 e v ,. Sidc® Sndilar concerns have been reported fromEmglish
speaking societies, ieems that they are categorically associated with the behaviour
of speaking informally about the activities of absent others., theyare not just an
arbitrary semantic property of the English wagdssip The encapsulation of this
ambivalencen the Glu&manPaine debatan terms of the differences between the
groupserving and sel$erving functions of gossipas been theoretically productive.
D. S.Wilson and colleague$2000) referred tahis debate whe arguing that self
serving gossip is sociallyedogated, for evolutionary reasons, whereas gsauping
gossip is tolerated or even encouraged. This leads to the important question of how
people learn to distinguish between sadfving and grougerving gossip from
others, and how they learn to inhilbhe (presumed) tendency to propagate-self
serving gossip themselves. In answering this question, a developmental perspective

comes into its own.
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22 Chil drends TaltlParty®8éhaviour Thi r d

| agree with Bjorklund and Pellegrini (2002002 that a develpmental perspective

is vital for a better understanding of teeolved psychology of a sledeveloping
species such as humareir approachwas inspiredoy the growing influence of
developmental systems theory on evolutionary biology: according to hbdy,
developmental biases place important constraints on the evolution of complexity and
diversity in all organisms (Brakefield, 2006; Lickliter & Honeycutt, 2008).
consideration of whether particular psychological dispositions or biases are
ontogenett adaptations (i.e., have adaptive value for an individual at that point in
their lifespan), odeferredadaptations (i.e., serve as preparations for behaviour that
will have adaptive value later in the lifespan) can lead to different interpretations of
chhl drendéds and adultsd behaviou(see alsand ge
Hernandez Blasi & Bjorklund, 2003Mere, | make the preliminary hypothesis that
tattling in children is a deferred adaptation that prepares children for the role of
gossip in detrring norm violations in adult life.

Furthermoreevolutionary theory can contribute to developmental psychology by
providinghaorfiyntet af child development, c
research that have tended to be analyzed within isolatdifidre (Bjorklund &

Pellegrini, 2000 p. 1703. In this way, a evolutionary study
behavioural reportingmight help to integrate work olanguage development with

work onsocial cognition, moral psychology and theory of mind (see Se2t®n

2.2.1 The Development of Gossip in Children

Unfortunately, the devel opment of childr

to trace, especially at younger agésere isa considerablditerature on gossip
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among adolescés (e.g., Bamberg, 200€ameron, 1997Eder & Enke, 1991Fine,
1986, which has emphasized the prevalence of evaluative talk about giebis
pivotal developmental stag8imilar patterns of evaluative talk are common among
pre-adolescents (Fine, 1977987; M.H. Goodwin, 19902005; Kuttler, Parker, &
La Greca, 2002)Evaluative talkby peers is likely tde importantin the formation
of individual reputations and identities as children move closer to adult{zeed
Krebs, 2005)

Several groups okssearchers have considered evaluative talk in these age groups
in terms of the theoretical constructsindirect, relational andsocial aggressionin
a review, Archer and Coyne (2005) argued that these three constructs tap into
essentially the same sart social behaviaor: all three involve using other members
of the group to fnAget ato the target of |
harm. For example, Crick and Grotpeter (1995, p. 711) defined indirect aggression
as Ahar mi ng ot kedul manigulationo and) Hamageu of gheir peer
relationshipso (p. 711) . Similarly, soci
group acceptance through alienation, ost
Cairns, Neckerman, Fguson, & Gariépy, 198%. 323,quoted by Archer & Coyne,
2005, p. 217). Since these sorts of aggression involve the manipulation gfartyd
relationshipd get t i ng ot her people to do the pe
cased they naturally tend tobe covert,representingii a alternative aggressive
strategy used for individual or situational reasons when the costs of direct
confrontation are higho (Archer & Coyne,
Bjorkqvist, and Peltonen (1988), who systematized the study o&atdggression
I n ¢ hi hedfearine of indirect aggression is that the aggressor may remain

unidentified, thereby avoiding both counterattack from the target and disapproval by
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ot her so ( pare cdnimbnalitiebdivieenrthds kind of aggression aru t
sort of indirect retaliation that is involved in altruistic punishmasitmediated by
linguistic reporting as discussed in Sectidhl.1 above (see especially Boehm,
1999)

Indirect aggressioand related activitieare canmon in middle childhood, pre
addescence, and early adolescerg this pointchildren have developed the social
intelligencerequiredto use such a strategy effectively, but the formation of their
reputations is still at an early stage, and therefoey thave much to gain by
mani pulating othersd reputations and muc
age groups, gossip is one of the items most frequently used when determining the
frequency of indirect aggression (and related constructs).

Howewer, few observers of any theoretical persuasion have recorded gossip
among children younger than 9 years of age. Fine (1977) claimed that children as
young as 3 can gossip, but admitted that early forms of talk about peers are rarely
covert: i Danedce betean ¢ha sociadl structure of adult gossip and that
of children is that adult gossip is virtually always about-pogsent others, whereas
children often gossilB3; df. M. Ef Smthi932,ddr ant he t &
early study of youngg hi | drends overt criticism of o
section on defining gossip and tattling, the absence of the gossip target is crucial to
most (even broad) definitions of gossip. Furthermore, although Fine (1987)
published very useful researom preadolescent gossip, the evidence provided for
his assertion that prescheade children can gossip rested solely on his own
unpublished observations and a personal communication from a developmental
psychologist, Elizabeth Nolan (cited by Fine, 197,181). It is possible to find

other researchers who put a different spin on the matter: for example, Mettetal (1983,
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p. 719) cited a personal communication from J. M. Gottman to the effect that-gossip
like discussions between preschoolers were not comifibis may well reflect
definitional differences: | suspect that Fine and Nolan may have been thinking of
tattling (and similar verbal behaviougs a form of gossip, whereas Mettetal and
Gottman may not have been including it in that category.

Gwendolyn Met t et al 6 s own (1983) study was
guantitative, naturalistic research on c
the natural conversations of dyads of girls agéd, @1 12, and 1617, she found
that the frequency of gossip neased dramatically between the youngest and middle
age groups, remaining at a similar level in the oldest o utpeemdithat children
begin to gossip some time between the ages of 7 and 11, and by late childhood about
onethird of their conversationemos i st s of gossipo (Mettetal
longitudinal pattern, for younger age groups, was found by Engel and Li (2004), who
asked three groups of child@raged 4, 7 and 0to tell stories about their friends

in semistructured interviews. Thiength, descriptiveness and evaluative content of

the stories all increased significantly
stories were far | ess informative than t
Li s natur al i amtape reaotdings ofvcanversations in fa daycare

centre that 4yearol d chi l dren very rarely tell st

surprisingly difficult to catch the chil
|l iterature onoy®iumgi £hpt dbablbbg because t
such a complex social activity.

Presumably because of the elusiveness o
indirect aggression and related constrd@se not tened to look for examples of

gossipwhen studying this age group. For example, in using teacher questionnaires to
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study relational aggression in the preschool, Crick, CasasMosher (1997) did not
attempt to code for gossiping per se, bu
toplay with or be a childdéds friendodo and 0
behaviarrs might be motivated by similar sentiments to negative gossip, but they do

not contain the infor mat urthat s characenmsticefnt ab
both gossip and tattingi nce tattling is the ramportin,
to an authority figure, such as a teacher or parent, often with the motivation of
punishing the other child, it appears to belassicexample of indirect aggression.
Unfortunately, tattling seems to have been ignored or overlooked by researchers in

the fields of indirect, relational and social aggression, perhaps because it usually

involves using an adult, rather than another member of the peer group, to punish a

peet

2.2.2 Previous Studies of Tattling
Tattling is defined by one dictiondyas: fTo tell tales; to ¢
be a talebearer; as, a tattling girl. o |

carries connotations of triviality and possibly alsf malicious intent. For the

purposes of this thesis, however, | define tattling more broadiieaseporting by

children ofanother child s negati ve behauvThi®owas howd a t h
operationalizedattling in the observationalesearchdescibed in Chapter 3lt also
provides a counterpart in terms of <chilc
gossipgiven on p.7. Such a definition demarcates a vavide semantic field, of

which tattling is just one patch. énsures thatery few false negativeare left out of

14 Webster's Revised Unabridged DictionaRetrieved May 19, 2009, from
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/tattle
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the datajput it might also let insomefalse positives that others might not want to

label as tattlingMoreover, the use of the phrasegative behaviouis deliberately

vague. Other researchers (ryaFriman et al., 2004 have prefered the term

Apr oscr i beHbutlthad faund tleauchildren often report behaviour which

they do not like but which is not technically proscribed by an authority figure, and |

do not wish to describe such repoas mistaken or misfiring tattling. For present
purposes, the definition given above will suffice, because I am not so much
interested in the precise referent of the ordidanguage terntattling, as in tattling

as aprominentexemplarof a broad classfo communi cation about
behaviour.

Although the wordattling is primarily associated withyoung hi | dr endés act
the activity itsel®d as broadly defined abo®eis not confined to children. An
analogous activity, known by a variety of collogl monikers such a8snitchingp
fisquealing) or figrassingy is practised by criminal elements when they report crimes
to the police (Rosenfeld, Jacobs, & Wright, 209ates, 2008 Snitching is a highly
derogated activity among the criminal fraternigfnd those who practise it are
subject to the most severe sanctions. Indeed, an entire social institution (the witness
protection program) has evolved to protect snitches fromeirsalsof those whom
they report. Adultitattling,0 then, can be usefubtsociety as a whole bdmaging
to the welfare ofhe individuals (and entire sufproups) within a societywho are the
targets of tattling This is also truén the case o€orporatewhistleblowerswho are
often portrayed as heroes by the media, buntledby their bosses for disclosing
A s e n sinfdrnhatioa @bout their shady dealings (Brewer & Selden, 1998).

However, the particular wordattling does have connotations of childish

behaviour. As such, it is not surprising that it has traditionally lwheapproved of
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by educationalistsand seen as a practice that children needed to be educated away
from doing (Williams, 1989) Although not infrequently mentioned, tasrarely
beenanalyzed in depth, but more often simply listed as an example ofitaides
behaviour (e.g., Hurlock & McDonald, 1934; McConnell, 1963). A more detailed

early treatmentwas d. EESmi t h (1932), who noted t hat
third party by children was much more common than positive comments; and that
unlike aduts, children often made their criticisms within earshot of the targekey

difference between tattling and gossiphis suggests that children did not see
anything countenormative about the act of tattling, even in an era when tattling was

likely to befrowned upon by adults.

In the last couple of decaddsowever,there seems to have been a change in
teachersbo attitudes t owar ds tattling. F
Aannoying behavioro (McConnell, hg 6 3) ,
educators have realised that tattling is not always motivated by troublemaking or
attentionseeking(though examples of this point of view can still be found, e.g.,
Payne, Mancil, & Landers, 20059or example, Hewittn(d) argued that tattling is
often an attempt by children to clarify the moral rules of the classroom, and should
therefore be responded to according to the specifics of the situation:

Merely admonishing students not to fit
complex issue of reporting on thehavior of otherswWe mustteacha

problem solving process which enables individuals to: help protect

themselves and others, discover the expectations in a changing and

often confusing world; and teaches them how to handle their feelings
and get their needmet in a healthy way.

Likewise in a book aimed at teachers and parents, cdlledl | i ng Il,sndt T
Hammerseng (1995) tried to distinguish between the unwanted and unnecessary

activity of tattling on trivial events, and the desirable and necessamtyaof
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reporting significant events that the parent or teachehadn 6t wi t nessed.
was to act on reporting but not on trivial tattling, to help give children a sense of the
transgressions that matter. A recent US Government pamphlettédceAbuse and

Mental Health Services Administration [SAMHSA] 2004) made asimilar

distinction between tattling and reporting, butséd on motivational criteria:

A Attling involves trying to get someonetrouble; reporting, trying to get someone
outoftroub | e . 0

S AMH S Adtiss on motivation may not be very helpful, however, since
chil drends moti vat i eenident,iand eveathet watieantng ar e r
reporting of trivial transgressions might get irritating if it was too frequent. Many
educatos focus instead on teaching young children conflict resolution and
negotiation skills so that the children can deal with minor disputes thentsedvgs
by telling another child exactwhyt hey di dnodt | i ke raherpartic
than constantly mning to the teachein a qualitative studyDeMasters and King
(1994) claimed that this worked well in the kindergarten classroom that they studied,
with a noticeable reduction in tattling, and increase in social harmony, as the school
year went on.

Apart from M. E. Smi t hd s ( Brd3rather uesgstematistudy of
childrenbds dAcritici sm, thasrooused potating cnuas g u a n
classroom setting, to my knowledfeThe only modern quantitative research into
tattling in any environmnt was by HildyRoss and Irene den Bélkammers, who

carried out a longitudinal study of tattling between Canadian sibling dyads aged 2

15When Nucci and Turiel (T8) observed the responses of preschool children to moral and
conventional transgressions by peers in naturalistic settings, one of the categories of responses that
they considered was that of verbal reports of transgressions to the teacher. This efosostof

their study, however, but just one category of response.
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and 4 (den Bak & Ross, 1996) and 4 and 6 (Ross & denLBaikmers, 1998)°
Siblings were observed in their family homesdaall their utterances recorded for
later analysis. For all the age groups studied, tattling made up a large proportion of
talk about the si bl i ndedeasedveth ajealthoug it Thi s
also increased in absolute frequedicyanging fron 87.1% among the-gearolds,
through 74.8% among the foyearolds, to 56.4% among they@&arolds. One of
the main aims of the behavioural ecological study reported in Chaptes ® find
out whether the preponder @ommenicaiidn abdoat t | i n
siblingswould generalize to their communication about unrelated peers.

Tattling on peers is quite prevalent among children in elementary school settings,
as Skinner, Cashwell and Skinner (2000) anecdotally attested f@- ttee 10-year-
old children with whom they studie(see alsoSkinner, Nedenriep, Robinson,
Ervin, & Jones, 2002 Skinner and his colleagues had some success with their
program t o e n cioauern tipey cointfoo thd repiorting of prosocial
behaviour, andhus an antonym for tattling by providing a collective reward for
the c¢class when they r eac((cfeBbwes, McGimig, e t nu
Ervin, & Friman, 1999Morrison & Jones, 2007)mplicit in their account wa the
point that tattling, unlikeootling, does not have to be rewarded directly in order to
take place. Its motivation is presumably (at least some of the time) a predisposition
on the part of the tattler to seek justice for a perceived wrongome situations

tatting may be motivate by processes of emotion regulation (Thompson, 1994).

Cooney, Hut chi son and Costigan (1996) p
The methodology for these studies was influence
young c¢childrends spontaneous justifirgiafamilpn and ¢

settings (reviewed by Dunn, 1988, 2006; see especially Dunn & Munn, 1987).
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intermediate stage in emotion regulatiosupplanting direct physical aggression,
but preceding more sophisticated formsegotiation with peers that do not rely on
adult intervention.

By adolescencehe reporting of misdemeanours to adult authority figgesms
to becomemuch less common. In an investigation of tattling among teenagers in a
residential care program, Fran and his colleague§2004) found that perceived
rates of tattling correlated negatively with likeability and positively with social
rejection. Andlong ago, Barnes (1904) found in an experimental study that most
university students would refuse to repartpeer for cheating if the penalty for
cheating was severe (expulsion from the universitgttling may thus become
socially proscribed within the peer group during (or just before) adolescence,
perhaps because adult authority figures come to be seetr@oup members rather
than surrogate family members. It could also be that as children become more
i ndependent , relying on a third party
sign of weakness, the negat ioueanydbénéfisct s
of receiving external help (except in extreme circumstandd®.resulting internal
conflictd juggling the contradictory demands of authority figures to report any
transgressions that affect their authgrand of peers to stay mdnwas described,
through the lens of Victorian literature, by Clark (1996), but does not seem to have
receivedmuch(if any) attention frondevelopmental osocial psychologists.

From this brief survey of the existing literature on tattling, the following
preliminary conclusionsveredrawn and used to inform the research deskjrstly,
tattling is a widespread activity among young children, buttbaehas been little
studied in any contedt andthathas never been systematically studied in the context

of thepreschool classroom. Secondly, tattling is a public activity: young children are

42

o



2. Literatue Review

qguite open about reporting ot her chil d
consequences are for those on whom they repbitdly, tattling may involve the
socialization of agressive impulses, representing an intermediate stage between
physical violence and negotiation when a child is confronted with unwelcome
behaviourfrom a peerFourtHy, as children grow older tattling becomes both less
frequent and less overit seems @ become socially proscribed (as is snitching
among criminals) whi |l e the <covert reportiong of
gossi@® becomes more common.

The developmental literature on indirect aggressitke the ethnographic
literature on covert agessiod shows that gossip can be used as a weapon of social
competition; but it also shows that this weapon is wielded in increasingly subtle
ways as children grow older. Tattling is a good example of this developmental
change, because overt tattling isryy common in early childhood, still common
(though not such an overwhelming part of social communication) through middle
childhood, but much less common (and associated with marginalized individuals) by
adolescence. Therefore, tattlimgppears to b@ goa case study for investigating
how children learnthavhen it comes to communjtheat i on
interests of the growpin terms of maintaining sufroup solidarity often trump
the interests of the individual.

Before presenting the selts of my own studies of tattling,is worthseting out
the psychological competencéisat are necessary for any form of gossip or tattling
to develop in children. Examining the development of them@mpetencesrom an
evolutionary perspective will figto give an idea of the evolutionary pressures that

have shaped tattling and gossip.
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2.3 Psychological Foundations of Behavioural Reporting

Il n this section, |l show that the report.i
of psychological competencesrass several cognitive domainss Bjorklund and
Pell egrini have argued, ifan evolutionary
interpreting all aspects of human behavébsocial, emotional, cognitive and may
serve to integrate the often disparate subfl ds of psycholTaigyo ( 2
sectionwill help to setpeer reportingn its ontogenetic and phylogenetic context, as
a verbal behaviour that bugdn othercognitive mechanismsT he underlying theme
isthatcert ai n feat ur eesl psygchology hare llikily t nnireduces v o
biases into their verbal behaviolBy examinng these competences and biages,
aim to generate novel predictions that can be tested against the resulis of
observational, experimental and crasstural studiesof behavioural reporting that
are described in the rest of my thesis

The reporting of anot her i ndividual 6s
obvious psycholinguistic requirement on theporter the ability to accurately
identify, recall andnarrate the behaviour of other individuals. In addition, if it is
accepted thabehavioural reporting, like gossip, tends to be inherently evalyative
then this imposes another requirement: the ability to discriminate between desirable
and undesirable behaviour.n t hi s ability we may find
moral judgementslt is also worth considering what benefits a child receives from
reporting behaviour to an audiencCehe audiencés presumablyconceived by the
reporteras an intentional social eagt whowill respond favourably (from the point of
view of the reporter) to the information that they are gividlusthere is aneed for

the child who tattles to have elements of a theory of mind. In the next three sections
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investigate howbehavioural eporting implicatescertain abilities in the areas of
language, motapsychology and theory of mindn my opinion, the study of
chil drenoés reporti oag beoused poeshedslight dnetlhea vi oL

development, evolution and mutual interdependentkesk abilities.

2.3.1 Narrative Abilities and Egocentrism
When considering theevolution anddevelopmentof language,it is sometimes
overlookedthat language is nat monolithic entity'’ Rather,languageis the label
we give toa collection ofcognitive/behawural tools that are used for various
pragmatic purposes (Wittgensteit953/200}.® One prominent class of linguistic
techniques iarratived the reporting of events that have happened in the®past
Narrative relies on an important property of langudlgg is sometimes called
fidisplacemerd the capacity of language to refer to entities or processes that are
not present in the immediate perceptual scene (Crystal, 1997, following Hockett,
1960; see also Chafe, 1994; Tomasello, 2003, p. 270). Most aninthinfach
human) communication is simply about drawing attention to entities or processes in
the immediate perceptual scéner about influencing action merdirectly, as with

imperatives A very few forms of nothuman communicati@dnh most notably the

YForexample,& r equent cr it i ciacounboflanguage bvalutiénss that® Goés4 b )
not account for the multiplicity of language fordnand in particur, for the informational content of
declarative forms of language (G. F. Miller, 2002). If language is simply verbal grooming, then why
do we not just sit around grunting pleasantly at one another? Part of the answer may lie in the
capacity of language ttisseminate information about the activities of norm violators and the state of

a social network, as discussed in secBidnlabove; but it must be admitted that Dunbar (2004b) did

not devote much attention to this questinor did he attempt to delineate any stages in the evolution

of various forms of language.

18 This point was made by Tomasello (2003, especially pigd3) in an account of language
development that was partly inspired by Wittgenstein; see also Tom&2@0i8) for a related account
of the evolution of language.

YI'ndeed, fireporting an evento was |isted by Witt
games (1953/2001, §23).
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Awaggneeod ao f honeybeedmay achieve displdcemertt in 1 9 6 ¢
space. However, only humans have been known to report events that are displaced
from the immediate situation in time: only humans create narratives.

The development of narrative abilities a@hildren is therefore an important
research topic, and one that has been well studied. At the most basic level, narratives
depend on the ability of children to make declarative statements about the world.
Bates, Camaioniand Vol terra ( protFdoe)c | amrq@ue d e d h sttt ¢
arise during the Aillocutionary phaseo o
words functionmuchlike pointingor other forms of gesticulatingp draw attention
to something in the immediate perceptual scene thattihe finds interesting or
problematic (see also Bruner, 1975; Harding & Golinkoff, 1979). A proto
declarative is essentially fAa command fo
piece of informationo (Bat es eageof2to , 197
2.5 years, they start to talk about events displaced in time from the present (Hudson
& Shapiro, 1991; Tomasello, 2003, pp. 2206), but it is only by age 3 that they
start to use coherent narrative forms (Fivush, Haden, & Adam, 1995). kid¢itke t
developments, the child moves out of the illocutionary phase and begins to perform
locutionaryacts, in which the specific content of the spoken words is recognized by
the speaker as important in reconstructing a perceptual scene in the mind of the
audience.

Much of the research on the development of narrative skills has focused on the
growth of childrends narratives during t
1993; Peterson & McCabe, 1992004; Oppenheim, Emde, & Warren, 1997;
Wigglesworth& Stavans, 2001). Whesuch everydayarrativeshave beemecorded

by naturalistic methods, their content has accordingly been very personal, and even
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egocentric, in ton@ they mostly involve the recounting of familiar events from the

chil dés pasastpatt sef the stock 2@4). Af ami
Perhaps this is due to a more genegdcentric biagKrauss & Glucksberg, 1969;

K. H. Rubin, 1973 Scarlett, Press, & Crockett, 197¥%oung children might tend to

talk about their own earyday activities more than those of their peers, because their

own activities are the ones they find intrinsically interesting, and they are unaware

that their audience may not find them quite so fascinafofgcourse, parents
probably do find their owc hi | drends activities more I
reinforcement for this developmental system)

Whatever thereaspn chi | drends narratives about
little studied (with the exception of the study by Engel & Li, 2004, that w
discussed in Sectio2.2.1 abovke My thesis can make a contribution to this
literature si nce report s typitallyjakestinedodm ofmnasabivesh a vi o |
(or at least micrmmar r at i v e s jttling @l$pisderdsr te britige thé gap
between illocutionary acts, performed to attract attention, and locutionary acts,
performed to provide information. Most tattling refers to events that took place in the
recent past, or even ongoing events that are still takinge gladche immediate
perceptual scene, but some tattling refers to events that are further back in time.

Insummaryt he reporting rodstpseeagrsoba behialvd ®@sr
skills. The order in which children acquire those sRillat first talkng
egocentrically about events that are close at hand and affect the children themselves,
and later generalizing to events that are farther back in time and affectdothers

influences theroportionalcontenso f chi |l drends reports.
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2.3.2 Moral Judgements and Affective Reactions

The r epor t behagiouoténdsdabb evaluative (see the literature reviewed
on p.14 aboveg. As such, it requires some conception of right and wfon@t least,
good and badpn the part of theeporter, which suggestsome kind of moral
judgement. It might be argued that primitive, egocentric incidencestofi | dr end s
tattling do not require any kind of moral judgement to take place, but simply an
evaluation ofa n o t hehavious as undesiraldleas having negative consequences
for the tattler. This raises the question, however, of why children who witness
undesirable behaviour tend to verbally describe to their audience the event that has
taken place, rather than simply voicing their displeasioegxample by bursting
into tears.One possibility i h a t childrends e@assunghat r i sm
their audience wil!/ aut omatically share
action. | will return to this argument in the conclusion to timesis, following iR
depth qualitative analysis of tattling episodes in Chapter 4

There is another dimension to the links between moral judgement and
behavioural reportingwhich concerns the nature of moral rules. On the first page of
The Moral Judgmenof the Child Jean Piage(1932) arguedthat AALl I mor al
consists in a system of rules, and the essence of all morality is to be sought for in the
respect which the i ndivi I.Banetimaschyldranr es f c
may reportbehaviourwhichd o e s n 6 themanéghatvedytin my direct way, but
whichthey perceive as negative because it violates a social norm. From an early age,
children appear to be oriented towards obtaining punishment for saoim
violations. This might appear to qum r t Lawr enc ed WKiwihggomer g 6 s

Pi agetdtshamortkhe first stage of childrenbo:s
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authority and punishment: actions are seen as wrong if they are likely to be punished
by an aithority figure (Kohlberg, 1976,981)

However, I think Kohlbergds approach m
have a natural propensity to internalize and enforce social rules. Punishment, or the
threat of punishment, may not actually be needed to instil the idea that a certain
actionis wrong. An alternative hypothesis, put forward by Leda Cosnaddslohn
Tooby is that humans are innately sensitive to cultural norms and araviracito
detect norm violations, by means of a-cal | e d Afcheater det e
(Cosmides, 1989; Cosdes & Tooby, 1992; cf. Cheng & Holyoak, 1985). Cosmides
repeatedly found that adults performed better in reasoning about norm violations, in
a modified version of the Wason selection task, than in either a standard version of
the task or a version presedtin terms of social (but nemrmative) content.

A similar bias appears to be present from early childBoasi might be expected,
since children must acquire a large number of cultural norms in just a few years. In a
series of experiments inspired by<Cmi d e s 6 PaulHars arld¥asia NUiez
(1996) showed thatid-yearol d chi |l drenés deontic reas
breach a permission rule is superior to their indicative reasoning about actions that
breach a description ruldhat is, participantsin their experimentsvere better at
identifying a picture where a child was
where a child was fAdoing something diffe
& Harris, 1998; Harris, 2000, ch. 7). Moreover, soeasoning does not appear to be
dependent on aduéinforced rules: thregearold children spontaneously offer to
swap toys with one another, suggesting that they possess the concept of a contractual
exchange (lsaacs, 1933, cited by Harris, 2000, p. 1&4); they also identify

fictional children as naughty if they fail to follow through on their side of such a
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bargain (Harris, Nufiez, & Brett, 2001). Har{®000) summedup this research

programas follows
By the age of 2 or 3 years, children have acquiegeneralized
notion of an obligatiod an action that has to be carried out, or
carried out in a particular way. On this account, it is misleading to
portray the young child as someone who kkinof each novel
obligation asa new conceptual departure. Rat any novel
obligation is understood in the light of a weliganized, prexisting
concept of constraint. The constraints in question can be imposed by a
variety of partied by adult prescription, by a peer agreement, by
prudential considerations andesvby physical laws. In all such cases,

children articulate the constraint by talking about what soméase
to or mustdo. (p.158, emphasis in original)

On Harrisodés account, it seems that the c
early age be jor to the concept of punishmeifior any given rule violationAnd if
young children are naturally sensitive to rule violations in an experimental context,
the same cognitive bias may be reflected in their naturalistic verbal behaviour,
through a propensi to tattle on what they perceive to be rule violations, rather than
to discuss behavio@reven unusual behaviadirthat is in accordance with the rules.
As Harris argued, children seem to be able to generalize about norm violations
very easily. A similar point was demonstratedby Rakoczy, Warneken, and
Tomasello (2008), who conducted experiments in which an experimenter
demonstrated novel games (efgd a xi ngo) , played -dGng3 unf ami
yearold children. When a puppet came along and broksethules, the-8earolds
made both fAnormative protestso (e.g., AT
protestso (e. g. ,-yedrdlds wdrd appdrentiyttdo yaurgg Yo.makE he 2
a significant number of normative protests; but even at anakarly age, they were
given to making imperative protests about
Very young children seem to be sensitive, then, to any activity that is defined in a

normative way, such as a rtg@verned game. But the question remains of wiethe
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they are likely to report any violations with equal weight, or whether they find some
types of violations more serious than others. A similar quebasrbeeithe focus of

an important school of research in moral development, known as the
moral/convenonal tradition The central ideas ahis tradition were developéd

partly building on, angartly in opposition to the Kohlbergian traditédrby Elliot

Turiel (1983, 2002) and ceworkers including Larry Nucci (2001) and dith
Smetana (1981, 1988). Theirp=rimental evidence suggestdtht many children

have attitudes towards norm violations that fall into two basic clusters. Some
violations, such as physically assaulting a classmate, are seen as more serious,
universal, and independent of the pronouncemetauthority figures. These are
taken to be moral violations. Others, such as chewing gum in class, are seen as less
serious, not generalizable to all cultures or situations, and revocable by someone in
authority. These are taken to be conventional timtg. A common feature shared

by many of the former cluster (the moral violations) is that they seem to involve
some sort oharmthat is done to a victim.

Researchers in this area have typically found that children are able to make
Amor al 0 | uwdygad atdon is wrong, fbased on avoiding harm, before they
make conventional judgement s. This fits
two preconventional stages of moral reasoning are believed to precede the two
conventional stages. Also, olddrildren are better able to distinguish between moral
and conventional rules (Tisak & Turiel, 1988), and very young children tend to
justify conventional rules in terms of punishment avoidance (Smetana, 1981; Yau &
Smetana, 2008) as predicted if they havecagui red only Kohl ber gt
moral reasoning. As Krebs (2005) has argued, it might be of adaptive value for older

children to gain an increasing sensitivity to conventional rules as they acquire more
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freedom and responsibility, and begin to meetider range of people beyond their
own immediate kin and peer groups.

In recent years, the moral/conventional tradition has been the subject of
extensivecriticism anddebate (e.g., Haidt, 2001; Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993;
Nichols, 2002; 2004; Sripad&a Stich, 2005). One prominent criticism has been that
Turiel and his colleagues used rather polarized examples of moral and conventional
behavioud such as stealing versus wearing pyjamas to séhigoloring a wealth of
ambiguous intermediate examples. Hoamr\this does not seem to invalidate the
clustering of the traits of seriousness, generalizability, and authority dependence
observed in the definition of a piece of behaviour as a moral violation, for a
moral/conventional theorist might assert that themge are being defined as
prototypes or poles on a scale rather than as mutually exclusive categories.

A weaker part of moral/conventional theory is perhaps the claim that moral
violations are uniquely associated with actions that are seen to causddmiiaidt
(2001; Haidt et al., 1993) and Shaun Nichols (2002; 2004) have both suggested that
other strong feelings apart from hamotably disgusi may motivate moral or
guasimoral rules. Although Haidt (2001) has been very sceptical of the
moral/conventioal program, Nichols has been more sympathetic, arguing that the
centr al cluster o f findings are fiquite
evidence for the emotdamdc]! ulftoiumannotal v na ad
judgements. According to Nico | (2004 model:

Core moral judgment implicates both an affective mechanism and an
internally represented set of rules, a normative theory. The normative
theory and the affective system are independent mechanisms, but they
somehow conspire to produdeetdistinctive responses tapped by the

moral/conventional task. Affective response infuses the harm norms
with a special nonconventional status, and this status seems to be
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shared by other Sentimental Rules, like norms prohibiting disgusting
behaviour (p. 29)

This model may be applieguite naturallyto an activity like tattling. For since
tattling involves the reporting of negative behaviour to a third party, it seems to
require some sort of normative theory: an assumption that the audience will react
against the behaviour about which they are informed, because it is wrong. However,
in cases where there is a strong affective reaction to a transgéessioinstance,
when a moral violation has taken place, or indeed when the tattlers themselves have
been vctimizedd there is an additional motivation for the transgression to be
reported. An obvious prediction, then, is that moral violations should be more
frequently reported (relative to their frequency of occurrence) than conventional
violations. | will retun to this prediction early in the next chapter.

For now, it is worth simply remphasizinghe following points:

1. Tattling seems to requisdme sort of normative theory.

2. For judgements about certain actions, according to Nichols (2004), the

normative heory always works in tandem with an affective respoas&ést
in normal individuals).

3. Actions that violate the normative theory are more likely to be reported than

actions that do not violate it, because of the need to be alert to the activities

ofsoci al A ¢ h ewstecaarfied in thimsectiah). s

2.3.3 Theory of Mind and Deception
As discussed on pi8, the reporting of behaviour to a third party seems to imply
some awareness of t legeto tha idforreation ¢hét sheylaiek e | y
given. This seems to implicage theory of mind: some notion on the part of the

reporterthat the informatiorthey giveto the audience will change the intentional
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behaviour of the audience. There is a vast developmétaiiture on theory of
mind, and it isdifficult to do more than scratch the surface of it here (for concise
revi ews, see Flavell, 1999; Wel | man, 20
developmental usage, was coined by Premack and Woodruff (1978)setat to
refer to chimpanzees®6 ascription of inte
on theory of mind soon became strongly associated with the false belief task, which
measures childrends ability to regpresent
accord with their own (Wimmer & Perner, 1983; see Wellman, Cross, & Watson,
2001, for an extensive megaalysis). This is clearly a more complex mental
activity; and in recent years, there has been a growing consensus that the
development of theory ahind in young children is a gradual process consisting of a
series of stages, beginning with the ascription of goals and intentions and moving
onto the ascription of highdevel constructs such as desires and then beliefs (see,
e.g, Bloom & German, 200Bogdan, 2003; Tomasello, 1999).

At what stage of theory of mind development do children begin to tattis?
probably not necessary for the tattler to possess-bfullo wn fAbel i ef/ desir
mind, which allows children to pass the false beti#$k and which tpically
develops around the age of 3 to 4 (Wellman, 192002). This would be
problematic, for tattling is known to be very commalneadyamong 2yearolds
(den Bak & Ross, 1996). Instead, it is probably sufficient for the tattlee tanare
that seeing leads to knowigand therefore that if an audience has not seen a
transgression, they probably do not know about it, and may well change their
behaviour if they are told about it. Children as young as 2 years have been shown to
be awareof the link between seeing and knowing, since they are sensitive to an adult

partner6s knowledge state when indicatin
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tending to provide information about t ho
witnessthetp bei ng hidden (OO6Neill, 1996) . Ch
also aware of the related distinction between new information and information that is
Agi veno, or already @&mMevinl |( OL.Ntelia gnp ®, 220
interestingempiricalqueston whether, in everyday social contexts such as tattling in
preschool classrooms, children atsomore likely to give more details about events
that are news to their audience than about events that their audience has witnessed
directly.

In comparisond t he trut hf ul repor sacial gracicé ot he
that mayrequire amore highlydeveloped theory of mind deception Opinion is
divided on whether deception requires a concept of false beliefs. Some have claimed
that deceptive behavious fully developed only by the time children are 4, since
only then do they understand the effects of their deception on the beliefs of their
audience (Sodian, 1991; Sodian, Taylor, Harris, & Perner, 1991). Others have argued
that informal acts of sociadleception are frequently observed in the home and
classroom from the age ofd2and henceif deception is not observed in an
experimental situation, that may be due to the constraints of the laboratory
environment (Newton, Reddy, & Bull, 2000; Reddy, 200ijleed, deception in-3
yearolds has been observed under several experimental paradigms (Chandler, Fritz,
& Hala, 1989; Hala, Chandler, & Fritz, 1991; Lewis, Stanger, & Sullivan, 1989;
Polak & Harris, 1999; Talwar & Lee, 2002008 seereviews by Subbotsk n.d.;
Lee & Talwar, 2008 One possible explanation for the appearance of deception only
in certain experimental contexts is that some experimental tasks impose more
executive demands than others: Carlson, Moses, and Hix (1998) foundytbat 3

old chidren deceived more frequently in a task which required high inhibitory
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control (deceptive pointing) than in a task which did not require such control (the use
of misleading pictorial cuesj.Further, 3yearo | ds 6 fr equ e rbelieff ai | ur
tasks mayalso be due to the high levels of executive functioding terms of
suppressing the true location of an objetgpically demanded by these tasks
(Carlson et al., 1998; Carlson & Moses, 2001).

Although deception has been systematically observed in eergbcial
situations (e.g., Newton et al., 2000), studies have tended to focus on parent/child
interactions, which are likely to be dominated by games of pretence and by denials
of personal wrongdoing on the part of the chisggLewis et al., 1989; Polak
Harris, 1999; Talwar & Lee, 2003J. Studies of deception in the context of
childrends naturalistic peer i nteraction
systematic study of truthfulness and deception in the context of adult gassip
lacuna that prumably reflects the difficulty of ascertaining the truth value of
everyday statements about ot her peopl ed:
examine the truthfulness and accuracgdii | dr ends repor©®ing of
properties that clearly &l into the reliability of tattig as an evolutionarily relevant
system of communication about norm violatioiudy of the everyday uses of
truthfulness and deception in complex social contexts may also shed light on the

development of different stagetheory of mind.

* * *

%0 See also Hala and Russell (2001).

%L |n this context, it is noteworthyat children were more likely to lie in defence of a parent if they
themselves were unlikely to get the blame for a transgression that had occurred out of sight of the
experimente(Talwar, Lee, Bala, & Lindsay, 2004).
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In this section, | have sketched out thpsgchologicaldomainsthat are implicated

in childr e nrépsring of othes dehaviour In each case, | have argued that
childrerd s e wcoghitivee dechanismsay generate biases in tilormation that

IS communicated. Firstly, young children
events that had negative consequences for themselves, rather than for other
individuals. Secondly, a general sensitivity to norm violations may cause tattling

make up a disproportionate part of repor
sensitivity to moral rather than conventional violations may cause reports of these
transgressions to make up a disproportionate part of tattling. Thirdly, an immature
theory of mind may mean that children find it difficult to tattle deceptivélye

literature reviewed in this section fed into the research design for my behavioural
ecological study of tattling: in particular, it helped to shape some of the predictions

tha are outlined in Sectio®.1.

2.4 The Social Context of Tattling

Tattling does not occur in a social vacuum. It can only be understood properly if one
considers its context imc hi | dés wor | d. | ra fetvimpodants ect i o
aspects ofjoungc h i | dsocmlredvsonmentshat have been a consideration in

this research Firstly, | review the evidence that preschool children live in highly
ordered dominance hierarchies. This is important if tattling is telbéed tandirect
aggressiorfsee Sectio.2.1above) since the function of dominance hieraies, in

all animal societiesjs to regulate aggression. Secondly, | discuss how young
children use languageo achievereconciliation with pers. This issue is worth
examining because tattling can potentially lead to reconciliation through the

i ntervention of a third party who is 1int
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Thirdly, | review some basic gender differences in the sociaMminaof preschool
children,since children of this age spendichof theirtime in peer groups thaénd

to be quite segregatedby sex Finally, | look at cultural differences in young
chil drends s ocicannot ledghaed indhe study afaform bf
verbal communication, especially if this study is being used to support an

evolutionary argument

2.4.1 Dominance Hierarchies in the Preschool
While analyses of dominance in children at an individual level had been made since
the 1920s (see Hawley, 99, for some early references), in the 1970s it was realized
that young children followed wetlefined dominance hierarchies in their peer
groups, a form of social organization which closely mirrors that found irhooran
primates (McGrew, 1972; Sluckin &mith, 1977; Strayer & Strayer, 1976).
Dominance hierarchieg1 both humans and animalsave often been viewed as
functioning to reduce aggression in social grougs, this does not imply that they
are adaptations designed by group selection: they nigly be epiphenomena
arising from individual séd dyadic coordin
competitive abilities (Hawley, 1999).

Although the dominatindpehaviours ofvery youngchildren resemble those of
nonhuman primates, there is an irsting developmental shift in the kinds of
behaviour associated with dominamdividuals. Among toddlers, the most
physically aggressive children tend to dominate their peers; but by age 6, direct
physical aggression isore associated with peer rejeatioand the most dominant
childrerd operationalized as those who are best at gaining access to desired

resourced tend to use more prosocial strategies, such as persuasion, to get what
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they want (Hawley, 1999; La Freniere & Charlesworth, 1983; Strayer & Trude
1984). Fouyearold preschoolersend to be placed at antermediate stage in this
process: direct aggression still works some of the time, for sodrmeiduals but
others have moved on to more indirect means of social control (Hawley, 1999).
Accordingly, dominance rankings for preschool children have sometimes been
calculated using indices of physical aggression (e.g., Sluckin & Smith, 1977; Strayer
& Strayer, 1976), an@t other timesusing influencing behaviours, such as telling
another child whato do, that are more akin to leadership behaviours in adults (e.g.,
BarnerBarry, 1988; La Freniere & Charlesworth, 1983). Yet however treye
operationalizd dominating behaviour most researchers in this arebave
emphasized that dominance is a relagioconstruct, which can be investigated
properlyonly by analyzing the total interactian both sides of dyad. For example,
a child who is struck by a peer is classed as submissiteés tassailant onlyf he
does not retaliate (Strayer & Strayer, 19%ghile a child who is told what to do by a
peer is classed as submissirdy if she doessshe is told (BarneBarry, 1988).
Thedevel opment of childrenbés dominance
indirect influence dovetailmeaty with the evolutonary approach of Henrich and
Gil-White (2001), who distinguished between coercive dominance and -freely
conferred prestige, which is essentially an extension of dominance into the domain
of symbolic thinking, and therefore a uniquely human social capdigstige, as
conceived by Henrich and GiVhite, is an agent of social learning and thus of
cultural evolution, since prestigious individuals tend to be imitated by others and to
draw their attention. Indeed, dominant individuals have been shown to garner
disproportionate amounts of attention both among children (e.g., La Freniere &

Charlesworth, 1983) and amongmates in general (Chance, 196¥he association
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between dominance/prestige and attention is an interesting one, since a behaviour
like tatting s eems ai med at attracting an audi e
problem.

As acomplex social behaviounvolving peerstattling is likely to be profoundly
modulated by dominance hierarchies. Tattling might be used by submissive children
as a retaliatory aggressive strategy that does not involve direct aggression.
Alternatively, tattling might be used by dominant children to seek attention from
adults and peer#\ specific hypothesisoncerning the relationship between tattling
and dominancewas developed and tested in the behavioural ecological study
reported in Chapter.3ominance hierarchies atbus a good example of how a
sensitivity to social contextan provide new insights in the study efhi | dr end s

language development

2.4.2 Language and Reconciliation
Chil drenods tattling i s of t en triggered
investigate tattling therefore requires a familiarity with patterns of conflict and
reconciliation among young childreB.y t he ti me t hey rseach p
conflicts arealreadyquite complexaffairs which may benitiated andterminatedn
many different ways (Killen & Turiel, 1991). Killen and Turiel compared groups of
preschoolers in two social contexts: setmuctured peer groups in which adults did
not intervene; and schooltime free play, in which adult intervention was more
common. They found that even when adults did not intervene, children were often
responsive to normative protests on the part of peers, and used simple reconciliation

strategies toesolve conflicts by themselves.
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The use of reconciliation strategies by children is not surprising given our
primate heritage. Individuals from a wide range of primate species have been
observed to actively reconcile following conflicts with memberghefr own social
group (e.g., Aureli, 1997; de Waal, 2000; de Waal & Roosmalen, 1979; Kappeler &
van Schaik, 1992; Silk, 2002). De Waal (2000) has argued that far from contributing
to the brealup of social grougs as Lorenz 1963/1966) believed controlled
aggression is an important part of primate social life. It forms one of several options
for resolving conflicts of interest, the others being avoidance of an adversary and
sharing resources with an adversary (tolerance). Reconciliation is important when

the two parties are familiar with each other and have a confluence of interest by

virtue of living in the same group of mu
wor ds, when fAaggressors and victims shar
fut ur e00p.5(85600 Sever al studies have appl

reconciliation, and his methodology of using matehedtrol samples to compare
the social behaviour of pesbnflict individuals with individuals in the same social
group who had not been inved in conflict, to the study of childhood conflicts
(e.g., Butovskaya & Kozintsev, 1999; Butovskaya, Boyko, Selverova, & Ermakova,
2005; Verbeek & de Waal, 2001). The most relevant work for this thesis, however,
has been a series of studies by Laura Midez Tomas Ljungberg, and their
collaborators (Horowitz, 2005; Horowitz, Jansson, Ljungberg, & Hedenbro, 2005;
Ljungberg Horowitz, Jansson, Westlund, & Clark#005), who investigated the role

of language among normally developing preschool childreraarmahg children with
specific language impairment (SLI). They showed that children with SLI found it
more difficult than their peers to use complex pragmatic tdgm®logies, jokes,

compliments, and so 6nas reconciliatory gestures after a conflict. Lamgua
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impaired children did not seem to engage in any more conflicts than unimpaired
children, but they typically had more difficulty with reconciliation after the conflicts
that they did engage in.

Tattling fits into this framework in that tattling canvoive the achievement of
reconciliation through the recruitment of a third party. Although this might not be
the explicit aim of children who report
promotion of reconciliation might be typical parts of theertpire of adult responses
to children who are seeking conflict resolution. In this respect, tattling differs from
gossip, which normally takes place after the edvesntd, if negative, is likely to be
vengeful rather than aimed at resolving a current canfBut like gossip, tattling
involves the use of language to create a tiwag bonding gnamic between
individuals. As & Waal (2000) has pointed out, grooming is often used as part of the
reconciliation process in nemiman primates, but this is usua#lytwo-party affair
(though he does cite the example of a senior female chimpanzee who used grooming
of two dominant males to help resolve their conflict). Since language, according to
Dunbar (2004), fulfils similar functions to tactile grooming but witinuch more
potential for thirdparty involvement, language clearly allows third parties to get
more involved in achieving the reconciliation of other group mendbars
reconciliation that is often Ilikely to

strenghening of group cohesion

2.4.3 Gender Differences in Play and Aggression

Although the current thesis is nptimarily concerned with issuesf gendey sex
differences must always be kept in mind in developmental resdachuse children

live in highly gendereé worlds and tend to exhibit robust sex differences in various
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kinds of social behaviouilFor example, prescheale boys tend to engage in more
roughandtumble play than do girls of a similar age (Pellegrini, 1987, 2007;
Pellegrini & Smith, 1998), and @ér boys engage in more physical aggression than
girls. Girls on the other handchave beerpostulatedo engage in more verbal and
relational aggression (though this is controverssse Archer & Coyne, 2005;
Underwood, Galenand, & Paquette, 20)Cdnd ®me studies have found that they
engage in slightly more pretend play than boys (e.g., Jones & Glenn, 1991). It would
be surprising if such differences were not reflected in differences in some way in
childrends reports of pleirrepsriing bogstplaysicalo ur ,
aggression absolutely more because it h
physical aggression more because it is more unusual. Given the small sample sizes in
all strands of the current research, it was not possibleswearsuch questionsith

any authority However, potential gender effects are evaluated througheuhesis,

and possible reasons for them discussed.

2.4.4 Cultural Differences in Social Development

Although there are certain universals in human developmeoiwz 19919 at a

general levelall children must adapt to a society of adult individuals whonawee

powerful than themselveand more culturally knowledgeablbut who also care

about their welfaré@ there are also many differences in development acirssus

cultural settingsMany authorge.g., Nelson, 2007; Rogoff, 200Bave argued that

an awareness of cultural differencés example in infant care practicesust be at

the centre of any consideration mnff chil d
AHaving a flexible repertoire of behavi ¢

different attachment styles, that might be beneficial in some rearing environments
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and not in otherso (Nelson, 2007, p . 6 4)
children grow older and their social behaviour and cognition become more
sophisticatedIn the specific domaino f chil dr e Bdrger andMillar at i ves
(1999) showedthat there can be striking differences between the narratives of
working-class and midé-class children, even from the same city.

Childrends play is another area releval
cultural differences have been demonstrated.eéxample, Goncu, Jain and Tuermer
(2007) analyzed differences between the playlowi-income AfricanAmerican,
EuropearAmerican and Turkish children and that of the mieidisome European
American children who dominate the developmental psychological liteéatse
well as cultural differences between the three populations that thdedtu-or
instance, Turkish children played less with adults than did American children, and
did not enjoy access to an abundance of toys. Similarly, Gaskins, Haight and Lancy
(2007) found that adults in Yucatec Mayan communities did not cultivate play in
their children as much aid adults in Taiwanese or Eufomerican communities.

In the presentesearch | was careful to study children from a variety of schools,
whose intake differed with respect 8ocial classand cultural backgroundn
Chapter 6 lalso present the results of two database surveys which helped to put my
research in crossultural perspective. Since humans are cultural animals and are
adapted to living in cultural worlds, amyide-rangingevolutionary argumerabout
human behavioushauld include such aultural dimensior(see, e.g.Greenspan &

Shanker, 2004\elson, 2007Richerson & Boyd, 2005; Tomasello, 1999).
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2.5 The Use of Mixed Methods in Social Research

There is a striking methodological divide between qualitative and quantitative
methodologies in the social sciences. Generally speaking, researchers on each side of

the divide have viewed their own theories and methods as fundamentally
incompatible with those deployed on the other side (in practice, if not in principle).

The use ofmixed methods has been advocated as a way of overcoming this
methodological division (see articles in Brannen, 1992; Cook & Reichardt, 1979;
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). The dichotomy between qualitative and quantitative
methods was nicely deconstructed Hgmmersley (1992), who pointed out that
gualitative insights not only contribute to the initial framing of experimental or other
guantitative hypotheses, but frequently lead to theiframing as problems are
overcome and assumptions overturned in thersm of quantitative research (see

Fine & Elsbach, 2000, for a similar argument). Furthermore, Hammersley

mai nt ai ned, the wubiquitous use of | angu
Ahardly any, o0 fAtypical, 0 or fdisthatgheyner al 0O
are implicitly making quantitative claims, albeit rather imprecise ones. The
difference between quantitative and qualitative research may therefore be less a
matter of kind and more a matter of degree, linked to the degrees of methodological

standardization and metrical precision that are required by different research schools:

Awhat is involved is not a simple contreé
range of positions sometimes | ocated on
1992, p. 3).

It is not suprising then that many researchér9articularly those who are

collaborating across disciplines, or who work in areas such as educational research
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that are characterized by a high degree of interdisciplidatigive advocated
mixing metlods as a way of breaking down the artificial divide between qualitative
and quantitative paradigms. For example, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) argued
that mixedmethods research should be seen as a third methodological paradigm in
its own right, which incertain contexts may be superior to the deployment of either
gualitative or quantitative methods alone.

The use of multiple qualitative and quantitative methods in the current research
contextwas suggested by the exploratory nature of the study. Giwepdtential
theoretical importance as hi | dr ends r epor t,caomginedbwith peer s
the lack ofpreviousquantitative observatiorsf this activity this thesisvas aimed
at generating and beginning to test simple hypotheses aboutgeheral
chaacteristics ofyoung ¢ hsodiad coemmunisation.The use of an
experimental methodology is particularly well suited to hypothesis testing, but
because it returns only a narrow set of data it is not well suited to exploratory
research. Participant adrwation is ideal for exploratory research, but because it is
necessarily rather unsystematic, achieving a-b&lhnced characterization of the
properties of tattling also required some quantitative research in order to ensure that
the results of particgnt observation were not overly distorted by observer bias.

Quantitative sampling methoddrawn from behavioural ecologweretherefore
used in order to characterize as many properties of the behaviour as parsdibde
test certain simple, descriptiyeather than causal or comparative) hypotheses arising
from theoretical considerationgsee Chapter 3)while remaining open via
participant observatiortp diverse interpretations of the meaning of tattling within
the social context of the preschdeée Chapter 4)The preliminary results from the

observational study were used to create designs for experiments with children of a
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similar age ranggsee Chapter 5)which were aimed at investigating causal

mechani s ms underl ying foera treportingghat avére c hi | d

identified as being important in the course of the observational study. Finally, the
descriptive results of the quantitative sampling themselves led to the generation of
novel hypotheses to be tested by experimental or-cudigal research in the future

(see Chapter 6 for an early foray into cros#tural research, in the form of database
surveys)

Accordingly, the order in which | introduced these methodologi¢s the
research programme was) (participant observation as classroom assistant, to
geneate hypotheses; followed by)(lgjuantitative sampling, to generate and test
hypaheses; followed in turn by Ycexperimentation, to test hypothesesd (d
database surveys, to test whether the results generalized acltasal aettings
Although this was the order in which these techniques were introducee,whs
some overlap between them in terms of the periods which they were carried out.

In particular, participant observation was carried out over the wholedpefi
guantitative samplingin order togain exposuretoc hi | dr endés behavi

a time period as possible.
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3. THE BEHAVIOURAL ECOLOGY OF PEER

REPORTING IN PRESCHOOL SETTINGS

While working as a participant observer and slaem assistant in twdocal

preschools, with children aged 3 to 4, | alsed behavioural ecological methods to

carry o u t guantitative sampling of vari ous
behaviour’? These quantitative results are presented before the qualitative results

from the participant observatiocomponent which | describe in Chapter, 4Th&

Soci al Cont ext and Motivatiom Alft hPugdhec
participant observation was begun before the quantitative sa@®plingrderto gain
understanding of the cobne x t of chil dr ®nwork outoleow #ov i our
structure data collection around their daily roudineis preferable for expositional

purposes to report the results of the participant observation after the quantitative
results. This is because | usepiantitative methods to investigate the gross
descriptive pr oper tamdetest hgpobthesesharising fremtbes t af
literature review while using qualitative methods to examine more subtle,
motivational and contextual issueBhe qualitativedata will thereforebe used to

interpret the meaning d@he quantitative results, and also to problematize them to a

certain extent.

2 The results of this study are presed a little more briefly by Ingram and Bering (in press).
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3.1 Research Questions

This was very much an exploratory study, intended to lay the groundwork for further
experimetal and crgscultural researchHencel was interested in a wide range of
research questions, including:
1. whet her preschool c h i dctivities praleminantdyp or t i r
concernednegative behaviou(i.e., whether it mostly consisted of tattling,
broadly cfined)
2. what sorts of negative behaviour children reported most frequently;
3. how accurate and truthful children we]
4. whether children ever reported transgressions that did not affect them
personally;
5. the extent to whic chi l dren discussed their p ¢
peers, as well as with adults;
6. how sensitive children were to their
particular action by a third party;
7. how often tattling led to punishment for the reporte@iadier, and how often
it led to a reprimand for the tattler;
8. whether there was any relationship betwéles frequency of tattling and
position inthe dominancéierarchy
9. whether there were any links between tattling and establifheds of
indirectly aggessive behaviour;
10.whether tattling was more likely to occur between children who were friends
and often engaged in joint play, or between children who generally avoided

each other;
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11.the extent to whiclhehavioural reportingvas modulated by the gender oéth
children involved;
12.the extent to whiclbehavioural reportingvas modulated by the age of the
children involved;
13.the extent to which patterns b&havioural reportingaried between thivo
sites that were studied.
The following subsections will place e questions in the context of thesearch
reviewedin Chapter 2Ross and den Bak a mmer s6s (1998) syste
tattling within sibling dyads was particularly useful for generating predictions in
many of these areas. Also useful, at a theoret®adl, were several evolutionary
studies on gossip and on norm violations, since | hypothesized that tattling is a
developmental precursor of gossip, which is driven by an innate sensitivity to norm

violations.

3.1.1 Negative Bias

A large proportion of gossip mpaconsist of discussions of antisociaéhaviour

(Kniffin & Wilson, 2005, but cf. Dunbaret al., 1997) and children are better at
identifying situations where an individuas doing something forbidden than
situations where they are doing something unugtiarris & Nuafiez, 1996)

Certainly, tattling on negativeehaviourma kes up much of young
about their sibl i ngladmesclfoB)othereforé Ravisted & d e
that children in the preschools would be significantly more yikelreport negative

behaviour by peers than positive or neutral behaviour.
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3.1.2 Topics of Tattling
| further postulatedhat preschool children would be particularly concerned with
issues like physical aggression and property disputes, rather than more xcomple
conflicts of interest such as disagreements, deception, or breaches of social
convention. Again, thiss what was found by Ross and den Bammers (1998).
The theoretical motivation for this posi
Asent i mesn,t@l!l whiudh proposes that nor ms t
response will appear more salient to children, and are therefore more likely to be
internalized by them, than norms that do not produce such a strong affective

response.

3.1.3 Accuracy and Truthfulness

If gossip is to function as a distributed system of cheater detection, it must be
reliable, which means that it should be predominantly truthful (see Richetrsan

2003). Individuals may be able to manipulate the system by spreading false gossip,

but this should be rare: there must be an assumption, within the gossiping
population, that most gossip contains at least a kernel of truth. The default
truthfulness of gossip would be supported if the equivalent of gossip in children were
shown to be lardg truthful (as was found by Ross & den Baammers, 1998)l
predicted t hat trut hful ness woul d be a

communication about the behaviour of others.

3.1.4 Egocentrism

Tattling may be adaptive if it helps individuals to secure punishment of others
whom they would find it difficult to punish effectively themselves. Offences against

the self are Iikely to have more severe
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offences against third parties. Moreover, the existence odérgkred egocentric
biases in children of this age is well established (e.g., Scarlett et al., 1971).IHence
thought that children would be much more likely to tattlebehaviourthat affected
them directly than ombehaviourthat affected a third partyihere was no relevant

data on egocentrism from the literature on tattling that | had reviewed.

315 Reporting Peersd6 Beeshaviour to
| did not make any specific predict®about the extent to which children would
report transgressions to other childréOn the one hand, adults would seem to be
more capable of punishing children than other children would be, and hemmesa
attractive recipientor such reports; on the other hand, children at this age are known
to intervene regularly in disputes involg their friends (Horowitz2005 Singer &
de Haan,2007, and would certainly be capable of meting out their own forms of
punishment (though whether adults would approve of this process would be another
matter). Indeed, preschool children exhibit wadfined dominance hierarchies (e.qg.,
Strayer & Strayer, 1976), and so the only predictionade in this area was that if
children did report peersd transgression

tend to be more socially dominant than eitherrtporter or the transgressor.

3.1.6 Audience Knowledge State
O6 Nei | | (1996) demonst r atyearbld chider aré v o c a l
sensitive to their audienceds knowledge
indicating the location of a toy. Howayea construct likesensitivity to the
audi enceobs k msoperhapsl gasier ot deafinee and measure in an
experimental paradigm than in the messier world of naturalistic observation. My way

of operationalizing this construct was to predict that caidwvould be less likely to
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mention the perpetrator of a transgression by daamd more likely to use a
pronominal fornd when the audience was close at hand (i.e., part of their
immediate, activitybased swgroup) than when they were in another part of the

classroom or playground.

3.1.7 Punishment
In Section2.1.1 | discussed recent theories about the evolution of cooperation,
pointing out that effective systems of punishment are needed to encourage
cooperation (see especially Fehr schbacher, 20®), and that punishment is
often mediated by gossip and other forms of linguistic reporting (Piazza & Bering,
2008). Accordingly, | predicted that tattling would frequently lead to the audience

providing support for the tattler, in therfo of punishment for the targetf tattling.

3.1.8 Dominance
If tattling is an attempt to recruit a stronger individual to deal with a foe whom the
tattler would have difficulty punishing alone, then we might expect that weaker (or
low-status) individuals, witim a particular social context, would tattle more often
than stronger (or hightatus) individuals. This is supported by the findings that
tattling makes up significantly more of the talk of younger siblings than of older
siblings (Ross & den Bakammers,1998), and that loweranking adolescents in
boysé6 homes were more |ikely to tattle ¢
hierarchies in preschoaontextsare welldefined and empirically tractable (e.g.,
Strayer & Strayer, 1976). Therefore | tentatyv predicted a negative correlation
between social dominance and frequency of tattliflgis fits in with the social
comparison theory of Wert and Salovey (2004), who argued that people tend to

gossip more about higstatus individuals (cf. McAndrew et.a2007).
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3.1.9 Relational Aggression
Since tattling appears to be a stereotypical example of indirect aggéessilicting
harm on others through their relationship with a third @attypredicted that
frequency of tattling would correlatdoselywith establibed measures of indirect or
relational aggression (see Archer & Coyne, 2005; Ceickl.,1997). Children who
tattle frequentlyshould be the samadividualswho are rated highly by teachers on

indirect, relational or social aggression scales.

3.1.10 Social Closeness
An interesting, but difficult,question for this research was the extent to which
tattling would be affected by the emerging social networks of the preschool children
being studied. | predicted that children would be more likely to report those tpeer
whom they were socially closest (operationalized as those peers with whom they
spent the most time playing), simply because there would be more opportunities for
them to be affected by norm transgressions and other negative behaviour on the part

of those particular peers.

3.1.11 Gender Effects
Given the importance of gossip and other forms of linguistic reporting in all human
societies, | predicted that both sexes would regularly engage in tattling. If either sex
were to engage in it more, | expected it éodirls, since girls may engage in indirect
aggression more than boys (He&s Hagen, 2006; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, &
Peltonen, 1988 | expected boys to report more instancegloysical aggression
than girls, since boys engage more frequently in rearghtumble play Pellegrini,

2007; Pellegrini & Smith, 1998
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3.1.12 Age Effects
In line with the results of Ross and den Bakmmers (1998) on-24- and 6year
old siblings, | predicted that older children in the preschools would carry out slightly
more tattlingby frequency than younger children, but that tattling would make up a
slightly smaller proportion of their total conversations with adidswever, given
that the age range of children at the two schools was only about 18 months, and that
they were nb divided into agebased groups, this effect was not predicted to be

large.

3.1.13 Site Effects
Although there were notable cultural differences between the two preschools, which
arediscussed irbectiond.5, | made no specific predions concerning differences in

tattling between the two schools.

3.2 Methods

Since the research questions that | was trying to answerquéeawvide-ranging, it
was appropriate to use multipdgantitativemethods of investigatio(in addition to

the qualitéive method of participant observatiatescribedn Chapter 4)

3.2.1 Participants
Research was conductedtwo innercity preschools in Belfast, the principal city of
Northern Ireland. The first preschool studidrgschool A was situated in a low
income reilential area of Belfast, inhabited overwhelmingly by workatass
Catholics. All the children came from Irish families, with the exception of one child
who was of mixed Irish/Portuguese parentage. When research began in November

2006, there were 15 chileln in the preschool (8 boys and 7 girls). Their age at the
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start of the research, which lasted for é@8eadar months, ranged from 3;6 to 4;4
years M = 3;11 In January 2007 they were joined by a §idm the grade below
aged 3l years, who was presemrfabout half of the study time.

The second preschool studigdréschool B was situated in a semesidential
area of inner Belfast with a large immigrant population, and was attended by a
mixture of children who lived locally and those whose parentsk&b nearby.
Hence the childrenbés cultural background
the majority came fron{Northern) Irish families, but fouof the children studied
were ethnically Chinese, one was Malaysian, one Nigerian, and one Zimbabmean. |
addition, two children were of mixed ethnicityN Irish / German and\N. Irish /
Spanish). The study group comprised 24 children (13 boys and 11 girls). Their age at
the start of the study, which lasted for 2 calendar months from April, 260ged
from 3;2to 4;8yearsM = 4;1.

Informed consent was obtained from the parents or guardians of all children in
both schools (seAppendix A). Since | was simultaneously carrying out participant
observation, informed assent was sotight from the children: instead, they were
informed that | would be working with them for a couple of months as an additional
classroom assistanAll names of children appearing in this thesis have been

anonymized.

3.2.2 Event Sampling

The quantitative methibthat was used most extensively in this study was the event
sampling of c hi |l dr e n &rs Eventegaropting svas @wlosemp e er s

because it is a particularly useful method for evaluating the general descriptive
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properties of everyday experiencand for using these properties to generate
hypotheses for further testing (Reis & Gable, 2000).

At Preschool A|l spent a total of 31 hours on event sampling, spread over 15
study days in continuous sessions of between 1 hour and 3 hours in duration. At
Preschool B] engaged in event sampling 5 hours, over 15 study days. Anent
in this study was defined as v er bal description Wy a <ch
Every event that overheard was recorded on paper, as soon as possible after it
occurred(usually within 1 minute, and nearly always within 5 minutes). A small
number of events in the sessions (< 20 in total) were omitted, either because of
partial inaudibility or becauslewas too busy to record them when they occurred.

For each event, thllowing information was coded, on pfermatted coding
sheets inmy notebook: thetime at which the event occurred; the child(ren) who
made the report (thittler); the child(ren) who performed the reported action (the
miscrean), and whether they wereamed explicitly; theperson(s)to whom the
report was made (thaudiencg, and whether they were addressed explicitly;
whether the audience was in the same group as the protagonists when the event
occurred (which served as a proxy for whether they wiee/Ito havewitnessedhe
event); the person most affected by the repolbthviour(the victim), which was
defined as either the tattler themselves, the audience, a third party, or nobody in
particular; thetruth valueo f t he t at t | alsedw indetermivatenthe (t r u
freetextcontento f t he tattl er 6s r e p-extdesc(ptoh bfen v el
t he au tkspensdo théevent.

After data collection, content analysis of t@ntentandresponsdreetext fields
was used tocode data using the coding schentelow. For these additional

categories, half of the events were rated independentlyféjoa graduate student
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who was blind to the observational predictions and was given the definitions below,
along with examples siitar to those in ApendicesAppendix Aand Appendix A
Inter-rater reliability for content type was 90%,dafor response type it was 89%;

Co h e n Gaswask.8&/ prul .84, respectively

Content Type

Reports of upweerassignedte tna edm categories (following
Ross & den Bak.ammers, 1998). Reports physical aggressiomeferred to any
kind of unwanted physical contact, e.g. hitting or pushifrgperty damageeports
described ankind of damage to property, e.g. breaking a toy, or knocking over
some blocksProperty entittementovered reports of someone taking something
which belonged to another child, or which another child had been using, as well as
children refusing to share ots that they themselves owned or were using. A
report ofsocial conventionmeferred toa violation of some conventional rule of the
classroom, such as standing on a chair, or poor table madagsplay violations
included reports of a child obstruch g anot her chil dés ©pl ay,
alongside them. Reports tdunting referred to one child shouting at another or
calling them name®eceptionreports described another child lying to or otherwise
misleading someone. Reports dfsagreementreferred to one childdenying
something that another child had said or believed in. There were also two categories
of reports that did not meet the definition of tattling, since they did not describe
negative behaviar. In neutral, omonjudgemerdl, repats the behaviourdescribed
was innocent and the child who reported it did not seem to be seeking any
punishmentPositiver e port s consi sted of an approvin

prosocialbehaviour
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Response Type

The actions of the audience nesponse to hehavioual report were assigned to
one of seven categories (again following Ross & den Bakmmers, 1998).
Supportinga tattler involvedntervening on his behalf, e.g. by verbally admonishing
the miscreant, or compelling her to hand ovéwpyato another childAcknowledging
a report consisted ofigreeing or sympathizing with the tattler, but not saying
anything to the miscreant about the repotietlaviour Excusingan action involved
asserting to the tattler that thehaviourreported isinnocent or justifiedignoring
was coded if the audience did not seem to respond to the tattler in any meaningful
way. Whenreprimandinga tattler,the audience reproached the tattler for tattling or
for the tatt behaviows In soma casedoh dattlér aral miscreant
were reprimanded, the implication being that they had both been involved in the
reported negative activity, and thisceived its owrcode. Finally, aquestioning
responsdook place when the audience tried to find out exastiat had happened
by questioning the tattler, the miscreant, or both, but was unable to reach any firm

conclusions (so that the response did not resolve into one of the other categories).

3.2.3 Point Sampling of Social Networks
Tattling is not just an individualctivity, but a relational activity between tattlers and
the peers that they report on. It might therefore be expected to vary according to the
social relations between individualsbuilt up a picture of the social networks in the
two classrooms, andélsociability of individual children, by using point sampling to
record the composition of <chil (Cooicards pl a
2004, Pellegrini, 2004)in Preschool A, group membership was surveyed at a set

time every morning. Sevak study days were also devoted to point sampling, taking
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a sample every 15 minutes for the duration of the morning. In all, 106 point samples
were taken, each of which recorded the group membership of every child phesent.
the busier environment of Pd®ol B, point sampling was conducted on a more

infrequent and ad hoc basis (18 samples, spread over 9 study days).

3.2.4 Focal Follows

In Preschool A, each child was observed individually for one hour. This hour was
made up of one 3thinute and two 1%ninutesessions per child, carried out on three
separate days. Everything that the focal child did during these sessions was noted.
The motivation for the focal follows was threefold: firstly, to check that the event
sampling of the «c¢hihotdhiased towardy teer ntost laudiblee p o r t
children; secondly, to measure the frequency with which conflicts were reported to
adults; and thirdly, to investigate the dominance hierarchy within the classroom.

| used the same coding scheme for analyzing conféstdor recording the
content type of childrends verbal report
property damage, property entitlement, social convention, joint play violation,
taunting, deception and disagreement were all recordedcommon methd for
analyzing the dominance hierarchies of toddlers is to code for incidences of direct
aggression (e.g., Strayer & Strayer, 1976). However, examples of direct aggression
become much less frequent by age 4 (Hawley, 1999), and were rarely observed in
Preschool A; so insteatlanalyzed several types of social interaction which included
a clear el ement o fbehdviourl®y @riothey (cf. BarfneBasrm e ¢ hi |
1988; La Freniere & Charlesworth, 1983). Chldvas considered to have taken part
in a dominant interaction with Childy if any one of the following behawmal

patternsoccurred: (aX initiated physical contact with, andY did not resist; (pX
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told Yto do something, and complied; (¢ Y imitatedX6 s b erh(d V followed

X to anotler part of the room. In each case, the behavaf both children was
important, emphasizing the point that dominance is a function of dyadic relations,
rather than of individual behawio alone (Strayer & Strayer, 1976). However, for
many dyads there wer® examples of such interactions, and so it was impossible to
construct a single transitive hierarchy that included all the children. Therefore the
ratio of total dominant to submissive interactions for each child was used as an index
of relative dominane. The dominance hierarchy constructed using this measure was
in accordance with the transitive shierarchies that were constructed based on
interactions between specific dyads, and with qualitative observations and informal

teacher r ep orelative dosminancehi | dr end s

3.2.5 Teacher Ratings of Relational Aggression

Due to time constraints and the larger class size, and belchadesome confidence
from the first preschool that the event sampling procedure would not underestimate
the level of tattling, ndocal follows were carried out in Preschool B. Instead, |
administered the relational aggression factor of the Preschool Social Behavior
Scal® Teacher form (PSBS; Crick et al., 1997) to the teacher and classroom
assistant in Preschool B, to find outhtte was a link between tattling and relational
aggression. As mentioned in the introduction, gossip and other forms of evaluative
talk have been analyzed as instances of the theoretical construct of relational
aggression, def i ne dhpaposefullmanipoation@gndadamager s

of t heir peer relationshipso (Crick

aggression factor of the PSBS consi st s of Si X descr.i

characteristidbehaviour( e . g . , ATell s otlheras mpoeer G fprl
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on which each child was rated using -pdnt Likert scale. Crick and colleagues
(1997) demonstrated that this factor was internally consistent and independent of the
overt aggression, prosociddehaviour and depressed affect factotn addition,
McEvoy, Estrem, Rodrigueand Olson (2003) found strong interethod agreement
between teacher ratings on the PSB$®eer nominations, and direct obssions of

relationally aggressive activiiyp the preschool

3.3 Results

3.3.1 Negative Bias
Chhl drends tattling, def i nedur was fartnioee r epo
frequent than the reporting of positive or neutral behavigvent sampling recorded
354 examples (93.1%) of tattlinfy) = 1.26 reports per child per day attendsD,=
1.12;25 example£6.6%) of norjudgemendl talk, M = .09,SD= .14 and just one
example (. 3%) of positive talk atwaut a |
reporting was 0 to 6.31 events per child per day attended.

Tattling might be expected to be mormticeable, and thus more readily
observable, than other forms of talk about peers. However, a similar effect was
observed in the data from the focal follows, where it would have been difficult to
miss any kind of behawviwpal report about a third party e by the focal child. Out
of 32 instances in the focal follow data whehe focalchild was involved in a
behaviour reporting evenbnly 2 reports (6.3%) were ngndgemental, and none

were positive.
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3.3.2 Topics of Tattling
Examples of actual tattling comtieare listed inAppendix A No examples were
found of children reporting one of the pdefined categories of tattling content
(deception . For the other seven categogi es, I

are shown in Table 1, ordered by overall frequency.

Tablel. Proportions of Reported Categories of Negative Behaviour

Preschool A Preschool B Total

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Property entitlement .45 (.30) 27 (.24) 34 ()
Physical aggression .16 (.15) .32 (.24) .26 (.22)
Social convention .19 (.16) .10 (.15) .14 (.16)
Joint play .03 (.06) .18 (.23) .12 (.20)
Taunting .05 (.09) .08 (.10) .07 (.10)
Property damage 11 (.15) .04 (.11) .06 (.13)
Disagreement .01 (.03 .00 (.01) .01 (.02)

3.3.3 Accuracy and Truthfulness
In event samples where it was possible to determine unambiguously the truth of a
behaviaral report, an average of 90.0% of repgu¢s childwere found to be true.
Howeverin 43.1% of event samplegsaveragd across all participantsjhe truth
value of the report could not be determined. This was partly because the busy nature
of the classroom environmenften made it difficult todetermineall the relevant

antecedents of the ohibledcrasursGes sdinmsep urteepso,r t
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not |l i stening to me! 0) were difficuldt t
intensive questioning of the children involved. In the focal follow data, where it was
much easier to det er maimsgonly hreportsout dbffiB2 o f c
(28.1%) were of indeterminate truth value, and no false reports were recorded.

In the majority of indeterminate cases, it is unlikely that the reports were false,
since the alleged miscreants rarely denied their offencek,tlee teachers rarely
accused tattlers of lying. Moreovehe proportions ofleceptivereports in our study
were well below the 10% dalsereports that were recorded. For example, CBild
might crash into Child\ on a tricycle, and Chilé might falsey report to the teacher
that ChildC had crashed into him. This might be an error in face recognition, or a
slip of the tongue; there were very few events in whiskispected that deliberate
fabrication of a report was occurring. Mistaken ascriptionstgntiord e . g . nShe
pushed m® when one <chil d h @& anathed waleenmtea | | y

common.

3.3.4 Egocentrism
Tattling was quite sel€entred tending to focus on achieving help or punishment for
something tht had happened to the tattlevean share =77, SD = .24 Tattling on
behalf d third parties was quite rarejean share = .06D = .11;and reporting a
transgression which directly affected thedence was more unusual stithean
share = .01,SD = .02 Tattling where there was no clear victias with most

breaches of soal convention, was more commanean share = .1&D= .17

3.3.5 Reporting Behaviour to Peers
Reporting a childés behaviour to another

occurring in only 4 out of 363 events (1.1%). It sspible that the frequency of
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reporting to peers was underestimated by the event sampling method, since reporting
to adults is likely to be more noticeable. Reporting to peers was slightly more
common in the focal follow data, where it accounted for 10632 events (3.1%
However, the much smaller sample size for the focal follows means that this
differenceis rather unreliable.nl any caseit is clear that reporting to peers was
much less frequent than reporting to adults, even when measured tscimigue

that was sensitive to most of the statements made by the focal child.

3.3.6 Audience Knowledge State
Chil drends behaviour al reports were qui.t
target of the report (themiscreant was mentioned by name: in 51.3%tbé 269
events for which this property was recordéthe miscreant was explicitly named,
while in the remaining 48.7% of events the miscreant was implied, typically through
use of the pronominal forrhe or she or by pointing. Using the presence of the
audience in the same s@oouping within the classroom as a proxy for whether they
had witnessed the reported behaviour, it was found that the tattler reported the
miscreant by name in 59.2% of events when the audience was not present in the
same suigroup,but in only 28.1% of events when the audience was present- A chi
squared test revealed that this difference was highly significehtz 18.8,

p = .00001.

23 One other report was made to a child of nine or ten years who was present in the room for a short
while, and who was related to one of the classroom assistants. His position could thus bmdrgued
intermediate between peer and staff member, and indeed the children seemed to treat him in an
intermediate way.

24 This property was not recorded during the first four days of event sampling, as the hypothesis that it

was used to investigate had heen developed. Nor was it always possible (due to inaudibility) to
record whether a target had been mentioned by name at other times.
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3.3.7 Audience Responses to Tattling
Table 2 shows the mean shares of the various types of responténty, tardered
by overall frequency. The most common response was supporting the tattler, which
accounted for around 50% of responses. If acknowledging is included as a positive
response for the tattler, since it constitutes positive attention from doriyt

figure, almost 70% of responses were favi

Table2. Proportions of Audience Responses to Tattling

Preschool A Preschool B Total

Mean (SD) Mean(SD) Mean(SD)
Supporting .52 (.27) 44 (.19) A7(.23)
Acknowledging A7 (.27) .25 (.24) .22(.25)
Excusing .08 (.09) 12(.13) A1(.12)
Ignoring 14 (.17) .07 (.09) .10(.13)
Reprimanding .03 (.05) .03(.09) .03(.08)
Both reprimanded .04 (.13) .02 (.04) .03(.09)
Questioning 12 (.26) .13 (0.13) 12(.19)

3.3.8 Dominance
| n Preschool A there was a strong pos
dominance, as measured by the ratio of their dominant to subordinate interactions,
and the rate at which they tattled on other children,881,n = 16,p < .001. That
I s, domi nant children reported ot her sé

subordinate children (see Figureb&low). Since a negative correlation between
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dominance and tattling frequentyad been predictedhis result waranted further
investigation.

Therelationship was still significant, though less so, if the outlier at the top right
of Figure 1(a highly dominant gl, Caoimhewho tattled much more frequently than
any other individual in either preschoaps excludedA more general explanation
for this patterrwould bethat children who talked to the teacher more ofteght
have beermore likely to engage in tattling. However, there were no correlations
between overall rates of addressing an adult in the classa®mecorded in the
focal follows, and either rates of tattling or ratio of dominant to subordinate
interactions, both < .25, bothp > .3. Alternatively, sociability might be expected to
increase tattling on the part of dominant children, since more | sobéactions
might lead to more potential for conflicts, and therefore more opportunities to report
those conflicts. Since the average number of play partners for a given child would be
affected by total attendance on the days that he or she was ptes#otlated an
index of sociability for each child, based on the ratio between the actual number of
interactions with every other child and the potential number of interactions that
could have taken place (i.e., the number of point samples at whichchitdihen
were present). There was no correlation between this sociability index and either the
frequency of childrends tattling or the
bothr < .3, bothp > .3. Therefore, there seemed to be a specific lirtkvdzen

dominance and tattling, at least in this preschool.
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Figure 1. Relationshipf?= . 77, between childrenés domi
ratio of dominant to subordinate interactions in which they participated, and tattling
frequency (adjusted for attendance) in Preschool A.
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3.3.9 Relational Aggression
In Preschool B there was a strong correlation between tattling frequency and a
childés score on the rel at iToteaahHerratedggr es s
guestionnairer = .59 n = 24,p = .002.Highly significant individual norparametric
correlations were also obtained for all six of the items on the PISB&le, allr 2
50,allp¢e. 01. The closest correlation was wi
with or be a child s f rri=e66,d 5 .0005.This demonstrates that tattling-co
varies with more traditional verbal indices of relational aggression (see Figure 2

below).
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Figure 2. Relationshipf?= . 36, bet ween chiidns ends rel a
measured by teacher ratings on the PSB8ale, and tattling frequency (adjusted
for attendance) in Preschool B.
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3.3.10 Social Closeness
The social interaction index described in Secflomas used to investigate the effec
of social closeness on tattling frequency. For each dyad in PrescHddl fikst
calculated the ratio between the numbempoint samples at which both children
were found to be in the same group and the number of samples for which both were
present aschool. | then carried out a bivariate correlation between this ratio and the

proportion of each childdés tattlaveryg t hat

% There was not enough data from the point sampling to complete this analysis for Preschool B.
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significant though not particularly strongprrelation between the social closeness
ratio with each dyad partneand the percentage of tattlipgrformedon that child, r
= .335,p = .000001 n = 24Q This showed that, as predicted, children were
somewhatmore likely to report the behaviour of thopeerswith whom they

interacted more frequé.

3.3.11 Gender Effects
No effects of tattler gender were found on overall frequency of behavioural reports,
proportion of negative reports, egocentrism, or dominancepal .3. Gi r | s 0
behaviar a | reports were slightly botbhwee trut h
highly truthful, M = .98, SD = .05,n = 19 for girls;M = .84,SD= .26,n = 21 for
boys; and this effect was not significant, 2.36,p = .029,n = 34, given the number
of potential gader effects that were test&bnferroniU= 0.0025 Howe\er, even at
this reduced significance levehe boysM = 3.21,SD= .88,n = 13,in Preschool B
were farmorelikely thanthe girls,M = 1.60,SD = .72,n = 11,to be seen by the
teacher as relationally aggressive,4.84,p = .00008. Since there wasondifference
in the overall tattling rates between gendérs0.882,p = .383, it was possible to
directly compare the frequencies gfi r | sé and b otlyesvarious e por t
categories of norm violation (see Figuréb&low). The only significant diffegnce
was in tattling on physicaggressionwhich boysM = .49 per daySD= .41,n =
21, reported more often than gird,= .15 per daySD= .16,n = 19;t = 3.46,p =
.002. There was no significant effect of tattler gender on the frequency of amgy of

various types of response to tattling,md . 15 .
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Figure 3. Differing mean frequencies of reporting (adjusted for attendance) by boys
and girls in both preschools on the various categories of transgression. Error bars
represent 1 SE
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3.3.12 Age Effects
To test for age effets, a series of bivariate correlations were run between the
childrenbs ages at the start of the stud
the study. Anospar ametric correlation (Spear man
narrow range of ages in the sjud¢ompared to the wide ranges within the variables
being measured. The 15 variables tested included the frequency of behavioural
reports made by each child per (adjusted) school day; the frequency of behavioural
reports made about each child per schogt diae proportions of reports made by
each child that were negative, true, egocentric, (newhich the tattler himself was

the object of the reported action), and which did not explicitly name another child;
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the frequency of reports made by each chithaerning physicalaggression

property disputes, and social conventional violations; the proportions of supporting,
acknowledging, excusing, ignoring and questioning responses from the audience;
and each <c¢hil do-3 relstionalraggressiorubscdlee Of Bh&sB, $he

only variable to show a significant rela
frequency of behavioural reporgs= -.40,p = .027. However, this relationship did

not approach significance at the Bonferroni adjusted alpled dév0033.

3.3.13 Site Effects
To check for site effects between the two preschools, a series of bajvoegyst-
tests were run on variables measured by this study. The 14 variables tested included
the frequency of behavioural reports made by each childgofusted) school day;
the frequency of behavioural reports made about each child per school day; the
proportions of reports made by each child that were negative, true, egocentiic (i.e.
which the tattler himself was the object of the reported actamg, which did not
explicitly name another child; the frequency of reports made by each child
concerning physical aggression property disputes, and social conventional
violations; and the proportions of supporting, acknowledging, excusing, ignoring and
guestioning responses from the audience. Of these, the only variasfgtoacha
significant difference between the two preschools was the frequency of reports of
social conventional violations,= 1.86,p = .081 the mean frequency of reports of
social onventional violations in Preschool A (0.31 per day) was much higher than in
Preschool B (0.09 per day). However, given the number of variables that were tested
for site effects, the Bonferroni adjusted alpha value was .0036, far belgpavtiee

for thisvariable.
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Given certain strikingdifferences in the patterns of gendered behaviour that
were observed between the preschaloisng the participant observation phase (see
Section4.5.2below for more details) carried outa planned % 2 ANOVA to find
out if there wee any differences in the rated$ behavioural reportindy gender
across the two school#é\s described above, there was no main effect of either
gender or site on rates ofporting bothF < 0.6, bothp > .45 yet there was a
significant interaction between gender and sites 6.0, p = .02Q The partiald®
value for this analysis was .15, which represents quite a strong. éfeshown in
Figure 4 below, both boys and girls contributed to this effect, with girls reporting

peers6 behaviour mor e t thanboybioBreschoohB. Pr e s c |
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Figure 4. Differing mean rates of behavioural reporting (per standardized school
day) between genders across the two preschools. Error bars refré<iat
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3.4 Discussion

The observational data sugges t hat t he r megatvebehawviogrwa f peei
an important form of social communication fhesepreschool children. While not
dominating their talk with the adults who worked with tldetaking place on

average only once or twice per schooldagitling was practiced quite regularly by

most children, and often had profound social consequences in terms of punishment

of the child whose behaviour was reported. In the next few sections, | discuss how
these observational data can help us answer thercbsgaestions set out in Section

3.1above
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3.4.1 Negative Bias

The great majority of childrends talk
descriptions of negative behaviour. This is a robust finding that held across both
sexes in both preschools, and also in the focal follow data, for which the tractability
of tattling was less of an issue. Moreover our data reiterate the findings of a bias
towards talk about negative behaviour among all four groups of siblings studied by
Ros and den Bakammers (1998). Taken together, these two studies demonstrate
thatd while not necessarily univergala bias towards reporting negative behaviour

is present in children of various ages in differing social contexts. It seems that when
children frst start talking to others about what a third party has done, they use this
faculty largely to reporbehaviourof which they disapprove. The roots of this bias
may lie in an ontogenetic adaptatiBjorklund & Pellegrini, 2000) for children to
seek aid osympathy from adults when suffering a negative affective response. This

idea is supported by the work BEggyMiller and Linda Sperry (1988), who found

ab

that2yearo |l ds 6 stories told to parents about

that 64% of ®ries were concerned with negative experiences. A bias towards
discussing negative events with adults may not be specific to communication about
social activities, then, but magweler a
the extent to which ik bias is recruited in everyday life, and the precise kinds of
events that are reported, are likely to be affected by local cultural norms of discourse

(Burger & Miller, 1999;P. J.Miller, Cho, & Bracey2005).

3.4.2 Topics of Tattling
What types of behavio did preschool children most often repdit found that

children were much more likely to report disputes arising from issues of property
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entitlement orphysical aggressiothan they were to report joint play disputes,
taunting, property damage, simple djssements, or deception. Again, this is
consistent with the findings of Ross and den Bakimers (1998); se@able 3

below.

Table3. Comparison of the Proportions of Reporting of Various Norm Violatians fo
Preschoolers and Siblings

Transgression type Preschool children 4-yearolds on 4-yearolds on
(aged 34) younger siblingg  older sibling8

Property entitlement 34 24 21

Physical aggression .26 15 .25

Social convention 14 13 A1

Joint play 12 .10 .10

Taunting .07 .08 .10

Property damage .06 24 .10

Disagreement .01 .04 .07

Deception .00 .02 .02

% Data from den Bak and Ross (1996).
® Data from Ross and den Bakmmers (1998).

Al figures are mean shares faordividual children.

The proportions of the various categories are remarkably similar, especially
when preschoolers are compared with thgedrolds at Time 2 in Ross and den
BakLammer sb6s study (i.e., t he groingg). of yo
Tattling on younger (Zearold) siblings seems slightly anomalous compared to the

other two groupsin that it is characterized by low rates of tattling on physical

96



3. Behavioural Ecology of Peer Reporting

aggression, but high rates of tattling on property damage. This may be because
todders do not present much a physical threat to their older siblings; but on the other

hand theymight be mordikely to accidentallywreck some configuration of toys

which the older siblings maghenseek adult help to repair. The high proportion of

propet y di sputes in preschool childrends t 8
reflect greater competition over access to toys in the preschool setting, due to the
higher density of children in the available space. The higher rates of tattling on
disageements between siblings are harder to explain, but perhaps indicate that
young children are more concerned with reaching agreement with their siblings

and having this agreement validated by a péréhan with unrelated peers.

The preponderance of tattlj on physical aggression and property disputes,
which result in direct harm to the victim, is in line with the findings of Nucci and
Turiel (1978), who showed that preschool children were more likely to protest about
moral (harmrelated) than conventiona&iolations in a classroom setting. It is also
noteworthy that events involvinghysical harmfrequently appear in-gearo | d s 0
stories about the pasP.( J.Miller & Sperry, 1988). It seems that children are
particularly prone to use tattling to reporeba c hes dfackafilbe aitor ms
Nichols, 2004), involving direct physical harm or property loss. However, they do
generalize this form of communication to breaches of other social norms, and

probably more so as they get older (Ross & denBakmers,1998).

3.4.3 Accuracy and Truthfulness

Regardless of content, the great maj or it
behaviar were true, at least for cases in which truth could be easily determined.

This figure is similar to Ross and den Balka mme r 98 fndir(g bf9amean of
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94.3% truthful reports across all four groups that they studiiedeover, most false
reports seemed to be mistaken rather than fabricated. This bias towards truthful
communication is interesting because children of this age @unalggr) are certainly
capable of lying (for a review, see Lee & Talwar, 2008). fy@arolds have been
observed to engage in frequent acts of social deception and pretence (Eeaiton
2000), and active lying by-$earolds has been demonstrated in margerimental
studies (e.g., Lewist al, 1989). Indeed, children in the present study were observed
to lie in response to tattling, usually
didndét! o Since strategic decenpdl(Haan& r equi
Russell, 2001) , it may be that by this
competence enables them to make false denials of responsibility, but not yet to
fabricate complex narratives that might successfully absolve them of responsibili

The default position of honesty in chil
for the evolution of cooperative behaviour, beca(@e Richersoret al., 2003,
argued relying on gossip to enforce cooperation by spreading information about
norm vidations creates the seceondder problem of how to check that this
information is accurate. How do we know that our informants are telling the truth,
rather than indulging in dishonest M@Achea
The factthatyong chi Il dren hardly ever fabricate
suggests that such fabrication is a skilled social cognitive activity that takes time and
effort to master. If fabricating false reports is so difficult, then perhaps the
assumption th t mo s t gossip is honest (or at | ¢
firedo) i s a us e fouebpeomlyd tharda areaispeopoytionateanstsi s t i

in disbelieving true gossip versus believing false gossip.
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In addition tothe proximate causestfthe lack of deceptive tattling by children,
it is tempting to postulate an ultimate cause. In ss@dle societies, young children
mainly communicate with members of their kin group, and this presumably reflects
conditions in the ancestral evolutionagvironment® The early preponderance of
communication within the kin group means that there are few conflicts of interest
between tattlers and their audience. As Alexander (19877/3JF5) notes, a high
frequency of deception is expected in any commatima where there are significant
conflicts of interest between the communicative partners (such as mimics deceiving
predators; see Dawkins & Krebs, 1978). Congruence of interests is easy to
understand in the case of siblings tattling to parents, whoatoeatly interested in
making sure that neither sibling is unfairly exploited by the other, because they have
a huge amount of resources invested in both. Since young children are not prepared
by evolution for life in the institutional environment of theegchool, it ispossible
that they treat staff at the preschool as surrogate parents, or at least as senior
members of their kin groupVery youngchildren use language not primarily to
communicate useful information to arbitrary others within the soc@ig but far
more often to communicate their own needs and desires to adultsanérthem
(this isalsoreflected in the egocentric nature of tattliligcussed below)t would
make little sense fochildrento lie in these circumstees: doing seould lead to a
cry wolf effect, in which a tattler is ignored just when they really need help. For

language to be adaptive for a young child, it has to be an honest signal of need.

%6 See Fitch (2005) for theory of the evolution of language through kin selection.
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3.4.4 Egocentrism
Children were more inclined to tattle on those who had hamwneaffended them
directly. At a pragmatic level, this finding may reflect a general egocentric bias in
chil dr en ok H.Rubs,cle78)r As ®@mofivational level, it may also reflect
a greater incentive to punish peers who have harmed the tatleer than those
who have harmed a third party. Nevertheless, children as young as two are capable
of sociocentric speech (e.g., Bruner, 1983), and it is central to evolutionary models
of punishment that individuals should sometimes extend punishmentidosaof
which a third party, or perhaps the group as a whatethe case of violations of
social conventiod is the vctim (Fehr & Fischbacher, 200%bIndeed, it is
interesting that children reported social conventional violations much more
frequently tha transgressions against a third party. Perhaps in some way the former
class of reports may be more important for promoting group cohdsecause it is
the group who suffers instead of any one indiviqual o mpar e t he <concep:
ser ving ausedgyh. {.Wilsensepal., 2000, and discussed odpof my
literature review) This pattern could also be indicative of a certain level of social
cognitive awareness, in that children might expect tpacy vicims to deal with
their own problems Childrenbs egocentric bias to
which they themselves are the victims was only a tendency, then, but one which may
reflect | anguageds ontogenetic ansdafpti ve

seeking aid from adults.

3.4.5 Reporting Behaviour to Peers
Children rarely reported peersé6é behaviou

that early forms of discussion of others
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Since adults are theaim sources of authoyitwithin a preschool classrognm makes

sense to direct such requests to those who can deal with them most effectively.
Interestingly, Killen and Turiel (1991) found that children are often able to resolve
conflicts on their own ewvewhen adults do not interveriReporting transgressions to
adults may not be done out mécessitythen, but may represent the use of adults as

astrategicresource to bring about a particular social outcome.

3.4.6 Audience Knowledge State
Children were mucltess likely to mention a peer by name when their audience was

close at hand (e.qg., sitting at the same table in the classroom). This is not surprising,

given that <c¢children as young as 2 have b
knowledge state (@Nei | | , 1996) . Here <children we
Gricebs (1989) conversational maxim of ¢

when it was clear who the subject of their discourse was, thus providing no more
information than was required to deteni ne i dentity, but useo
provide more information when the reference of the subject might have been less

obvious.

3.4.7 Audience Responses to Tattling
Tattling frequently led to a teacher or classroom assistant intervening in support of
the tatlero whether by punishing the reported miscreant, or by resolving a dispute in
favour of the tattler. There would seem to be little risk involved in tattling, in that
few tattling events led to a negative response for the tattler (this also tends te be tru
of the family context; Ross & den Bdlammers, 1998). Furthermores(avill be
discussed in more detail in Chaptgy qualitative observations showed that while an

explicit threat of tattling sometimes deterred peers from carrying out an undesired
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activity, tattling rarely led to aggressive retaliation on the part of peers (except in the

form of countettattling). Tattling can therefore be a useful social strategy for young
children to follow if they are seeking punishment for a perceived wrong. Asa soci

animal which engages in many repeated reciprocal interactions, it makes sense for
humans to be equipped with a Apunitive s
have harmed or exploited therwl.(E. Price, Cosmides, & Tooby, 2002). Lacking

the abilty to punish others effectively themselves, it may be ontogenetically
adaptive for young children to express their punitive sentiment indirectly, through

the verbal reporting of wrongdoers to those who can punish them.

3.4.8 Dominance
Although | had tentativelpredicted that most tattling would be done by submissive
individuals who were not capable of resolving disputes by themselves, | found that
dominant individuals in the first preschool in fact tattled significantly more
frequently than other children. Fbermore, this relationship was not reducible
either to dominant children being more sociable, or to them talking to teachers more
often. Tattling is sometimes a response to a (perceived) aggressive action by another

individual, and this may mean that itpsacticed more by dominant children, who

are more |likely to retaliate against pee
environment where childrenbés physical ag
domi nant i ndi vi du almaybbe soeidlized and tdicected inio mp u |

indirect, verbal behaviour (see Cooney et al., 1996; Hawley, 1999). Tattling may be
one of several interpersonal stratediescluding relationally aggressive behaviour
such as saying ,dil\venwr hasHve peloauigug siieh asdahnedts

and taunts, and direct physical aggression such as pashihigh some preschool
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children use, in varying proportions, to achieve social dominance. Woiland that
dominant children were no more likely than other childieeaddress the teachers in
general terms, it could also be that dominant childneme less shy about the
particular activity of externalizing social problems and drawing them to the attention
of an adult. These possibilities are not mutually exclusia:ih externalizing skills

may contribute to dominance in young childr@n line with recent research
indicating that aggressive, dominant children can have higher levels of social

competence in general; e.g., Vaughn & Santos, 2007).

3.4.9 Relational Aggression
The results of the PSBB questionnaire administered in Preschool B suggest that
there are links between tattling and relational aggression. The same children who
often engaged in relationally aggressive activities, such as telling peers that they
wouldnd t be t Hended toftattle thexrdost frequently. Is tattling a form of
relational aggressions? This is a possibility, but relational aggression has been
defined as behaviour that Ahar ms ot hers
(e.g,ushg soci al exclusion or rumor spreadi.
al., 1997, p. 579). Relational aggression is often also characterized as covert (Archer
& Coyne, 20059 f or exampl e, whi sper idwherebse hi nd
tattling in these two i@schools was overt and unashamed, often taking place right in
front of the tattling target. Since it is often overt, tattling may be more closely related

to social aggression, a construct defined to include both covert and overt forms of

" The especially close correlation between tattling and this particular item on theTP$a& may
reflect the link between tattling and punishmbgostracism, which was often imposed (in adnil
form, such as making children stand against the wall) on miscreants whose transgressions were
reported to teachers.
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nonphysical aggession (Archer & Coyne, 2005; Galen & Underwood, 1997).
Moreover, it is unlikely that children who tattled always intendeldaionthe tattling
targets. Sometimes, they may well have been motivated by a desire to win praise
from the teacher @r as a form ofestorative justic@ to correct some inequity in the

cl assr oom. Chil drenos motivations for

Chapterd.

3.4.10 Social Closeness
Not surprisingly, children were more likely to report the behaviour of those peers
with whom the interacted more frequentlidiowever, while it was highly significant
due to the large number of potential dyads in the classroom, this effect was rather
weak, emphasizing that tattling is likely to be a complex interpersonal behaviour
with a wide varietyof influencing variables (for example, some close dyads may be
marked by quite a turbulent relationship, whereas others enjoy a peaceful
relationship).Unfortunately, there were not enough transgressiecsrdedfor each
dyadin the focal followsto ascetain whether children were more or less likely to
report the behaviour of those they were close to wdmetrolling forthe frequency
of transgressionfor which one member of the dyad was the perpetrator and the
other was the victimThis kind of questim could perhaps be answerby future

researclusing video observations.

3.4.11 Gender Effects
The result that girls in Preschool B were much more likely than boys to be rated by
the teachers as relationally aggressive contrasts with the finding of @nidk
colleagueq1997) thatteachers tended to rapgeschool girls asnore relationally

aggressivehan boysboysin their studywere more likely than girls to be rated as
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overtlyaggressive). The lack of relational aggression among the girls in Preschool B
may ke because the female peer culture there was generally quite submissive and
peaceful, as discussed $ection4.5.2(see also the discussion of site differences in
Section3.4.13below). Girls acros®oth preschools were less likely than boys to
report instances gbhysical aggressionThis is not surprising given that preschool
boys engage in more rougimdtumble play than girls (Pellegrini, 1987, 2007;
Pellegrini & Smith, 1998), as well as being moverty aggressive (Crick et al.,
1997), and therefore have more opportunities to suffer accidental or intentional
physical harm at the hands of other boysfortunately, there were not enough
instances ophysical aggressiorecorded in the focal fallvs to ascertain whether
girls or boys were more likely to report this category of transgression when the
frequency of physicahggressiorsuffered by each individual was controlled for.
Again, systematic and sustainettieo observationsnight be useful fo answering

this question.

3.4.12 Age Effects
The negative relationship between age an
is surprising, because Ross and den-Bakimers (1998) found that older children
tattled more frequently, in absolute terms, thanrtheiunger siblingd even though
it made up a smaller pportion of their talk to adultsThe effect in the present study
was quite weak, given the number of possible age effects that were tested for, and
both the sample size and the overall age range waa#. S herefore the most likely

interpretation is that this age effect is simply a statistical artefact.
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3.4.13 Site Effects
The finding that children in Preschool B were more likely than children in Preschool
B to report social conventional violatiomsalso rather weak, given the number of
possible site effects that were tested for, ammly be another statistical artefact.
However, onelausiblealternativeexplanation is that a greater number of arbitrary,
conventional rules were needed in Preschool B, becalusee larger class size.
Qualitative observations indicated that staff in Preschool B made much more
extensive use of relatively formal punishments such as making a child stand in a
corner, rather than simply admonishing a child or intervening to resotlispute.
Possibly this was because, with a lower adult/child ratio, disputes tended to become
more serious, and therefore more requiring of formal punishment, before an adult
could intervene. A similar mechanism may have led to more frequent appeals to
social conventions on the part of the children.

The gender dynamics of tattling seemed to vary between the two preschools,
with girls doing more of it than boys in Preschool A, but the reverse pattern holding
for Preschool B. This may partlye explainal by differences in the ways that girls
behaved across the two schools, stemming ultimately from the greater cultural
heterogeneity of the female peer group in Preschool B (see Sédi@ielow for
more extensive discussiari this point). However, this does not explain the slightly
depressed rate of tattling for boys in Preschool A, which also contributed to this
gender/site interactiofit is likely that, as with many behavioural traispreschools
the gender dynamics ¢dittling is highly sensitive to a large number of features in
the local social and cultural contgeee MacNaughton, 20Q0)his certainly seems
to be the case for gender effects in indirect aggression, where no real consensus has

been reached: some siesl have found that girls practise indirect aggression (and
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