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Sharing

Some toys are very close to me,
My tricycle and bear .
Are almost parts of me mysel
So please don't make me share
If you do, I'll cry-and fuss
You'll hit me with your hand
And we will have a scene when really
You don't undexstand , 7
That I'm too young, I'm insecure

I fear that part of me -

Will go away and not come back

Don't force, encourage me

That giving comes when I am ready
Sharing is an art

That comes from happy confidence

And overflowing heart

by Anne Johnstone from .

I Need You When I Need You, Mom

by Myself, 1979, (printed by
prin;ers ink, Barrie).
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Abstract

The purpose of this Kstudy was to investigate - the-
immediate effects ’of film-mediated cooperative games on
children's prosocial behavior. A total number of
seventy-seven (N=77) preschool childiren between the ages of
two and four served as subjects. The expeqimentai
treatment consis£ed of showing groups of qhildren either
slides or videotapes -of cooperative games ovér a fiéér.week
peria’. Control groups were shown animapéd films for an
equal péridﬁ of time. The child;en wer; systematically
observed each week immediately after the interventiéns in
order to assess the extent to which they modeleg
cooperation. An average score for the modeling / of
coopefation was tabulated for the five weeks of treatment.
A second dependent measure was also taken which consisted
of the extent to which children were willing to donate to a
friend .after the fifth week of treatment. These two
measures were analyzed with multivariate analysis  of
variance (MANOVA) and Bonferroni confidence - ifitsrvals. &
post hoc 2 X 3 nonorthogonal MANOVA was utilized to assess
the age independent variable. The results.indicate that
the videotape treatmeht was more effective in teaching
prosscial‘behavio in comparison to the film treatment.
The post hoc MANOVA\analysis révealed that "older children

T,

-

were more cooperative than younger children. &ossible

vii
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applications of videotape mpdeling for prosocial behavior
are discussed and recommendations are made for future

. research with young children.’
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Chapter 1

Introduction

. . ‘
Positive socialization has -always been .ane of the'

statéd aims of mést ‘educational, therapéutic, s;:%£ or
gecreational Pprograms, and ‘recent research QOuld indicatg
that .cdoperative éémes are one means of . prosocial
socialjzation (Orlick; 1978a; Orlick, lé?Sb; .Orlick &
Foley, 1979). Witg the help of cooperative gaﬁés, it is
believed possible to  teach ydﬁpd children prosocial

behaviors. ’ L :

The focus of this résearch is on_the effects of visual
modeling of children's cooperative game playing and £heir‘
- subsequent behaviogg This problemJ is important -_and
appropriate for several reasoﬁs. Research haé .shown thgt
current television programming may be contributing t
mounting tension and aggression. Therefore new alternative
programming is neéded to alter this trend. Witﬁ réspect 1:0(”7
possible content -"material research hast shown that th;
proportion. of children's prosocial behavior increases both
in play and in tﬁe_classroom:fbllowing active participation
in leader directed cooperative games. Considering tpé high
cost of play leadership, it becomes important tc determine

the efficacy of video modeling of cooperative play on

children's imitative behavior.



Skinner’ k1978) has emphasized .the need for greater
sciehtific approaéhes to studying ‘our society and the need
for more positive reinforcement of alfrﬁistic behaviors.
Pursuing the éame line of thought, Bandura (1977)
elaborated on the use of television to teach modeling of
helpful behaviors. His empirical studies have revealed the
important effects of observationil and symbolic encoding in

children's imitative socialization development .

This' study was designed to evaluate the di?ect impact
of film—mediated_cooperative games since no sﬁch.studies
have yet been done. If this initial inqﬁiry showed
positive ;;sultg, long term assessment.and gengralization

of prosocial behavior would thén be a logical follow-up.

Some studies (Rushton, 1976; Rushton &. Wheelwright,

lQﬁO) have shown a high'correlation between cooperation and

donation behavior. Therefore a measure of the possible

short term effecté of cooperation on donation after the

intervéhtions could provide useful data about the

relationship between these variables. It is important to
"

note that the prosocial measure of donation is not direct

. imitation but a variable related to coopefation.

If: it 1is shown that the immediate effects of

film-mediated cooperative games do enhance cooperation and

-

e ¢
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do result in more donation behaviof; then, ﬁerbapé teachers
in the preschool and school environment could utilize
videotape reels o;- cassettes, slides or films to foster
modeling of cooperative behaviqfﬁiin the gymnasium, the
classroom and the school yardﬂ?during recess and lunch
periégg— (Partinéton, personal communication, 1978).
Commercial television might be able to adapt the
cooperative games and play materials to effect, favourably,
children's prosocial behaviors (Provost, 1980). If
immediate effects are ‘evident perhaps these visual aids
could be used to help teachers and play leaders control
group.behévior in specific situations on a short ternp
basis. In fact if programs such as these are demonstrate

to be effective, even on a short term basis, they " could

provide data support for more widespread implementation.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of the study was to investigate the

immediate effects of film-mediated cooperative games on

-

children's prosocial behavior.

Research Hypotheses

A. The ‘groups viewing cooperative games on videotape
reels (VTR) will engage 1in more subsequent modeling of
‘cooperation during free play and in more donation to

friends than groups viewing slides of the same cooperative



e

games,

B. The groups v%ewing cooperative games on videotapé
reels will engage in more subsequent modeling of
cooperation during a fgee play perioa and in more donation
to friends:tngn groups viewing 'non relaﬁed animated films. '

Limitations

Several " limitations arose during experimental

s

treatments of the different groups.

B , |
1. The groups' viewing of the cooperative games . on
the slides and videotape reels created certain viewing

problems for those participants who watched from an angle.,

2. Videotaping of all children in the play area was
sometimes very difficult because only one camera was
available. The experimenter had to consider the viewing
angle of éhe camera and the physical set up not to
interfere with the play leaders' regular sessions. In some
insfances} it was impossible to take pictures of children
playing alone under tables or of childrep who moved into
the storage and kitchen rooms. Howeve? in all the groups,
" the .camera was scanned from right to left and vice versa to

include the greatest possible number of children.

3. ~The attention span , of children appeared to be
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limited to three minutes during  viewing ses?ions,’perhaps
because of the size of the groups, the distractions by the
play leaders, the other children, and é;me mothers. To
evaluate time duration, the researcher assessed different
groups' attentional span. with a stop watch during

pre-experimental observation periods.

4. From time to time changes . in the play leaders'
schedulg (e.g., dentists, visits) disrupted the regqular
prograﬁ: and the children's behavior. More running and
yelling were subjectivelf observed by the experimenter
during these séssioné.

Operational Definitions

Prosocial behaviors include both donation and

cooperation.

Donation behavior. Denation behavior in this

experiment is defined as the number of" lollipops (0-10)
shared by the children with their friends without any

expectations of an external reward.

Cooperation behavior. Cooperation 1is when a child

interacts with another or many children to accomplish a
goal together. In trying to solve or accomplish a task,
there can be verbal or physical helping. Any physical or

verbal gestures of a collaborative nature are considered to
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be cooperative behaviors.

Modeling. Modeling is the direct and immediate

imitation of a behavior obse{ved via the media of films,

slides or videotape reels.

Cooperative games viewiﬁg groups. Two groups of

children who viewed a projection of cooperative games with
the use of $lides; and two groups of children who viewed a
projection of cobperative games with the use of videotape

reels.

-

Animation film groups. Two groups of children who

viewed non related animated films.

Free play period. A period of time in which the

chil{ren from all six groups had access to the identical

cooperatixye games. The children were left alone to play

\

play mai;ii? seen in the audiovisual presentation of the
;o '

with the equipment as they desired.

-

i



. Cﬂapter 2

Review of the Literature

The reﬁiew of literature deals with four main areas.
The first section focuses on studies pertaining to the
general topic of television models. The second section
includes studies which explain the effects of cooperative
games on children's positive socialization.® ‘The third
section presents studies relevant to the effecté. of
film¥mediated modeliqg on children's prosocial and
altruistic behaviors. The fipal section analyses play

measurement instruments.

Television Models

With the help of television, children Can. ldarn to
imitate certain behaviors. For example, violent and
aggressive social models (Bandura, Rose & Rose, 1963a),
sport models fLeith & Orlicks 1973) and film material
{(Bryan & Schwartz, 1971) have provided different stimuli
which children imitate from television. In a most
comprehensive review of literature, Liebert, Neale and
Davidson (1973) systematicallyigompéqpé the scientific data
on the early effects of telévision on childréen and found

that prosocial and aggressive behaviors weére imitated.
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Much. researgh analyzé;- the effects of violence and
aggression on children's behavior. Fortunately some more
recent étudies are underway (Bandura, 197}) which attempf
to teach children prosocial modeling skills with the help
of television and Orlick (1978b) ﬁhas suggested  the use of

television for mass social change and impact.

Bandura (1971b) discusses the potential utility of .

modeling in motoric reproduction processes. If cues and )

reinforcing stimuli operate in situdtiohal games or sports
environments; then maybe they can easily tri?ger off the
mechanism for imitation . in other situations as well. He
states, "To facilitate development of motor skills, delayed
self-observation through videotape procedures is
increasingly employed. In most every day learning, people
achieve rough épproximations of desired behavior by
observation; their initial behavioral enactments are then
rfurther refined. through self-corrective adjustments on the

basis of informative feedback from performance" (Bandura,

1971a, p.40).

Bandura's work (197la) clearly illustrates the so?ial
impact 6f television, which often replaces the traditional
models of parents and teachers. "In view of the'efficaéy
of pictorial modeling~‘and the large amountrof timehpeOple

spend watching televised productions, mass

»



media plays an influential role in shaping behavior and

social attitudes. And, with further developments in

-

communication technology wheréby any desired activity can
be portrayed on,%iequest at any time on remote television;
parents, teachers and. other traditional models may occupy
less prominent roles in the social learning'process as
increasing use is made  of symbolic modeling influence”

(Bandura, 197la, p. 41-42).

Television is thought to be the most rapid and
efficient way for implementing social change on overt
behavior and *cognitive attitudinal values. Since adults
watch television an averaée of foréy—four hours per week
and childfen under five watch an average of twenty-three

and a half hours of television a week (Waters, 1977),

television can have a tremendous influence on our lives.

Social learning theorists (Bandura, 1963; Bandura,
Rose & Rose, 1963b; Bandura & Walters, 1963; Berkowitz,
Corwin & Hieronimus, 1963) have studied the effects of
symbolic modeling with the wuse of videotape playback.
Their findings with subjects ranginé in age between two and
six have revealed tremendous potential for modeling with
children. Chi%dren have imitated adults hitting bobo
dolls, peers caressing dogs and snakes which they feared

previously, and other children resisting temptation; but,
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‘these initial studies were limited to laboratory settings.

Field experiments, interviews, diaries of Eglevison
habits, survéys and behavioral observations have led to
some other interesting conclusions. Waters (1977) has
interviewed children of different ages with respect to how
television operates in their lives: Here are some of their

views,

Television is perféct .+ to tune out . the rest

of . the world. But I don't  relate with  my

family much because we're all too busy watching
5

television. (14 years old, Los Angeles)

., You see  so much violence that it's meaningless.
If I saw someone really get killed, it wouldn't
be a big deal. I guess I'm turning into a hard

rock. (1l years old, Denver)

I'd rather watch T.v. than play outside because
it's boring outside. They always- have the same
rides, 1like swings and things. (9 vyears old, San

Francisco)

Sometimes when I watch an exciting show, I don't
blink my eyes once. When I close them after the

show, they hurt hard. (15 vears o0ld, Lake Forest)
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When I see a beautiful girl using a shampoo or a

cosmetic on T.V., I buy them because I'll Ilovk
like her. I have a ton of cosmetics. I play around
with theln and save them for when I'm older.

(13 years old, Glastonbury, Conn.)

It bugs me when someone is watching with me, If
your friend is bored, you have to go out or make

(4

. conversation. That's hard. (10 years old, New York)

In a very controversial research article,Gertner(1976)
discusses the effects of viewing violent programé' like
- Kojak, Starsky and Hﬁtqh, and Mannii. A prime factor
éécording to  this author is the amount of time spent
watching these programs. Four hours per day is " the level
for possible negative copditioning effects. He states that
according to his research people who. watch télevision for
more than four hours per day become television addicts and
are subjgcted to vioclent crimes and aggressive. acts that
lead to subliminal conditioning. They become less
outgoiﬁg, more distrustful, suspicious and passive. l

A recent monograph by Hrycaiko, McCabe éxihkrﬂndty(l978)
andlyzes television role models in relation to sport and
physical activity. They assessed the televison role models

of 1little league baseball players, minor league lacrosse



12

players and children attending summer hockey schools. To

do so they utilized a seri®s of questionnaires op the

player's attitude and _beliéfs, television diaries ' and
observa;iOns on behavioral perfqrmance. Their sEudy has
operationally defined sport related'vérbal, non-verbal and
p@ysical aggressiqn as well 4&s prosocial behavior. The
major findings were that television viewing is heavier in
the winter and the evening; that children like to watch
sports, cartoons and comediés; that sports perceived as
prosocial were'frack and field, swimming and gymnastics;
and that all the categories of players favored the amateur
model. From these findings, the authors concluded that,
"prosocial media input increaseé Lrosocial behavior among
player viewers; prosocial teams are more verbally
aggressive; television is a large part of kiQS lives:
aggressive sports are watched more often;  kids love
cartoons and comedies; baseball players likea the amateur
model; hockey and 1lacrosse players imitated the pro model;
and, non-aggressive behavior Qas listed higher in

preference” (H}ycaiko, McCabe & Moriarity, 1978, p. 89).

In an interesting study, Leith and Orlick (1973)
compared three groups of children watching different films:
There was one control group, who watched no film ;

one experimental group who watched a boxing movie; angd
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another experlmental grOup who watched a gymnaétic film.
After psychological test;ng with an instrument which tgé
children helped to develop, the authors concluded that the
children watching the boxing movie that 1lastéd for only
three minutes were more predisposed to aggressive behavior.
Thereforef to resolve the probleﬁ of mounting tension and
aggression, Orlick has suggested the creation of new
cooperative games to offer an alternative to the excessive
’competition to which children ar; pPresently being exposed.

Cooperative Games

The concept of cooperative games presents .a possible
solution for some of children's television programming. Orlick
(19783, 1978b) encouraged the concept by explaining the
basic structure and goals of these games. There are four
major elements to be considered for the creation of
cooperative games., The first is to coopefate in the
attainment of a common goal for a group of people. All the
persons involﬁéd in the game are aiming for the same goal.
For example, the objective of collective score volleyball
is to tabulate a commom cumulative scare frthe number of passes
completed .zy .each team over the net. If the fixed
objective is fifty passes then each team works together to
‘obtain that score. The second element is involvement. No

cne is eliminated from the games. The classic example is
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the musical chairs - game where a child is eliminated by
removiﬁg'anothér chair each timé the_éﬁsié~ éfbps playing.
In the cooperative musical cﬁéirs- version, playetsrhave to
share a space on  the chair with a friend.: _The third
element is participatién: by all. Everyohe uﬁfesent. is
invited to play. éhe final = element is ;fun. -Bouet and
Orlick (1974) elaborated on the concepf of fun. People

consider a social event as fun when there are 1lots of

smiles, laughter, physical closeness and challenge.‘ ,"

Orlick (1974b) recégnizes the poténéial of the sports
ehvironment. for shaping behavior. The author talks about
. the gradual éhaping of success in sports to encourage mass
participation. A controversial topic in thé learning of
cooperative gémes is the time and readiness for children to
pléy together and share. Orlick and Foley (1979) report
that - cooperatively ‘structured games éan be played "and
enjoyed by .preéchoolers cf three and four; also, that
presﬁhool childrén are fully capable of cooperating and
sharing withl'oﬁﬂer children;;and lthat cooperative games
appeareé to ‘be accompanied by incrgése; in cooperative

behavior in free play outside the structured games.

v

To understand the social goals of games, Orlick,

McNally and O'Hara (1978) detailed a definitional diagram
: o o o

of the means and the ends of play. These definitions are -

. . . . | L

DN
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only guidelines because many variables are interactive in

. the process of playing a game.

R .Competiti&g means - coﬁpetitive ends: Everyone is
competihg against everyoné elge from the oufset to the
the end. The objective‘a@s to beat someone else or
everyone else,> and the means by which you attempt to
do this is by competing against them, Examples are a
class race where the first person across the finish
line is decléred the winner; a group’ of indiv}duals
all-" fighting to gain sole possession of one ball to

be 'King of the Mountain' or 'Winner on the Spot'.

2. Cooperative means - competitive ends: People
. engage in -cooperation with é group and competition
outside the group. Team members are cooperéfing to
beat (or better compete against) another team. Aan
example is any competitive game where teamates help
one another in pursuit of a victory and.where members
of one team share the win énd members of the other

team share the defeat.

3. Individual means - individual ends: One or more
people are pursuing an individual goal without
cooperative or competitive interaction and without

direct evaluative reference to others. Examples are
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individual ‘movement activities, creative problem
solving where there is no incorrect movement feSQOnse,
and trail skiing along a sé;nic route.

4. Cooperative means - individual endé: Persons are
cooperating and helping each other so that each can
achieve an individual end. For example, individual
athletes can watch one another, give one another-
\ .

feedback or teach one another new skills so that each
person can learn, improve and perform ' better. The
means are shared, the ends are not. To ensure
cooperative interdependent means and input from‘ each
member, situations can be set up where the athletés

pair off te watch one another run through routines

giving appropriate constructive feedback.

5. Cooperativé means - cooperative ends: Team
members are cooperating with each other from the
outset to the end, regardless of what team they happen
to be on. 'Opposing' team members, if they exist,
wérk together to achieve a common goal. The means as
well as the ends are shared. Cooperative
interdependencé is ensured between - teams but not
necessarily among all team members within a particular
group. An exampie is collective volleyball where the

objective is to keep, the ball on the volley as long



as possible. A" rule could be introduced fér each
person to touch the ball on each side. In these
games, everyone is helping one another for everyone's

gain. (Orlick, McNally and O'Hara, 1978, p. 204-205)

Also to encourage -early sports barticipatibn by
children,KOrlick {1974a) has emphasized the role of fémily
participation in a sports en?ﬁronment. Families who play
together are more apt to teach their children the value of
sports participation. It seems that the preschool years
are an ideal‘£ime to start. In elementary schools, Provost
(1975, 1979) has found that. cooperative games give children
a high success ratioc while playing games. When success is

felt, the involvement contributes more to the psychological
. -

well-being of the participants.

»

Competition in school is a highly rewarded activity in
almost all academic subjecté. Unfortunately the competitive
ethic ﬁas caused many problems in interethnic schools
fStephan & Kennedy, 1975), in competitive sports (Orlick,
1978b; Provost, 1980)and to the overall enjoyment of learning
Wilke, 1978). "The éoal was being number one, getting
grades and praise, and people who didn't gef-the glory
natufally resented those who did.~ So instead of Dbeing
filled with interested and excited children thinking and

talking (and shouting) about something, the classroom was
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filled with children worrying about competition, thinking
who's going to. win and oh, him again, I <can't stand that

show off" (Wilke, 1978, p. 96).

Orlick (1975) has stated that the sports environment
has a capacity to enhance or “to destroy. To improve the
quality of children;s lives, gémes of social acceptance and
cooperation that ~allow each child to win something of
value, 'need fostering (Orlick, 1976; Orlicﬁ & Botterill,

1975; Provost & Villeneuve, 1980a).

Among five year old éhi}dren, Orlick (in press-b) has
demonstrated the pOSitivé effects éf a cooperatively
structured p}ogram on sharing behavior and game playing
happiness. The cooperative .games program increased the
sharing behavior significéﬁﬁly more than the traditional
games ﬁrogram. Overall happiness increased for both groups
in the playing of games outside of‘schoo? for the period of
study. Also, VOrlick (in press-a) ex;mined spontaneous
cooperative interaction-gar}ng recess for four vyear . old
preschool children. Threé.programs were compared to Lassgss
their effects on recess interaction. Children in the
coopeﬁative games program showed a significant incfeasé in
cooperative interaction while .those in the traditionai
games program and the free play program, showed no such\‘

- .
increase. A doctoral dissertation by Jensen (1979) showed
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similar positive results for kindergarten children.

With the help of cooperative games, ’shgring behaviors
can be enhanced in children. Perhaps televised cooperative
games can be used to help to teach children prosocial
behaviors. As stated by Liebert, Neale ‘and Davidson

L
(19731},

All of us -must bear the responsibility for what |is

" being taught on television. Accepting it squarely
can lead to programming which serves the highest
valués of society -~ é medium which is truly in the
public interest, In the past, children have seen
and learned violence on television's window and today
they continue to do so. In the future, they might,
instead learn constructive solutions to the préblems
they will face,which will it be. THE CHOICE IS OURS.
(p. 171)

Prosocial and Altruistic RBehaviors

Mussen and Eisenberg (1977) maintain that prosocial
acts are learngd behaviors thét are situational and can
generalize to différent occasions. They define prosocial
behavior as, "actions that are intended to aid or benefit
another person or groups of people without the actor's

anticipation of. external rewards" (Mussen & Eisenberg,
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1977, p. 3-4).

\ Social;y adaptive, | cooperative, - altruistic and
prosocial behavior can be learned by focusing on
appropriate models. Different cultures have taught their
children to be gentle, loying,' cooperative, generous,
pacific and highly responsive to the needs and fée}ings of
others. Such cultures include the Arapesh, the Hopi, the

Australian Aborigines, the Inuit and the Kibbutz children

{Mussen & Eisenberg, 1977).

Chinese child rearing is characterized by collective
upbringing without competition aimed against others
{Orlick, 1978b). Children develop a "we" feeling, as their
vocagulary is geared to group lifestyle, "Let'é help each
other, OK gang, let's go in tufns, mine is ours, ours is
mine, we learn from you and you learn from us so we learn

from each other" (Orlick, 1978b, p. 73).
: /

Aronson (1980), and.Arqnsén, Bridgeman, Geffner (1978)
have created a cooperative structure of learning called the
jigsaw method to teach prosocial behavior in the classroom.
In jigsawing each .player receives part knowledge of a
biography ora game,and together as a £eam they assemble their
sections to learn all +the material. This method has

heightened interpersonal attraction, liking of others and

s
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of school. With the help of the jigsaw methoé, the racial
integration progrém is wo;king better in some Los Angeles
schoéls, . Provost (1979) found the same technique
successful in games and sports to foster cooperative and

helpful behavior.

In thelearning of prosocial and altruistic behavior,
children differentiate readily between words and deeds
(Bryan, 1870, 1975; Bryan & London, 1970; Bryan, Redfield &
Mader, 1971; Bryan & Walbek, 1970). It 1is the deedé,
rather than the words which have 'impact on c¢hildren.
Several experiments by Bryan and his co—w$;2§rs have

revealed significant effects on modeling donation to

charity. An interesting finding is that children will
" readily imitate thel doers but not the talkers. In one,
experiment (Bryan , 1970), the - children completely

disregarded adult speeches to imitate their actions.

Aronfreed (1968) points out the importagce of modeling
on the development of internalized social conduct. The
moral development of children is affected by modeling and
‘children will internalize better if words and deeds are the
Lsame. Prosocial behavior 1is learned more easily through
* this pfocess. " Therefore, children are not in a gonflict

situation of asking themselves what should I do.
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ﬁesearch by Rushton (1976) has elaborated on the
socialization process and the altruistic behavior of
children. Some variables that influence chiidrén in their
altruistic behaviors are age, moral judgment and role
taking abilities. To affect altruistic behavior; the
environment must provide ° altruistic models and verbal
socialization along with the right amount of pésitive
reinforcement. Some examples | of measuring altruism
utilized by Rushton are donation of possessions to a
charity or a friend, cénsiderations of others in a table
game and naturalistic behaviors of helping and sharihg.
Rushton and Teachman  (1978) detailed an experiment with
six independent variables: l-positive reinforcement and
self-attribution, 2-pdsitive . reinforcement and . no
“*:atﬁribution, 3~-positive reinforcment and external
attribution, ,4—po reinforcement, 5-punishment, 6-no ﬁodel
and no einforcement. An analysis of these wvariables

2

revealed an increasing effect on helping behavior to a
charity bowl donation (from 6 to 1), with positive .
reinforcement and self-attribution having the highest
score. At the end of this treatment condition, the
experimenter commented on the child's helping behavior by

saying, "So the reason you shared was because vyou are a

generous kid. That's terrific"”.
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In an earlger study by Rushton and Owen (1975),the authors
analyzed the immediate and delayed effects of television
madeling and preaching on childrén’s gener osity. They
discovered that the preaching and modeling condition was
highly effective in fbstering donation behavior. The
immediate .effects for television and 1live mode}ing were
similar but on a two-week retest, the live model had

been more durable for the effects desired.

Prosocial Television Studies with Young Children

Sprafkin , Liebert and Poulos (l97§) studied 30 first
graders exposed to 1 of 3, half hour television §hows.
These were a Laséie program where a boy was hélpéng a dog,
a devoid similar situaéion and a Brady Bunch family
sitﬁati6h. The evgluation of prosocial behavior was a
board game for self-gain as well as .an opportunity to help
puppies in distres§. g Children!be#posed to the show where
the bey helped the dog, helped for more significant time.
They concluded that, "The effects of television on behavior
are mediated by specific modéling cues and the
interpretation of these cues by the c¢child, rather than
general format and other global considerations" {(Sprafkin , .

Liebert and Poulos, 1975, p. 126).

AN

A field experiment by Paulson (1974) established a

social goals evaluation program on the television show,



24

Sesame Street. Different studies have alread& proven
beneficial effects of Sesame Street:® in teaching the
cognitive skills for reading and writing. The purpose of
this study was to compare two groups of children Qith a
view and a non-view program of social cooperation.
"Cooperation referred to situations that actively involved
two or more -individuals in interaction. Thé child
recognizes that in certain situations it is beneficial for
two or more individuals to work together +toward a common
goal" (Paulson, 1974, p. 228), .The viewers of the
cooperative program were more cooperative in their behavior
during a free play périod. The author states that |,
l-instructional social objectives must be clearly
identified and carefully defined, 2-transfer of training
model has to be developed and tested via live action, 3-and
script writers should encoufage verbal prompting techniques

like, "some for you, some for me, that's sharing”.

The pioneers of prosociél studies - on televison,
Friedrich and Stein (1973, 197§+ have studied kindergarten
children under many experimental conditions. They are
mainly interested in the ;effectslof verbal labelling and
role-playing on learning prosocial | behavior from
television. In one experiment, the 5§ conditions were:

l-neutral television-and irrelevant training; 2-prosocial



television and irrelevant training; 3-prosocial television
and verbal labelling; 4-prosocial television and
role-playing; S-prosocial television and both role-playing
and generalization of prosocial behavior. The results
~supported leafning | and generalization of - prosocial
behavior; and that Atraining enhanced verbal learning and
~affected actual helping behavior. Verbal labelling had
greater impact on girls and role-playing on boys.
Prosocial television, verbal labelling’ and role-playing

were positively related;“

Another field experiment by Roberts, La Greéa and
Raymond (1978) inéestigated the effects of ' actual
commercial broadcast television. They discovered thats
watchihg a prosocial children's progrém tends to increase
positive social behaviors of helping' and sharing. The
programs analyzed were Make-A-Wish, Flintstones, and a
created model program. The experimentally developed tape
had significant effects on the creativity scores of coliege
student participants. Although ﬁhese particular programs
"are ostensibly designed for «children, the results with
adults have implications for television programming in
general. The authors remark that, "interesting and
entertaining television programs can also contain positive

educational aspects which can benefit the viewer" (Roberts,
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La Greca & Raymond, 1978, p. " 7). The importance of
parental guidance with young children to mediate prosocial

learning from television was reported by Aitken and

Greenberqg "(1976). If parenté comment on the program they
are watchingA with their children, they can help them to

discriminate between aggressive and prosocial behavior.

For children, the elicitation of altruistic behavior
is more towards donation and sharing than rescue_activiﬁy‘
with other kids (Bryan & London, 1970). A most influential
variable is the background of self-reinforcement mechanisms‘
in eliciting sharing behavior. ' Children do learn some norm
. which dictates their aiding behavior:; and, allegiance to
this norm increases with age wuntil nine and ten. To
intensify positive effect, the verbal preaching needs to be
great and happen close £o the act of altruism. - "Modeling
'effects can be obtained ‘without administering direct
rewards to the examplar as manipulating his affective
states" (Bryan & London, 1970, p. 210). While the family
constellation can support " empathy by demonstrations of
helping activities; children's judgments of models’
niceness are determined by thé models: preaching and

practice similarity.

Immediate intervention and'social reinforcement help

children to distinguish the appropriate model behavior.
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Barton and Osborne (1978) have developed ~a positive
technique to teach classroom sharing. "The positive
practice principle states that when an error or dis;uptive\
action occurs the individual be required to practise the
correc£ manners of behaving" (Barton & Osborne,’ 1978, P-
234). The positive practice technique resulted in more
than a threefold increase in physical sharing of tpys.
These results suggest that a teacher or .parent can
systematically facilitate physical sharing among vyoung
children in the classroom by the use of positive'practice.
The opportunity to interact is promoted by scheduiing
activities and providing play materials which maximize
contact between the participating children. Sharing waé

observed between children from two to three years of age.

According to Chitteﬁden (1947), sharing is a learned
ﬁrocess and acquired slowly through experimentation. She
maintains that teacﬁers, parents and;television must focus
on “"the process of becoming" to allow for social change.
The environment created must be conducive to physical and
'soéial éharing. Chittenden emphasizes the use of
vpcabulary in teaching sharing behaviors. “The room in
which wé play (or work) is our respdnsibility. All of us

in the group can work together to put away things" (p.

187). Also, the teachers or models can actively participate
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in the process of helping and sharing.

¢

Parish  (1977) has  studied .the ‘énhancement - of
altruistic béhavio£s~A in chi%dfén £hrough the
implementatioﬁ éf' | languaggh' conditioping procedgres.
Children were invited to watch sliqés.of peers helping
each other. Intersperssdh between. each .slide wés another
slide with‘a positive connotation éo'reigforce the behavior

g .
shown on the preceeding slide. .SOme of the words used were
Christmas, birthday, wonderful,  terrific and .fgntaéffé.‘

The amount of success, ~obtained . by Parish was L enough to

=
e

elicit altruistic behav;ors similar to the ones seen on thﬁg
slides. ] ¢

Doland and  Adelberg (1967) studied the modeling
qffeéts and réinfércgmént of desirable prosocial responses
in preéchoolers. "A sake and effective way to increase

" sharing 1is to provide/yhe child with a generous model who
.earns reinforcement for: his desiraBle prosocial responsé"
(Doland'.& Adglberg,- 1967, p. 700). Girls‘ were more
respon%ive to thé incentive éf social approval from an
adult. Similar modeling of sharing was tested by Elliot
and Vasta (1970) with‘children between the ages of 2 and 6.
The§ have analyzed vicarious reinforcement, symbolization,

age and general ‘tion. With increasing age, the children

~

appear -.to be more helpful in their behaviors and understand

i

I
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the moral implications more easily.

A study by Collins and Getz (1976) compared three

groups of children‘watching a television drama. One group -

watched a wildlife documehtary, another“group' watched a
ﬁodei respond constructivelx to an interpersonal conflict,
and the third group watched an aggreséive solution in the
conflict situation. They assessed the fliequency and duratioﬁ
of helpﬁ and h&}t responses with the y Buss aggression
machine. Thé|resﬁlts show that the models of constructive
coping haa a greater frgquency of prosocial responding.
The frequency and durat&qn of hurt responses was greater-in

the aggressive subjects who watched the aggressive solution.

In a field preriment" Coates, Pusser and._Goodman
(1976) cémpared the influence of Sesame Street and Mister
Rodgers' Neighbourhood programs on preschoolers. Sesame
Street had no significant effects on positive reinforcement
and punishment té peers, adults and social contacts. The
Mister'Rodgers' group had significanp effects with respect

to giving positive reinforcement to social contacts.

Evers and Schwarz (1973) studied the modification of

social ' withdrawal in preschoolers. Their technique

f ilm depicting appropriate

consisted of showing a 23 minute

social behavior in a nursery schodi. ~ Social interaction
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was defined as ~sﬁiling at, 'touching, talking to, and
playing with a child or an adult. The modeling: effects of

the film maintained and improved the socialization of the
isolate. children. The Sehaviors were maintained by

positive reinforcement from the teacher and the peer group.

Felsenthal (1975) has discovered that television
serves as playmate, teacher and companion for many
children. . Humans, cartoons and muppets provide models
which can teach a variety of socially desifable behaviors:
kindness to others, respect for racial differences,
empathy, conflict resolution, Jjustice and fair. play. He
proposes that television can teach prosocial behaviors by
helping. childreﬁ enter social groups and cope with

failures.

The use of videotape to modify shyness and social
withdrawal in preschool children has been found to be
effective (Keller & Carlson, 1974; O'Connor, 1969, 1972).
With thelhelp of similar symbolic methods, experimenters
have been able to facilitate social interaction especially
when there was peer reinfgrcement. The videotapes teach
children to smile, léugh, give physical contacts and

tokens. In the videotapes children share play materials

and talk to each other. Modeling, direct instructions and
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self-attributions have also enhanced the imitative
behavio:s of altruism (Grusec, Kuczynski, Rushton &

Simutis, 1978} Mildarsky & Bryan, 1972).

Other studies (Ridberg, Parke & Hetherington, 1971;
" Ross, Ross & Evané, 1971; Stein & Friedrich, 1972) have
investigated different strategies to ‘cope with social
withdrawal and impulgive behaviors. The observation of

film-mediated models has always been found to be a very

effective method to' help children.

Singer and Singer (1977) 1in a comprehensive analysis
.of children at play,l and the use of television, offer
suggestions practigal for parents and television writers.
They state that television is good for providing
information,_‘ make-believe  imagination, social values,
cultural. values, reading skills, cooperative and helpful
5éhaviors. They warn though-, that the child must be taughf
how to watch intelligently, how to choose; and that the
parents' responsibilities should be to watch with the
éhild, to choose suitable times and suitable programs, to
comment on Ehe values and activities  of the program, to
start with a program having a mixture of reality and
fantasy, and to view togetﬁer - for shared experignces at

meal time.



Since psychologists have studied the importance of
positive social experience and altruisgic behavior,
television programs are gradually éhanging. Singer and
Singer (1977)' encourage children to study and to look at
well-known fairy tales, ancient = myths, historical
adventures, realistic animal stories, cartoqps where kids
bané together to deal with adventurous circumstances, to .
helpégach other in new art forms such as music, dance anc_i_‘\>
puppetry, and finally to watch family comedy -'situations.
The make-believe world of the child helps him to be happier
and self-aware, to'develop imagery skills, verbal skills,
emotiona} awareness and éensitivity, to learn new social
roles, tﬁ have flexibility in a new social situation -and to

foster creativity (Singer, 1978).

Ellis (1973) and Ellis and Scholtz (1978) have dope
studies with children in a games environment. Their newest
technique involved the analysis of children's socialization
process in play with the use of a fish eye lens on a camera
filming on an horizontal .plane. Cassette VIR of children
playing cooperative games in a classroom and gymnasium
setting 1is another possible approach (Orlick, 1878b).
'Thesé experimental television filming sessions. are new
ventures into the behaviordland social analysis of children at

play.
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The literature clearly - supports the position that
prosocial change can be elicited with the use of
film-mediated models. The use of televisioﬂﬂtechnology to
anaiyze play and to teach cooperative behavior through

games appears promising.

Analyzind Play Behaviors

In .ordgr to assess previous observational studies
which focused on play beh;vior and to direct  the
observation format of this study, the following review has
been undertaken. In a social participation study in a
preschool laboratory, Parten (1932) inﬁestigated the play
activities of children in a systematic way. The period of .
observation training and analysis lasted for approximately
eight months with intermittent records of children's play.
In de%eloping the observation schedule, Parten came up witb_
six  different categories (e.g., unocdcupied behavior,
onlookers, solitary independent play, parallel activity,
associative play and cooperative or organized supplementary

play) which merit atfention.
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Unoccupied behavior: The child apparently is not
playing but occupies himself with watching anythind
that happens to be of momentary interest. When there
is nothing exciéing taking place, he plays with his
own body, gets on and off chairs, just stands around,
follows the teacher, or sits in one spot glancing

around the room.

Onlookers: The child spends most of his time watching
the other children play. He often‘ talks to the
children whom he is observing, asks guestions, or
gives suggestions but does not overtly enter into the
play himself. This type differs from unoccupied in
that the onlooker is definitely observing particular
grdups of children rather than anfthing that happens
to be exciting. The child stands or sits within
speaking distance of the group soc that he can see and

hear everything that takes place.

Solitary independent play: The child plays alone and
independently Qith toys that are different from those
used by the children within speaking distance and
makes no effort to get close to other children. He
pursues his own activity without reference to what

others are doing.
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Parallel activity: The chilgd plays independently, but
the activity he chooséé natﬁrally brings him among
other chi;dren. He plays with toys that are 1like
those which the children around him are using, but
he plays with the toys as he sees fit, and does not
try to influence or modify the activity of the
children near him. There is no attempt to control the

coming or going of children in the group.

Associative play: The <child plays with other
children. The conversation concerns the common
activity; there is a borrowing and Jloaning of play
material; following one another with trains or wagons;
mild attempts to control which children may or may not
play in the group. All the members engage in similar
if not identical activity; there is no division of
labor and no organization of the activity of several
individuals around any matters of goal or pProduct.
The children do not subordinate their individual
~ interests to that. of the group; instead each chiid.
acts as he wishes. By his conversation with the
other children one can tell that his interest is
primarily in his associations not in his activity.
Occasionally, two or three children are engaged in no

activity of any duration, but are merely doing
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whatever happens to draw the attention of any of

them.

Cooperative or organized supplementafy play: The
child plays in a group thaﬁ is orqanized for the
purpase of making - some material pfoduct, qr. ‘of
striv#hg to attain ' some coﬁpetitige geal, or of
dramatizing situations of adult and group life, or of
playing formal games. There is a marked sense of
belonging or of not belonging. to the group. The
control of the group situation is in the hands of
one or two. of the members who direct the activity'of
the others. The: goal as well as the method of
atttaining it necessitates a division of ' labor, taking
of different roles by the various group members and
the organization of activity so that efforts of one
child are supplemented by those of another. (Parten,

1932, p.- 243-249)

Arbitrary weights were assigned to each of the six
categories. Then, the experimenter summed up the scokes
for the odd and even days for individual children, and ran

correlations.

Unoccupied behavior (U) -3

Solitary play (8) -2
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Onlooker behavior J o (0} ;l

Parallel play (P) 1
Associative play (A} 2
éooperatiﬁe ' organized ' (C) 3

Supplementary  play

After 20 odd-even days of observations, the individual
scores were weighted, ranked and correlated giving a
coefficient of .90. Hence, Parten after oétaining this
result for 2i minute observations concluded that it gave a
reliable portrayal of a child's participation in group
activities. She then proceeded to a check on the errors of
observation technique with 4 independent observers. ‘Since
the 4 observers could not view each child from exacély the
séme position, one expected to find some differences in the
records. The proportion of items identical between Parten

and the individual observer were highly significant with

89, 92 and 86% agreement.

* Several interesting results from this study would seem
helpful in determining the readiness with which the
children entered iﬁto group play. Cdntinued attendance
seemed to bring about changes in the degree to which
children participated in groups. When time elapses, -
children become acquainted with each other and they create

intfﬁacting situations. Therefore  the most  social

)
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categories of play (associative and cooperative}, tended to
occur more frequently with greater preschool experience.
In conclusion Parten found that soc¢ial participation
correlated with the age of the children and the nursery

school experience.

Another  attempt at tHe classification of play
behaviors was done by Rubin (1977). He did a critical
analysis on the wusefulness in today's society of Parten's
study whic?fﬂfocused on ,hgr "outdated déta base of time
samples of bn;y 40 children 1in a laboratory ‘preschool, and
the social-cultural change of our society" "(Rubin, 1977, p.
24). These variables limit the citing of Parten's data as
normative. In a description of a possible alternative,
Rubin, discusses Piaget's (1962) and Smilansky's 11968)
classification of 4 cognitive play schemes. These are "the
functional play-simple repetitive muscie movements with or
without objeacts; constructive play-manipulation of objects
to construct or to create something; dramatic play-the
substitution of an imaginary situation to satisfy the
child's personal wisheé and needs; and games with ruleSfthe
acceptance of prearranged rules and the adjustment of the
rules" (p. 18). In these studies, social interaction has

been linked to the development of language and cognition,
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but ' almost no observational. study tékes thes% variables
into account. Therefore, Rubin has suggested the use of
the sﬁpplemental cognitive play categ riés as outlined
below to analyze 'children's play behjbiors. This ‘ﬁéwk
observation schedule for play categories would combine the
cognitive and social parti&ipatioh variables. . Alsd, the
difficulty in discriminating between Parten's associaﬁive
and cooperative play categories has favored the ‘collapsing
of these play categories into one.

Rubin's Play Categories.for Free Play

1. Solitary _ Functional
Constructive
Dramatic

2. Parallel _ : " Functional
Constructive
Dramatic

3. Coo?erative Association Functional
éonstructive

‘ : Dramatic

In considering the final data and play categories,
Rubin forewarns of the limited amount of different‘
educatiocnal settings studied and the small number of

+

children participating in all these experiments.
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In a most interesting study cited earlier, Paulson
{1974) experimented with teaching cooperétive behaviors. via
the use of television. With the col}aboratfon -of the
Sesame étreet television program consﬁiéants, he was_able
to create specific inserts to teach cooperation.. ' It was
the first  time that cooperation was chosen as an
instructional goal for mass medium in the United States.
The producers had to define coqperatiqn in behavioral,
situation specific terms. For the 13%1f72 season, Sesame

Street's instructional objectives relating to cooperation

were:

Cooperation: The child recognizes thét.in certain
- situations it is beneficial - fof two or more
individuals to work together toward a commen goal.
1. Division of iabor: -When a child is a 'mémﬁer of a
group that as a common goal, he realizes that the
goal will be more easily achieved if each member of
the group shares in the work or planning. -
2. Combining skills: When a .child is a member

-

of a group tha&wgas a common goal, he realizes Epat
the goal will b;\ggﬁf easily accomplished if gaéh
member of .the‘ group éontributes his own unique or
specific sgkill,

3. Reciprocity: The child realizes that in certain

situations, in order to accomplish his goal, he must
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request the assistopce-of:.others anduin turn assist
" them. in. accomplishing » their goals. f(faolson, 1874,
p. 230y e | i
) Specificaily, the study Treported how Sosame_ Street
television p£Og;aﬁs taught childron _to | cooperate. To ‘\
evaluate the effectiveness _of the | progfams, the'
experimenter” did. situational testing on each individugl
subjeco in a realistic situation. ‘fhese sﬁtuations were
carefully designed in accordance with the Oregon-Prescﬁool : "
Test of Interpersonal Cooperation. The children were
.l';cored on whether éhoy cooperated in a series of carefully
designed situations. While waiting for their situational
testing, the children were allowed to‘play wi£h~toys in an
adjacent room with a hidden camera and microphone. There, ‘/) .
they were scored on a criteria behavior of 7 categorieo
collapsed to 2, with cooperation designated as levels 5 and

6, and no cooperation as levels 0 to 4.

Behavior Scored as Cooperative
Cooperafion (6): Children. jointly produce‘or resolve
a lproblem. The problem may be one suggested by tﬁe
situation or developed by the children. Behavior is
scored as cooperative only when both participants
perform the criterion responses.

Combining skills and resources. Ore child contributes
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to"aﬁother an- obﬁecﬁ, action, or other .regou;ce
reéuléing in the attalnment of a goal which could not
be attalned as eff1c1ently or enjoyably, alone |
Pre—Cooperatlon (5): iThe goal may be simple
(combining items,' pooling efforts, WQrs/ pooling
" strength) or coﬁbléx (épportioning parts of\-a complex
task, differentiating ° géals} or' introducing new
ideas}.

Distributing: A child arranges ;himself, othef
children, or objects in order thaf other children cén
engage simultaneoéﬁly in an activity. The
arr;ngements include alloting space, d;gggrsing self
or others, or distributing maﬁerials.

 Exchanging. A child relinquishes claim £o an object,
activity, or role in return for later access, or fdr
an alternate claim. Children achieve a goal by
alternately using an object, training for. equally

attractive items, or assisting one ' another in

obtaining a goal. S . -
Attempts at cooperation: Behavior may be scored
precoopetra when one or both <children perforrrilf

the following: ing ideas. A child presents
information  verbally {or by . demon&tration. = The
information is directed at a cooperative solutibn'

to  the problem. Directions. A -~child makes or-

N
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carries out a request. The behavior requested is a
Eboperative Eone. Attempts to cooperate. A child

initiates a cooperative act.

Behavior Scored as Not Cooperative

Active intéraction (4): Children respond to each
other. They may use similar materials or engage (in
similar activities. They may occasionally attempt
to control one another's behavior, but thése atéempts
\ .
are of short duration. While there is no effort to
obtain a cooperative goal, the children seem to gain
satisfaction ;from being together. Highly @ggressive
or destructive behavior;.which is— normally scored at
level 0, (Obstructive) may be écored as Active
interaction if the children gain\ mutual . satisfaction

from the activity.

ParaiI:T'ﬁIQ;J&B): A child plays in the . same area as
another and with similar materials. However, he:woes
not respond overtly to thé behavior of the o;her
child. Each child's attention is focused primarily on
his own materials. The .children may vocalize, watch
each bthér, or engége in a minor amount of physical

vactivity. Such involvement is, however, brief and has

no lasting influence.

Ay
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) . .
Watching (2): "A’'child watches or listens to another

‘child. He may. talk briefly to the other child but
@oes' not enter into overt play. This watching is

continuous rather than erratic.

Minimal interaction  (1): A child makes -no- overt
response to the activities of another child. The
child plays &lone and independently with toys that
are éifferent'from those used by the other child.
He makes‘ no effort to speak or to interacﬁ\??ith
the other child. He ‘may watch the other child, but
.his attention is erratic. He makes no verbal

| responses {except to himself). He ignores or

rejects interaction initiated by the other.

Obstructive interaction - (0);:+ A child engages in

verbal or physical behavior preventing attainment : of

4

the cooperative goal. The verbal behavior includes
criticizing, taunting, or threatening. The physical
behavior includes hitting, pushing, fighting, or

threatening . with gestures. {Paulson, 1974,

p. 232-233)

’

The v%deotape scoring procedure . took into account the
presence or absence of cooperative behavior. Two trained

raters scored the vidgotapes. The raters had to study the

P



definitions and the scoring practice of the cooperative and
non-cooperative categories. In this expe:imeﬂt, the raters
were allowed to discuss the séoring of pfactice-tapes but
ultimately ‘were required to reach 85% agreemgnt without
diécussidn of criterién tapes. All test tapes were .scored
in random order for the view "and non-view groups. This
precaﬁﬁion was taken to reduce rater bias. Interrater
agreement was computed.for days one, two ;Ha six of a ten
days scoring perisd.' Agreements varied between 89 and

100%.

L]

Paulson's (1974)’§€23uation was designed to be most
sensitive to direc£ ;i;pact. That is why the iséue of
generalization hdd been set aside for later investigation.
Like all ‘the ©previous  studies, generalization of
cooperative responses cannot be stated because of the lackl
of ° long term assessment and the difficulty of controlling

external variables such as parentad and media influences.

Another. exﬁérimepter, Jensen . (1979) ‘modified the
obsérvatiop ' %ecﬁnique -0f several interaction measuring
instruments. His instrument included a description of the
child's pléy as well as a measurement of social
interaction. After a pilot study,_he came up with a final
form of . thé play interaction instrument which consisted of

ten categories. The definitions of the categories combined
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those used in his own pilot study (Jensen, 1979), those
used by Parten (1932) and those used by Orlick, McNally and

O'Hara (1978).

Field studies (Orlick,1979a;0rlick,in press-ab) were more
-relevant to this thesis research on children's prosocial
behavior. Orlick, “McNally and O'Hara (1978) investigated
the systeﬂ;tic_analysis of cooperative games and their

impact on children's social interaction. To obtain highly

reliable observations, the authors defined cooperative

social interaction as follows: ”‘“‘”“\\\/\\\\\MQA“/J

1. Cooperative task . behavior: One c¢hild sﬁares,
assists, or executes a task with another child. The
emphasis is upon decing things together, working
together for .a common * goal, alternating responses
Ibetween 'children sharing material, or one child's
Eehaving in a manner explicitly _to help another child.
For example, two or more ~¢hildren engage in
a cooperative activity in which they respond in turn

based on the response of the other child.

*
¥

2. . Cooperative physical contact: (a) One child
physically - supports or is_sﬁpported by another child.
For example, one child carries anhother child or helps-

another child up off the ground or over a barrier.
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(b) Two or more children engage in physical contact
of an affectionate nature by, for example, linking
érms{ holding hands, placing arms around one another,
embracing, kissing, or patting another child on the

back.

4

3. Cooperative verbal behavior: Verbal interaction

is accepted as meeting the criteria for cboperativé
sbcial interaction only if it has some definite
cooperative gquality. For example, one 'child_ gives
anothér child = instructions on hqw to do something;
one child offefs to help or share or agrees to a
cooperative request made . by angphe; child.

- (Orlick, McNally & O'Hara, 1978, p. 207)

The ﬁeéhod . of observation f;r the  studies on
cooperative social interaction  involved the randﬁm
selection of one person and the frequency count of the
number of cooperative acts that person-eﬁgaged in over a 30
second period. Then another person wés randomly selected
-and observed for 30 seconds. This continued until the.game
*was COncluéed: All the information could then be analyzed
to obtain the avérage numberP of cooperﬁtive behaviors
engaged in during the plag of = cooperative games.

Alternative suggestions from Orlick, McNally and O©'Hara

(1978) are to estimate the amount of time cooperating in a
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30 second period for a continuous cooperative game like Log
Rolling; and to take a series of 30 second scans across the
playing area, allowing observers to note the number of

people engaged in cooperative behaviors.

Most of the studies undertaken by Orlick (1979a,0rlick,in
press=-ab) have analyzed data with the previously mentioned
;Eservation definitims. Pre-~test baseline ,and post-test
measures on cooperative acts have indicated significant
percentage differences in cooperative behaviors between
peers after eighteen weeks of cooperative game sessions.
An interesting épproach was utilized to enable, . the
observe:s to recognize all the «children in the study.
Before the baseline recoraingﬂ measures, polaroid
- photographs of ea&h chiid were studled by the observers.
Wi£h the help of these pictures a miniature photo album was
constructed for each class. This procedure"allowed the
Bbservers to .gather data on each child and to obtain
reliability ‘checks between observers. During these
-studies, reliability checks were taken on 15 occasions and
.averageé slightly aboée 97% agreement. These field studies
on 1intact kindergarten classes revealed significant impact
of the cooperative gameé. Also, the cooperative social
.interaction schedule demonstrated reliable data checks on

all treatments.
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For this thesis, a modified observation measurement

instrument was adapted from all the preceeding schedules.
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Chapter 3

»

Research Methods

\

Qverview

This study focused on the méésurement of a sharing
behavior and the modeling of cooperation after a televised
cooperative games program, a slide package of cooperative

games and a non related animated film.

Sﬁbjects. Children .who attended three different
preschool centers in the ﬁepartment of Parks and Recreation
from the City of Nepean participated in the experiment (see
Appendix F). The three day care centers chosen to
participate . in the study were matched for a balance
sociceconomic (middle class) status and an equal ratio of
boys to girls. All the treatments were assigned randomly
to six different blocks of intact morning and afternoon
preschool classes. The two videotape groups had gfratio of
14 boys to 16 girls. The two slide gfoups had a- ratio of

13 boys to 13 girls. Finally, the two animated film groups

had a ratio of 10 boys to 11 girls.

The two videotape treatments were analyzed together as
were the other treatments. Each treatment was replicated
for a morning and an afternoon group. A’ total number of

thirty children participated in the videotape treatment
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groups. A total . number of twenty-six children participated
in the slide treatment groups, and a total number of
twenty-one children participated in the animated film
control groups. For five weeks of experimentél treatménts,
children viewed videotape reelé, slides or films for a ten
minute period once a week. It often took the chilgren five
minutes to sit still in prepgration for watching together
as a'lgroup. After thé Viewing time, the subjects
participated in a free ' play period thégﬁ‘lasted fifteen
minutes per group. Although age and sex rglated
predictions were not part of the initial hypotheses, the
average age of the children for the morning groups was 2.5

years and the average age for the afternoon groups was 3.5

years.-

The experiment lasted for a period of five. weeks.from
January 29, 1980 to‘February 29, 1980. At the start of the
experiment, 124 subjects were participants in all the
treatments. These children attended the Duffer Doo (see
Appendix F) morning and afternoon day care program at the
Barhéven, Trend-Arlington and Lynwood centers. When a
child was absent for one day out of five (1/5) of the
experimental treatment, he was - eliminated from the
stétisticai "computations. A stringent critéria was
established because théwexperiment-lastéd for five weeks;
the subjects were exposed to a 15 minute experimental

treatment; and the majority of children who were eliminated
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from statistical analysis missed two or more sessions.
(Also  Rushton and Wheelwright (1980) suggested that
natpralistic measures were better if they reflected more
instances and ratings by observers of the behavior undef
study. At the end of the experiment, there were 47
children eliminated because of their rate of absenteeism.
Absenteeism was a normal occurence in the preschool centers
“because the parents decided not to bring their chilq on
that day for whatever personal reasons: ‘trips, lessons,
shopping and sickness. The day care program was offered at
a low cost for twelve seséions and lasted for two hours
each session (9:15-10:15; 13:00-15:00). After Eive weeks,
the differential moftality rate was proportional for all
the treatment groups. The 77 children who had not missed «a
single day were utilized in the analysis. One child was
eliminated because she was very sick while attending one

session.

Procedure. Before starting the sessions, the children

arrived with their mothers at the preschool center. An
adaptation periocd to‘the environment lasted about an hour
before the start of the experimeﬂtal treatments. During
this time, all the€, children moved around the room freely to
different play aFeas .(e.g., the sandbox, the miniature
kitchen, the painting easels, the toy department and the

jungle gym). When time came +to start the treatment, the

major apparatus were pushed aside to create an area for
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free play. In the three preschool centers, not all the
materials could be put away because .-of the prograh
scheduling and the lack of storage room.

One male and six female play leaders assisted the main

.

experimenter in 'Pperating the play and audiovisual

A

equipmeﬁt. The play leaders were assigned and . employed by
theICity of Nepean, Department.of Parks and Récreatioﬁ for
each preschéol center. From the start to.the end of ‘the
experiment i ﬁhe play leaders wé}e blind to the’puﬁposes and
the >hypdtheses of this inyesﬁfﬁatiOn. In all - the

treatments, the subjects were tol that the teacher needed ,

B . - \.'_ '
help on a ‘project which involved children -playing games.
' \ﬁr R . "
Children a

.

to & videotape of

‘A,

eda*tn\iteatment number one were exposed
playing five cooperative games for

three minutes. hildren assigned to treatment number two

‘were exposed to i;%d@s of peers playing five cooperative

_ games, identical fo

hose seen by the videotape groups for

three minutes. Cpildrenfassigqed to treatment number three

O~yiewed five different animated films of drawings and

-cartoons for approximately three minutes. For specific

activities in ‘each of the three treatment groups see

¥ . . P

/-
- . . <

v

o
":%_, y - /;" /
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Appendix B. : .

u

In ﬁhe videotape viewing groups,, a video _reél was
played by the expe;iggntér'on a sony LCV—2200 videorecorder
and viewed on a 19 inch black and white television. The
children Qere, tola to ré&lax, enjoy and listen to the
instructions as if they were watching television at home.
In the-slide viewing groups, a slide projection was played
b; the e 'erimentef Qn' a Kodak carousel 650-H‘projector and
viewed on a standard white sCreen two meters by two meters.
Again the éhildren were told .toirelax, enjoy and listen to
the instructions. The animated éolor films were shown' by
the experimenter with a 16 mm.pro}ector on a white screen,

two meters by two meters, after ipstructing - the children to

'relax, enjoy and listen to51he film.

-~

The viewing sessions for eaéh treatment ‘condipion did-
" not last longer thén fifteen minutes‘because of the limited
attentiona} spann for children aged two to four years.
Inst#uctional-scr;pts were presented to all tEe children
during ‘the viewané of the videotapes and siide coopefative

games (see Appendix D).
-

Stimulus material. All the preschools had play

areas available ., The different play areas were

similar in the three preschool centers. These main areas
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of play consisted of a sandbox, a miniature kitchen,
painting easels, toys and a jungle gym (climbers); The
principall experiménter arrived at the preschool centers
before the children. He immediétely proceeded with setting
up ali the audiovisual equipment. As Planned on the thirgd
week of the experimental treatmenté, ﬁwelve beach balls
were blown wup in the kitchen rdom without the children's
" knowledge. They were hidden until after the viewing

z

sessions. # _ {
' 4
-

The Sony black and white reel to reel videotape was
produced by the Ottawa Skyline Cablevision at ‘the Bell
Elementary School in the City of Nepean frém the Ottawa
QaETEES% School Board. The slidfs were produced with
children from.the same school in cqoperation with Dr. férr?
Orlick from the University of Ottawa at the Department of
Kinanthropology. The videotape and slide packageé of the
five cooperative games were created_iﬁ a similar setting to
%he preschool centers and are described in Appendix B. All
the games have been experimentally analyzed in previous

studies-for eliciting cooperative behavior (Orlick, 1978a,

in press-ab; Orlick & Foley; 19797%.
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Measu%es of modeling cooperation. The obseréation
of the cooperative behavior was done with a Sony portable
camera and a portopack videorecorder; To avoid
experimentex selective. distortion, | the . camera was
positioned.in a corner and reg:‘a:ly scanned the play area
from right to left and vidé ersa. Tabing was done in each
preschool center's ma}n playt>3bm. Tﬁe experimenter fiimea
all the freg play periods which followed the . treatment
conditions during the five week experimental tfeatmehts. A
15 minute rest and plaf period provided ' sufficient time for

the treatment interventi0q and the free play period (Ellis

& Scholtz, 1978). Durin§”‘15:minutes the children pIayeg~——-

freeiy without any instructions or help from the play
leaders. .'I‘he only except-ior%to this was after 2 games
{cooperative musical chairs and musical hugs) where a tape
recorder playing ,music was periodically turned on and off.
The piay' leaders were warned not to instruct the children

during this free play period.

For this study, several observational ihstruments were
drawn wupon in an attempt to en%pre the inclusion of all
possible behavior’ categories of children's interactions
during play. Previous behavior observation scales have
limited their definitions for particular purposes (e.g.,
independent, cooperative or competitive behaviors). An
analysis of. different studies has enabled the experimenter

'to modify and relabel categories into an encompaséing view

of play behaviors.
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Three behavior categories were included for
observation to prevent any rater's bias of children's play
interactions. Even though all three kinds of behavior were
checked , only . the cooéerative category was directly
related to the effects under study. In this study, the
modeling of cooperative behavior was relevant for the three

viewing conditions. Also the researcher investigated the

~

possible relationship of cooperation with d%pation, a
-‘; . I ¥ . .
second dependent variable highly correlated with

cooperative @lay in past studies.

The behavior observation measure instrument- used in
this'experiment is described as follows:
Independent behaviors: The child is by himself. He can be
physicallx in proximity with another child but does not get
involved in any of his/her'activities. The child can be
apparently unoccupied, doing nothing or observing other
children at play. Finally, he can play alone with toys
without diverting from his own efforts to another child or
a group of children. _
Competitive behaviors: The ghild behaves aggressively
towards another child by hitting, blqcking.or stopping him
from taking his toys. Generalized aggression such as a
temper tantrum is considered a competitive behavior . for

attention seeking purposes. ' Rivalry or trying to achieve



in terms of an explicit standard of criterion which all
children involved recognize is labelled as competitive.

Cooperative behaviors: The «child interacts with another or
many children to accomplish a goal together. 1In trying to
salve or accomplish a task, there can be“verbal or phxsicaL

£
helping. Any physical or . verbal ' 4estures of a

collaborative nature are -considered to be cooperative

behaviors.

This modified behavior observation instrument was used

to  score the cﬁildren's cooperative, competitiwve and

independent behaviors during eack period of the five weeks
experimental treatment. Fach game and each group were
‘measured by two blind observers. Each child was scored for
a 'time sample ofIZO seconds' throughout eath free playl
period for the five weeks of experimenta reatment. There
was one male and one female observer. All the test tapes
were observed randomly for the experimental conditions and
each child was randomly selected for scbring. The blind

observers were instfupted to read the definitions o@ the

three behavior categories to acquaint thémselves with all

the .possible behaviors. Each observer stﬁﬁfga\“tbi_

definitions alone for half an hour. Then the experimenter

"proceeded to explain the process for scoring of each behavior

category for each subject. A checklist was used to heip with

this process.
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- The observers were also taught the names of the
children whom they would score to facilitaﬁe
identification. Each blind ébserver watched the tapes
iﬁdividually in a .laboratory room without disturbance.
After the' explanations, the experimenter left for an
adjoining room. In case of technical problems with the
videorecorder, the Qbser;ers could consult the
experimenter. The observers were advised to- dé the

measurements on their own without any interruptions.

All together, the observers had to watch 7 tapes of
-qpproximately 30 minutes duration. lA total of 10 hours for
each observer was taken to score all subjects. The
observation of the tapes took 4 days with 2 hours and 1/2
per day for each observer. During the viewing sessions,
the observers were allowed to roll the tapes backwards or

forwards at will.

The records were compared for each free play period
for each group and for each individual. 1In time sampling
recordings, the percentage of agreement on all the measures
was calculated by dividing the number of. instances of
agreement on the observer records by the total nﬁmber of
agreements plus disagreements (i.e., the totél' number of

recording oppotunities).
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To score the three kinds of behavior, the two blind

-

observers marked each subjeét as attending (A) or not
1attending KﬁA) the category dgpicting the most frequenﬁly
emitted behdvior. This was done after each 20 second time
sample thréughout each 15 minute free play period. A 20
second time sample was chosen to accomodate a period of 15
minutes of free play. This gave the blind observers a
total‘of 45 checks each on the behavior categories and a
reliable number of observétions for each.child's imitative
behavior during a free play period. All the subjecté were
observed randomly according to a name checklist. Each
bkihd observer utilized a stop watch to calculate -tﬁg time

sample.

If a subject was observed behaving within a certain
category (e.g., cooperation) on 85% of the 20 second
observation intervals, he was assigned a score of 1 under
that . specific category (e.g., cooperation) for that 15
minute play period. The maximum score a subject could
receive for any one cafegory was 5 since there were 5 free
play periods. To obtain an average cooperative dependent
measure for use with multivariate analysis ‘of variance, the
total score for a}l play periods was divided by 5 (see

Appendix C).
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The interrater reliability was computed for the two
blind observers. Then the third observational score from
the experimenter was checked withT?the two bliﬁd‘obse;vers
as an additional comparison. Integrater reliability checks
were done on all five free play periods for all behavior
categories with a satisfactory level of above 85%

agreement. '

Donation behavior. Donation behavior was measured by

the expérimenter during a one to one exéerimental session
which gave each child _an opportunity to share. The
experimenter explained the game to each child with tﬁesame
séript {Appendix A).  To ensure that each child understood
.the .instructions, the script was repeated two and sometimes
three times if necessary. Ten lollipops were used as a
measure for "sharing with friends". The child could sbq;e
from 0 to 10 ~on thé donation behavior depending upon how
many lollipeps he choée to share. This measure was taken
in the kitchen at the end of the 5 week experimental'\
treatment immediately after the last cooperative game.
Each child was randomly selected from the name checklist
and wéé asked to play a "pretend game" with the
experimenter. At the" end of the last school day, each
child wés given a lollipop by the expﬁrimenter to keep for
{

himsel¥ or to share .with his friends.

~
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Analysis' of results., A multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) one factor design was done between the
experimental groups on t?e two dependent variables:
cooperative and donation behavior.l A post hoc Bonferroni
confidence  interval evaluation was effected on four
pairwise comparisons to check for significant differences
between VTR and slides, VPR and films on both 'dependent,
vgriables (Timm & Carlson, 1974; carlsén & Timm, 1974;

Timm, 1975). -

A decision made by the play leaders and the Nepean
registrar officers after one week into the experiﬁeﬁtal
treatments affected the age variable . of the different
blocks. The younger children came during the morning and
the older éiildfen came during the afternoon. . The
experimenger wés made aware of this decision only after one

week  of experimental treatment. Therefore, the

‘experimenter decided to continue with the groups as they

existed and to do a secondary analysis with MANOVA and
Bonferroni confidence intervals for the morning and

afternoon groups considering the two dependent variabies on

. the age independent variable. Thus this created a 2 X 3.

nonorthogonal factorial design.

The Wilks' Lambda criterion at “the .05 1level was

chosen as an acceptable value for statistical significance



for all data.
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Chapter 4

Results

The results of the analysis of behavior observation
measurements using the multivariate analysig’ of varianée
with Bonferroni confidence intervals are discussed in this
chapter. A secondary analysis of the mean differences
between the morning and afternocon groups was done using
MANOVA and Bonferroni confidence intervals for the two

dependent variables.

The multivariate analyses of variance weré performed
using Carlson's Fu%; Rank Multivariate Restricted Linear
Model._(FRMLMX) Computer Program (University of Ottawa,

'deated 1980). | \

Behavior Observation Measurement

]

.The behavior observation measurements are reported for
the percentage of agreements between two blind observers on
;he three kinds of behavior (i.e.} individual, competitive
and coééerative). Tables 1 through 6 present the
percentage of agreement by the two blind observers on the
five free play periods after viewing the five different

cooperative games and the—five different animated films. In

the Tables, each subject's interrater reliability (i.e,



percentage of agreement ) for the two blind observers are
presented. Also, the number of behavior agreements for the

two blind observers on each subject are reported.

To ranalyze tHEa;Lbservatiohal' data with the FRMLMX
computer program, the scores on cooperative behavior for
each subject were summed to obtain an average for the five
free play periods. This result was analyzed becau;e it was
directly related- to the hypotheses under study - (see

)

Appendix C).

The percentage of agreement between the two blind
observers reached a satisfactory level of above 85%
agreement. A closer examination of Tables 1 through 6
reveals a percentage agreement between the two blind
Observers across treatments of 96%, 94.55%, B87.69%, 85.38%,
95.38% énd 89.41%. VAlso the percentage of 'Egreement was
calculated with tﬁe experimenter aﬁd the ¢two blind
observers together to check for the interrater reliability.
The results were 92%, 94.558%, 87.69%, 89.23%, 93.84% and
82,.36%. |

All the percentages of agreement reached a
satisfactory level of . above 85% with the. experimenter
except for the -¥ER—afternoon viewing group. This group had

the largest number of «children and observation was more
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Table 1 .

Percentage of Agreement for the Behavior Categories
in the Morning VTR Group

Number of Behaviors for Each Categorya

'+ Individual Competitive Cooperative i
Obs # ~  Obs # Obs #
1l 2 1 2 - 1 2
Subject 1 80% 3 4 « 1o 0 1 1
' 2 100% 3 3 0 Q 2 2
3 100% 3 3 0 0 2 2

4 100% 2 2 0 1] 3 3 _>>>

<5 100% 4 4 0 0 1l 1 '
6 808 4 3 0 1 11
7 100% 5 5 0 0 0 0
8 100% 3 3 0 0 C 2 2.
9 100% 2 2 0 0 3 3
10 B0% 4 3 1] 1 1 1
11 1008 4 4 0 0 11
12 100% 3 3 Q 0 2 2
13 100% 3 3 0 0 . 2 2
‘95.38% 41 0 21

@gach subject can achieve a maximum score of five for all
three behavior categories 'combined. The numbers list -

indicate the number of agreements under each behavior
category. : :
1
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thle 2
: Percentage of Agreement for the Behavior Categorles
Ve ' in the "Afternoon VTR Group '
’.‘"_ . LN ) )
) " Number of Behaviors for Each Category®
Individual Competitive Cooperative
Obs ¢ Obs # Obs #
1 2 1 2 _ 1 2
Subject 1 80% 3 4 1- 0 1 1
2 . 1008 0 0 0 0 5 5
3 B0% 2 1. 0 1 . 3 3
4 80% 3 2 0 1 -2 2
5 100% 0 0 0 0 -5 5
6 1008 3 3 0 0 . 2.
* 7 100% 2 2 0 0 - 3 3
8 1008 1 1- -0 0 4 4
. 9 80%. 0 1 1 0" - 4 . 4
- 10 80 1 2 \ 1 0 T3 3
11 100% 1 1 g 0.0 4 - 4 -,
12 100% 1 1 0 o T4 4
13 100% 0 0 0 0 _ 5 5 i
14 100%. 3 3 0 0 . .2 2
.15 1008 . 1 .1 0 0 4 4
16 80% 1 2 2 1 2 2
17 . 40% .2 0 2 1 : 1 4 S
' 89.41% 20 ) ¥4 . 54 /[’
v . ; & ] \/ <
8gach Subject can achleve a maximum score of five for all f
three behavior categories omblped.' The numbers list :
indicate ‘the number ~ of Ag¥%eements under each behavipr j
.category C : ' ' :
N ‘
- .
! N . ./’\’7
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Table 3

¢ Percentage of Agreement for the .Behavior Categories
_ in the Morning Slide Group

Number of Behaviors for égch Category®

Individual C?ﬁﬁgfrb{ve' Cooperative

, Obs # \abs # Obs #
\ 1 2 1 2 1 2
[T i
Subject 1 608 5 3 0 2 0 .0
2 80s 5 4 0 1 0 0
3 1008 5\ 5 0 0 0 0
4  .1008 5 5 0 0 o 0 °
5 1008 5 5 0 0 0 0
6 1008 5 5 0 0 0 -0
B 7 808 4 3 0 1 11
8 808 4 3 0 1 1.1
9 100% 4 5 5 0 0 0 0
o 10 608 5 3 ) 0 2 X 0 0
11 1008 1 .1 0 0 4 4
2 1008 0 O ¢ 0 5 5
/f(\is 80% 3 4 1 .0 v _1 1
> 87.69% 45 0 12

7 - . - L : - ’ - .. .
@gach subject can achieve a maximum score of five for all
) three behavior categories combined. The numbhers * list

indicate the number of 4dgreements under each behavior
category. : : )

£ JS ‘

, N
SR S
° )
S
\ *
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Table 4 E \\

1Y

Percentage of Agreement for the Behavior Categories

in the Afternocon slide Group /

Number of Behdviors for'Each Category?

Individual =~ Competitive «Cooperative
Obs # Obs # Obs #
1 2. 1 2 1 2
Subject 1 1008 o0 O 00 5 5
2 100% 1 1 0 0 4 4
: 3 100% 0 0 0 0 5 5
4 100% 1 -1 0 0. 4 4
5 100s% 0 0 0 0 4 5 5
6 80% 2 1 0 0 3 4
7 1008 "1 1 . 0 " 0¥ « 4 4
. 8 100% 1 1 . ® 0 4. 4
9 100% 1 1 a 0 4 4
10 80%. 1 0 1 1 3 4
11 80% 1 0 0 1 4 4
12 100% 1 1 0 0 4 4
13 100% 2 2 0 0 3. 3
95 .38% 9 1 o 52
— 2 N F
@Each subject can achieve a maximum score of five - for all
three ,behavior categdries combined. The numbers list
indicate. the number |of agreements under each behavior
category. -
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Table 5
<Percentage of Agreement for the Behavior Categories
in the Morning Animated Film Group
Number of Behaviors for Each Category®
Individual Competitive Cooperative
Obs # Obs # Obs #
1 2 1 2 . 1 2
Subject 1 100%-, 3 3 0 0 2 2
2 80% ~"r2 3 1 0 2 2
3 - 1008 . 4 4 0 0 1 1
4 1008 3 3 0 0 2 2
5 1008 . 5 5 0 0 0 0
6 100% 5 5 -0 0 0 0
7 100% 5 5 0 0 0 0
8 100% 5 5 - 0 0 0 0
9 . 80% 3 4 1 0 1 1
10 100% » _4 4 0. 0 1 1
96% 39 ALY 9

®Bach subject can achieve a

three

rl‘

ndicate
<:?ategory.

\

behavior categories combined.

—

The

the number  of agreements under

numbers

‘maximum score of five for all

list

each behavior

P
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Tabhle 6

Percentage of Agreement for the Behavior Categories
~_ in the Afternoon Animated Film Group

Number of Behaviors for Each Categorya

Individual Competitive Cooperative
: * : "Obs # . Obs # Obs #
1 2 1 2 1 2
Subject 1 100¢% 4 4 0 0 1 1
' 2 80% .2 3 1 0 .2
3 100% 3 3 0 0 - 2 2
4 80% 3 4 10 1 1
. 5 100% 4 4 0 0 1 1l
6 1008 © . 3 3 0 0 2 2
7 80¢% 2 3 <1 0 2 2
8 100% 3 3 0 0. 2 2
9 - 80% 4 4 g 0 1 1
10 1008 4 4 00 11
11 100% 4 4 0 0 1 1
94 ,55% 36 0 16

8gach subject can achieve a maximum score of five for all

three behavior categories eombined. The numbers list

- indicate the number of agreements under each behavior
category. . '
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difficult because of the angle-viewing of the camera.

r

A comparison of the total number of individual,
competitiﬁe and cooperative behaviors recorded by the two
blind observers in each group shows a distinct pattern
between the treatments. In the film treatment, the
subjects exhibited '25 cooperative behaviqrs, 75 individual
behaviors and 0 competitive behaviors. In the slide
treatmenﬁ, the.'_subjects demonstrated 64 cooperative
fbehavioré, 54 individual behaviors and 1 eompetitive
behavior. .Finelly in the VIR treatment, -the subjects
imitated 75 cooperative behaviors, 61 individua} behaviors
and 2 competitive behaviors. The results = show almost‘ no
competitive behaviors emitted by the children but e_'total
number of 164 cooperative behaviors and 190 individual

behaviors across treatments.

These findings are interesting in SO far as
-

cooperative behav1ors were imitated because of the VTR and
slideL cooperatlve games paekages. A careful evaluation of
the scores reveals that individual behaviors were performed
more often in the film treatment and that cooperative
behaviors were imitated more often in the slide and VTR
treatments. A MANOVA statistical analysis using only the
cooperative behavior scores obtained by the two b%ind
observers allowed a more in depth 1look at the 1mmed1ate
effects of modeling cooperative games on children's .prosocial

behaviors, ) '
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Multivariate Analysis of Variance

A one factor MANOYA was computed between the three
treatment groups (videotape, slide, animated film) with the
prosocial behaviors of donation and cooperation as

dependent variables.
a .

A summary of the MANOVA statistics is presented ¥in

Table 7. These - resuf;s éhow a Wilks' Lambda calculated
value of 0.638. -Using the ;bS significance level the null
hypothesis of no tregtment—group mean .differences
ésiﬁultaneously on the two dependent variables) is rejected
since the calculated value is less than the critical value

of 0.870. In summary} there is a significant difference in

/;;\\?rder to evaluate the "two main hypotheses of

intepest the MANOVA was followed by the calculation of 95%

the means,of the treatments under study.

Bonferroni confidence intervals on contrasts for each of
the dependent variables. This meEE?d was used on thé
contrasts of VTR vs Ffilm and VTR vs slide becégse these
contrésts relate to the two main hypotheses of interest.
By ' using the Bonferroni method and 95%,_the chaflces of
making é type I error afe held at .05, whhgfjiiﬂbon51stent

~with the MANOVA significance level. With a total of four

. comparisons madp, the critical constant was t'OS/Z+

2 7, = 2.55.
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Means, Standard Deviations and Manova in Three

. Viewing Conditions
Donation Cooperation
Means 8.D. Means S.D.
Films 3.33 2.16 0.24 .10 .
Slides 6.42 2.36 ~—~0.489 .29
VTR _ 6.77 2.10. 0.49 .27
MANOVA
Hypothesis  .-SSP , ar MSP A
(Sum of (Degrees of (Mean Squares (Wilks
N Squares Freedom) Products) Lambda)

Products)

Treatment |165.34 | 2 ' 82.67 - ' 0.638% -
Effects | 12.74 0.99) ‘ 6.37 0.50
Error 480. 38 ] 74 . 6.49 B}
~07.63 6.61 -0.10 0.09
Total 245.72 7]
, 5.11 7.60
*pe.os, A9 20.870.
_ 2,27
y ) t
. A 3
-» N ‘
f Y »
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In Table- 8, the four confidence intervals are presented.
This analysis shows thatJ the Film and VTR means are
«significantly different . for both dependent variables,
because the confidence intervals for these contrasts dd?not
contain the null~hypothesis value: of =zero. Figuréd 1

clearly shows thé.differenbe between the means &f the three

groups on the two dependent variables.

The investigator also - calculated - the pooled
within-group comrelation between cooperation and donstion to assess whether
donation to a friend correlated positively with playing
cooperativé- games . Surp;isinle} —the intercorrelation
between the two dependent variables, cooperation and
donation, was -0.14. This correlation is very low
cénsidering past research results on these two dependent
variables. :+ It shows that in this study cooperation . and

ﬂ
- donation are not highly related.

O-\

.éast research has demonstrated that as children get
oldef“they cooperate more. Therefore the experipenter
wanted to.investigate the age independent variable to assess
whedﬁrcxnpmétﬂm.or donation was significantly different for
\

»Jthe morning and afternoon groups. A 2 X 3 MANOVA was
computed to compare the morning groups of 'éhild;en across
the three _treafments (with a mean agé” of 2.5) and the

h. .
afte on groups of children acrosiﬁ the three treatments
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Table 8

95% Confidence Intervals on Donation and Cooperation

Lower Limit Upper Limit
Contrast¥®
Between Film-VTR -5.28 -1.58 (sig.)
on Cooperation
Contrast . .
Between Slides-VTR ~-2.09 . 1.40 (n. sig.)
on Cooperation -
L
Contrast .
Between Film-VTR -0.47 ' ~0.,04 (sig.)
on Donation
!
Contrast o .
Between Slides-VTR \ -0.21L . =« 0.20 (n. sig.)

on Donation ;

"*Bonferroni co= t.'giﬂhé:Z.SS.



Figure 1

Means ‘of the Three Groups on Cooperation and Donation
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Means, Standard Deviations-and Manova Between Morning

and

Afternoon Groups

Donation’

Coopératiqn
Means S.D. Means S. D.
Morning ) o
Films 3.00 2.43 0.18 0.13
Slides 7.00 2.80 0.19 0.29
VTR 7.69 2.14 0.32 0.15
Morning Mean 6.14 0.23
Afternoon
Films 3.64 1.90 0.29 0.10
5lides 5.85 1.84 1.22 0.46
VTR ° 6.05 1.97 0.62 0.26
Afternoon Mean 5.34 0.72
MANOVA
Hypothesis Ssp aFr MSPp .
- & ' el \'/_’——\
Age. 12.19 1 12.19 1 0.850%
-7.47 4.58 ~7.47 4,58 |
Error (266 . 64 73 6.39 ]
3.54 31.08 0.05 0.43
Total 478,83
: | ~2.93 35.61—J RN
. .05 "
*p < A = 0.880. \\\\
- 1 T2,1,73 ¢ \
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Table 10

PS% Confidence Intervals on Donation and Cooperation
Between. the Morning and Afternoon Groups

Lower Limit Upper Limit
Contrast Between* ' : - g . S
Morning and Afternoon . —0.35 1.95 {(n. sig.)
Grxoups on Donation
Contrast Between . |
Morning and Afternoon -0.79- - =0.19 (sig.)
Groups on Cooperation ’ “
*Bonferroni co= t '05/2 = 1.99,
- — 173
-y
-J
-
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(with a mean age of 3.5).

-~

In Table S, a summary of the MANOVA, on- ¢he agé

independent variable is presented. The‘ Wilks' Lambaa-

qalcﬁlated value of  0.850 is less than the .05- critical

valhe_of 0.880. Thgrefore it was cohcluded that there is\a‘

difference between the morning angd aftefnoon group means.
. . 0 4

The interaction was hnot tesfed because it -was not of

——

interest at this time.
092 .

t”735/:2
(N

The Bonferroni method ¢

evalﬁgza'f&he di?ference between the morning and afternoon
~ C

-

groups on the éwo depengent variables, ,:j>shown in Table
10, the confidence interval was only sigmificant for the

booperati%e dependent vériable. ‘The ‘older (aftgrnoon

groups} children modelgd Ccooperation more than fyoungerr

(morning groups) childreq.

.
¢ .
! .

2

== l.9‘5\)was used to

=g



Chapter 5

Discussion ‘.

In the first sectiop of this chapter, the results from
the behavior observation measuremén; -instrument‘ are
discussed. In the second section the é.priori and post hoc
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) are interpreted

and discussed.

Behavior Observation

Based on previous studiej in cooperative games and
19

- cross-cultural’ observations, lick and Foley  (1979)

maintain that many young children behave in a prosocial and

+

cooperative manner.

In this thesis, a total of & 164 cooperative behaviors

emitted by 2 to 4 year olds were observed and agreed upon

by two blind observers. This data registered on camera and
measured by two blind observers and the researcher over a

period of approximately 30 hours supports Orlick's

proposition. Children between Sthe ages of 2}and 4 clearlyr
demonstrated the ability to model cOoperation with their

™~

peers. Children of this age are capable of prosocial
behavior and t@gre seems. to be no doubt of their ability to

imitate the skills found in cooperatiy% games.  The

2.
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children cle%rly responded to the different  stimulus
materials in a sharing manner: with their peers, even though
no explanations were given during the actual free play time

following the viewing of cooperative games.

L)

The children appe;red highly motivated to watch the
television, the slidesﬁand the films; After the first week
.of‘experimentation,lﬂﬁhe children expected .to watch the film
material and looked_forwarh'to doing so -with enthusiasm.
It was noted that the.children. could watch the film inserts
with a maximumlattentional span when they were of three
minutes durqtion; This appeared to be the optimal amount
of time; Sitting the group together on"the floor and
obtaining - silence consumed most of the time. The
experimenter felt that a variety of 3 minute film inserts
could help to /hotivaﬁe children to - watch television for a
longer period of time. Thgse presentations could be done

intermittently during a preschool period.

<
3

In a previous sﬁﬁdY'with cooperative games, Orlick,
McNally and O'Hara (1978) found a significant increase in
cocperative behaviors only ayhen the program was continued
for a total aﬁration of 18 weeks. No significant incréase
in the children's cooperative behavior wasA obse;yed by
external "blind observers"™after 8 weeks into the program.

This research did not utilize film-mediated cooperative



. of appropriate videotapes.
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gamés. The present study with the he;p of film-mediated
cooperative ‘games has demonstrated the effectiveness of
teaching cooperative behaviors in a short time span of five
waeks. The children imitated models very rapidly from
watching peers playing cooperative games on videotapes and
slides, and the immediate comparative effects Qere evident.
As héd been expected, irrelevant animated Ffilms did not

L

help to improve the number of cooperative behaviors.

L]

The behavior observation indicates that teachers can
improve the number and kind of cooperative behaviors

imitated by children between the ages 2 to 4 with the help

Multivariate Analysis of Variance

The one factor MANOVA results show that the children

are capable of improving the extent of prosocial behavior

-with their peers after exposure to appropriate stimuli. In

a natural setting, the children cooperated and donated

after having viewed a series of film-mediated cooperative
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~ games., The children who viewed the videotapes of
cooperative games perfbrméd more prosocial ehaviofé with
their friends than the‘ ifrelevant animated film' control
gréup. The Bonferroni methgd demonstrat hat the most
significant paifwise compariséns Gere b en the Film—VTB

treatments on both dependent variabﬁ&?f/

3

An intercoryrelation between cooﬁe;atibn'and donation
revealed a., low co}relation of —0.14' between these two
variables. ‘This result is different from studies by
Rushton (1976) aqa Rushton and Teachman . (1978) which have
shown positive correlation between playing cooperativély on
a car—racing  game, sharing candies with a friend and
~r.:]onation to charity over time périods ranging %fom 2 weeks
to 2 months. This difference could be attributed to the
fact ‘that the measure of donation as defined. in this study
was different from Rushton's studi€s. He measured donation
to charity and this study meaggfgé sﬁaring candies with -
friends. Also all of his data was collected in a
laboratory Setting with no group cooperative gamés.- Other
reasons fér this low intercorreiation might be that
laboratory’® measures inyoléé ‘the widespread ."demand
characteristics" and "experimenter-effects". Finally some
experimkntéfs suggest that-since children doqate,rarely to
charity o&tside the laboratory, that such measure lack

"ecological validity".

For this study, the experimenter had to consider the
possibility of nursery school experience with peers as an

influential variable on cooperative interaction. The
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animated film groups showed less cooperative behavior
than both the VIR and slide treatménts. Qvef_the‘sﬁme time
period, the animated - film‘ groups deﬁonétrated less
cooperation and donation than the VTR groups; therefore the
children in theée groups may have beem aﬁhmaiggstly by nursery
school 'experiehce. Considering this poiﬁt, it appears tpat
the VIR treatment showed more significant effects because
of regular attendance at a preschool program énd repetit%on
of visual coopmrative modeling. 'Ip a future study, regular
attendance and cooperative modeling should ' be better
controlled to compare the effects of nprsery' school

experience and a VTR cooperative games' program.’

The dynamic nature of the videotapes as opposed to
_the static naturé of the slides probably offers a better
representation of the game ‘behaviéf to be modeled By the
children even though théir results are comparatively the
. same. In this respect, the children can probably better
imitate - the model . of their peers inte;acting. Well
designed audiovisual packages depicting cooperatiée games
and cooperative values in play, games and sports havg the
potential to foster prosocial behavior with children. With
such material available to teacheré, they could teach
children in the clégsroom;‘in the gymnaéium and in the

school vard more cooperative and prosocial behaviors. ° The
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potEPtial for VIR packages looks promising.-

The post hoc MANOVA revealed significant differences
between the afternoon éroups yith a mean age of 3.5 and th;
morning groups with a mean age of 2.5. The analysis of
tﬁis age variable was decided post hoc to the treatments.
Bonferroni confidence intervals indicated that coopqution
was more significant for the older aftérnoon ‘groups of
children. ' This. result agrees with Parten's (1932) and
Rushton's -(leG)J studies: that'_ social participatidﬂ is

greater with increasing age.

Dnring the research, a high ébsenteeism rate was
recorded. Out of the original 124 <children only 717
attended on a ,gegula} basis for the five week eﬁperimental
'treaémenté.. Neveftheless the groups of children who
attended for the five consecutive weeks of experimental

-

treatments were affected by the VTR package.

In this study, ﬁhq, experimenter measured the direct
impact of film-mediated c00pérative games _on children's
prosocial behavio; w%th a view "towards poséibly helping
élay leaders teach groups of ‘chiidren in specific
situation, It did not intend to evaluate the long term
effects because so many influential variables sﬁch as

parental education, different .media sources - and

peer }ntéractions outside * the . . preschool
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environment intervene. Another study .could involve either .

controliing these influential variables and/or assessing
generalization and long term effects of .film-mediated
cpopérative games. Several years of interventions and

foilowLups are needed to evaluate such a project.

Research findings in this study must be duplicated
with more refined‘VTR and slide productions,. a larger
number of sample groups and more stringent criterions for
age and time of treatments. . longer period of

experimentation to investigate other important variables

mediating the cognitive and social skills of young children :

would also be helpful. In the future, experimentation in
natural settings will help bridge the gap between

theoretical and practical research. »

The  ability for researchers to do effective
experimentation demands a great deal of sensitivity,
cooperation and communication with the real working world.
Little (personal communication, 1979} emphasized the
importance of giving research studies back to the people.
With the help of collaborative work, involving exchanges,
communication and cooperation, subjects will henefit
directly from .research studies. Past president of the
American Psychological Association, George Miller (1980),

talks of giving psychélogy away to the people largely as a
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matter of being sensitive.to the * fact that not everybody
knows everything. This open communication between
- researcher and participants will‘ fenew a quest for
knowledge and excellence. ‘With field 'studies such as this
cne, "the researcher can service and gain from the real
social environment. Part of this research was aimed at
service to the program _director, the play leadérs and the
children. It is hoped that the experimental treatments and
subsequent feedback helped the play leaders in the
acquisition of teaching skills and the modeling of

cooperative games.

Further research promises interesting revelations

about the nature of children's prosocial behaviors.

1
i

l\

‘\.——\



Chapter 6

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

Summary

The purpése of this study was to}ig;estigate the
ﬁossible immediate effects of film-mediated cooperative
games on children's prosocial .behavior. Three different
treatﬁents were applied to prescheool children. The
- treatments were cooperative games behavior mediated with
VIR, slides and non-related animated films. A total.number
of 77 children aged 2 to 4 participated in the 5 weeks of
éxperimental treatments. - Six groups of children were
chosen among a preschool program of 700 participants. They
were chosen to match for sex and socioceconomic background.
The six groups from: each preschool center were randomly
gssigned to experimental treatments and each treatment was
duplicated‘ twice .during the . 5 weeks of - experimental

treatments.

The children in the bobperative games groups watched
the same_five games with the help of either VIR or slide
presentations. 'The animated " film groups saw irrelevant

material to control for Hawthorne effects.

The 2 dependent measures used for multivariate
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analysis.of variance (MANOVA) were the score of cooperativg
behavior as measured by t&o blind observers with a modified
behavior observation measurement instrument™ and the ° score
on a donatioé behavior ;s measured by a task of sharing
lollipops with friends. The results o? a one factor MANOVA:
with Bonferroni confidence intervals demonstrated the
effectiveness of the.VTR for teaching imitative cooper&ti;é
behavior and donation behavior in comparisqg to the
animated film treatment. The 2 X 3 nonorthogonéi MANOVA
secondary analysis showed that the older children were more

cooperative than;the younger children.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The establishment of television as a tool for teaching
imitation has clearly beén defined in the literature and
this research supports past investigatibn on modéling
cooperation. Its possibilities for prosocial changé are
largely untapped. With technological advancements such as
the availability of educational cassettes and «videotape
recorders in homes and schools, the individual will have
greater power to choose to educate himself as he wishes.
Various alternativés for television viewing include the
availability of a variety of scripts and scenarios from

television programs to help children with their viewing;
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the production of prospcial programs that foster positive

cboperative social interaction such as cartoons of
cooperative games and fun activities with purposeful
resolution of gconflict situations; and, the. production and
/ﬁ

creation of cooperative gam ids and for kids (Tate,

.1979). ' h

Hrycaiko, McCabe and Morigrity (1978) have recommended

some prosocial behaviors for ports and,gahes which could

C

1. Progocial presentations of games and sports in an

be' pres on television.
s

amateur school setting for fun and recreation;
2. Cameo features of prosocial behaviors, positive
rolé models in - voluntary helping activities;
3. More prosocial content in current programming;
4. Location of prosocial audiovisual sources for
public media and.all levels of sports and athletic
organizétions; .
: . P
5. To encourage mass media to depict and empd&iii?
~the prosocial model and positive behavioral aspecté of
sports by such things as televising more'amateur‘and;
sphool activities, and/or ﬁtiliziqg local press, radio
and television to convey the éistinction in goal
method, and means between amateur and pro; mass m%gia?
and television to proéide appropriate prosbcial.role
5

\
N\

v
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a
models for‘youth .sport- activities; technical skills

teaching, strong emphasis on physiocleogical,
psychological, and sociological needs of youth; and,
finally, partnership to do studies.. (Hrycaiko,

McCabe and Moriarity, 1978, p. 84)

The most serious omission in this list  of
rec&mmendations i; the need for _the_ creation of prosocial
and cooperétive games for television along with specific
behavidral ~definitidns of cooperative and prosocial

behaviors.

For children between the ages of 2 and 4, télevisiou

Egj materia; could be adapted and created so that it is
gwwappropriate to thei; piay needs. Television programé:¢ould
be made with 2, 3,and4year olds in a preschool play
environment. Television scripts which accompany such
programs could be provided to preschool play leaders and
the creation of video inserts of different lengths could be

Q

created to depict a variety of games and playful behaviors.

For experimental goals, researchers could videatape
each child ipdividually prior to the start of the
treatments for identification purposes and conditioning
effects, To - facilitate behavior coding , if possigle,

videotape all the samé group sessions on the same tape for
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L

easier observatﬂxlpurposes especiaily with'blind'observers.
Prosocial behaviors could be aséesSéd :with adaitiqnal
measures such as cooperative table games, interactions in
dyads,and;mssﬁﬁy sdﬁ?pﬁnﬁs.Follow—up studies could involve
the comparison” of play leader modeling wiEh video modeling
of cooperative games, intact groups of 2 year blas in
comparison with 3 year olds, intact groups of girls versu;
boys, television inserts of_competitive vershs cooperative
games, individual versus cooperative games fand competitive
versus individual - games. Anoﬁher promiéing area of
research could -be the use of self-modeling in the area of
children's cooperative and creative games. These ventures
open up a world, of practical research. for all those

interested.

—
_r,,A\
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Appendix A: Prosocial Behavior Measgyement

Script

Each child was invited £o play a “bretepd game" with
the experimenter. The child sat down at a table in the
kitchen and teﬁ red lBllipops were placed on the table in
éront of the child. children were chosen in random order.
The script below was recited to the child. If the child
did not understand the script, the experimenter repeated it
two or three times until he understood clearly the

instructions for the game. The script was as follows:

"Would you like to play a pretend game with me?"

Children responded: "Yes" (in all cases). "Come and

follow me, we will .play in the kitchen all alone."

"On the table in front of you, you will £ind ten red
lollipops. Let's count them to make sure there  are
ten lollipops. Let's count them together. One, two,
three...ten. Now how many lollipops do you want to
share with your friends. All of the lollipops, some
of the lollipops or none of the lollipobs. Those
you do noégshare, you can kgep for yourself. ©Now, put

the 1lollipops you want to share and give to your

friend on this side of the table and those you want
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to keep on your side of the table.”

The lollipops that were placed near the experimenter were

tallied up for the donation measure.



Appendix B: Activities in the Cooperative

ah§>Film Animation Group

The following is a description of the . cooperative
games as seen on the slides and the videotape. In the game
description, certain procedurai steps are explained to help
the play leaders understand what thé children will see.

Cooperative Games

Cooperative Musical Chairs

The children are asked to skip around a group of
chairs and when the music stops, they are invited to.share
a chair with their frieﬁds. The children can share their
spéce—by letting a friend sit on their lap or by simply
touching each other. In the game there is no elimination
from the group. Everyone plays until two chairs are left
and the group is resting. As in the traditional game, a
chair is removed each time the music starts to ﬁlay
again.Cooperative musical chairs has been adapted using
“hoops, mafs and sheets of linen to allow for mofe space,
In the teaching procedure, it is especially important to .
explain the cooperative nature of leaning, touching and
sharing a space on a chair with friénds.

Cooperative Musical Hugs

In this game, the children skip, hop and jump around
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the room -individually to . the e0und of a rythmical record.
When the music stops,. the children have to go hug a friend.
When the music starts again 1t is a cue for the children to
beg;n thelr playing activities. The follo@fng ‘time_lthe
music stops, the chiﬂ%ren have to hagﬂndifferent friends.
As the game continued the chlldren had to hug two frlends
‘together” and then three frlendsr’/\Qi;F\l\_ N
Balanee Activities ' Blax . =

*

-
4

In this game, the ehildren have to . try to hold a beach
ball in balance with :;.ir hea?s WLtrout u51ng their hands
' at any time during; tE: activity. After master1Ag this
‘skill,; they are to. try to walk fdrwardef backwards and
~ sideways without 'd;oppi%g the beach bailu which is balanced
with their heagds. Alternati&es to this game aréu.balancef
activities that _ utlllze.other parts of the body such as
. balancing the ball between thelr stomachs; their backs and

" even their knees. -

[
Numbers

ngh a p rtner or a small group, the childfen are
asked to form . e shape of a fat number one, a long number
one and a number three. hey —Fan use any parts of their

bodles as long as they link up with a partner.

=~
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Letters

"

With a partner or a small dgroup, the children are
asked to form t&e/shape ‘of the letter O, T and V. Again,

they are invited to do it with friends.

Animation Filmg = =

™

Dutiﬁé the experiment, the two gfoups that viewed the
filﬁg watched them ' in the same ‘sequence. The films
" were borrowed  from the National Film Board of Canada. All
the f£ilms were animated films. What follows is a brief
deecription ©f the films as found in the National Film
Board of Canada.Catalogue, 1980. I
;—Metamorpteses: _Here.the - animation artist has cteated a
clown so versatile in the art of Jjuggling that, between
times, he even juggies- himself. One moment the ’elown
stanes tossing balls, the next he' becomes dismembered,
_following the balls about on the screen but comlng together
again alltin one piece to flnlsh the act (2 min. 33 sec.
col., 0368 151, D: Laurent Coderre).

. 2-We: In a world were dommunications has grown into big
business, the lack of ' it between individuals is alTost.a
parado#. We llve in tight llttbe compartments not easily *

G"J

penetrated. Indlvxdual dlfferences are regarded with

suspicion or scorn. This animated quickie parodies the

Lo

“human . condition in a few quick, colorful sketches,

amusingly, without words, yet leaving food for thought (2
o
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min. 52 sec. col., .0374 177, D: Anastasia Michailidis, P:
Wolf Koénig)hT .

3-Stars and stripes: An experiment in film animation, in
which "stars" and T"stripes" perform acrobatics to a
sprightiy march tune. ° The film was made wiﬁhaugié camerg,
by McLaren drawing directly- upon film. The title 1is in

. eight languages (2 min. 53 sec, col., 0149 019).

4-Two bagatelles: Two short  films in . which  animationA

technique is employed with live actors. In the first,

entitle On the Lawn, a male dancer waltzes to synthetic
music. The second is a fast march, 1In the Backyard,

accompanied by an old-fashioned calliope (2 min. 22 sec.
col., 0153 048, D: Grant Munro).

. 5-The North wWind and the Sun: A Fable by Aesop. An

engaging "illustration by animation artist Rhoda Leyer, of

the ancient Greek fable in which the warm- sun proves to the

cold wind that bersuasion is better than force when it
comes . to making a man take off his overcoat (2 min. 53 sec.
col., 0172 099, D: Rhéda Leyer, Les Drew, P: Robert

Verrall). . ; .

i o)
PRE Sy A 3



Appendix C: Raw Scores
Morning
Videotape Group

Trend-Arlington

Mean Age = 2.2 T RN
i =

Subject - Age Sex Donation = Cooperation
1 2 M 9 0.20
2 2 ~ 7 ' 0.40
37 2 M 9 0.40
4 2 | F 4 0.60
5 2 ~ M 9 0.20
6 2.5 F 9 0.20
7 2.5 F '8 0.00
8 2.5 \R 8 0.40
9 2.5 P} o 6 0.60
10 | 2 M 9 0.20
11 2 F 9 0.20
12 2 M 3 0.40
13 2.5 . _m_ —10 - 0.40

2.2 M 6F 100 4.20



Barhaven

Mean Age

Subject

1
2

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

3.6

Age Sex Donation
4 M 5
4.5 M 5
3.5 F 6
4 M 0
4 F 5
4 M 6
3 F 3
3 M 8
4 F 9
2.5 F 10
3 F 9
3.5 M 9
4 F 6
3 *F 7
3 F 5
4 F 5
4 M 5
3.6 10F 7M™ 103

Afternoon

Videotape Group

110

Cooperation

0.20
1.00
0.60
0.40
1.00 .

0.40-

0.60
0.80
0.60
0.80
0.80
1.00

0.40

10.60
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Morning
Slide Group
Barhaven

Mean Age = 2.6

Subject Age Sex Donat{gn_ Cooperation
1 ) 3 . M l 0.00
2 2.5 Mo 10 ~0.00
3 2 M 1 . 0.00
4 2.75 M 5 0.00
5 2 M 8 0.00

[ax}
3]
.
wn
i
-
(=}
o
o
(=)

7 2.5 M 9 0.20
8 3 M 4 0.20
9 3 M 7 ~0.00
10 2.5 M 9 0.00
11 3 F 7 X 0.80
12 - 3 |

L]
~J
-
o
o

13 ' 2 F 10 0.20

2.6 4F 9M 91 7 2,40



Lynwood

Mean Age = 3.3

Subject Age .
1 : 3
2 3.5
3 3
4 3
5 3.5
6 3
7 3.5
8 4

9 4
10 2
11 4
12 3
13 3
3.3

112

Afternoon \)

Slide Group

Sex Donation Cooperation
F 6 - 1.00
F 2 | 0.80
F 7 1.00
F 8 0.50

o
o
[
.

o
(=]

M 7 0.60
M 8 0.80
M 9 0.80
F 6 0.80
F 8 0.60
M 5 0.80

D!
wn
(=]
L]

@w
o

9F 4M 76 10.40



‘Morning

Film Animation

Group

Lynwood
Mean Age = 2.6 _
Subject Age Sex

1 3.5 F

2 2 M

3 3 M

4 2.5 F

5 2 M

o)}
[
=

7 3 M

8 2 F

9 2.5 M

10 3 F
2.6 5F 5M

Donation
3
0

30

113

Cooperation

0.40




Afternoon
Film Animation
» : Group
.Trend-Arlington

Mean Age = 3.6

Subject Age . Sex Dohation
1 3 F o 4
2 4 M 7
3 3.5 F 3
4 4 M 2

(¥}
e
!

(2}

F 2

7 4 M 6
8 3 M 5
9 3 ¥ 1
10 4 . F 3
11 3 M 1
3.6 6F 5M " 40

114

Cooperation

0.20




Appendix D: Instructions

The experimenter gave these instructions to the
children before the viewing of-#he films, the slides and
the videotape.

Pre-viewing Instructions

“Children 1let us relax, enjoy and listen to the
instructions as if we were watching television at home."

Viewing Instructions

During the slide and videotape presentation, the
experimenter presented these instructions to the children

in all the groups.

Game 1: "In this game (slides or videotape are
shown), children are skipbing around a group of chairs and
when the music stops they are invited to share a chair with
their friends. The' children can share their space by
letting a friend sit on their £;B\or simply, by .- touching

each other."

Game 2: "In this game, the c¢hildren skip, hop and
jump around the room individually to the sound of a
rythmical record. When the teacher stops the music, the
~children have to hug a friend. When the music <.starts

again, the children start to skip, hop and run again. The

4
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following time the music stops, . the children have to hug

three or four friends togeﬁher."

Game 3: "In this game, the children try to balance a

beach ball between their heads, stomachs and Sacks withouﬁ_

using their hands. Then they try €0 walk forwards,

backwards and sideways without dropping the ball."

Game 4: "In this game, the children make a long

At

number one, a fat number one and a three with their friends

using different parts of their bodies."

Game 5: "In . this game, the children make tlie lettér

O, T and V with their friends .using different parts of

>

their bodies.“

ok

"After the instructions, which were given for all
viewing sessions, the cﬁildren were left alone to play
without . any instructions from any éf the play leaders or
the experimedﬁer. Leaders responded to any questions from

‘ ~

the children with a brief comment:( "Now you can play."

[3



- Appendix E: Letter of Program Approval

January .21, '198Q

Deaf Parents:

This letter 1is to inform you that vyour child will be
participating in a research project as part of my thesis
work at the University of Ottawa. :

As an experimenter I wish to help the children learn
how to play together during Duffer Doo time. To facilitate
the learning process, I will use a variety of audiovisual
equipment such. as cameras, films, televisions and slides.

I know that my personal intentions are to share my
knowledge and to help the participants. If need be, I can
answer questions or provide information about the project
to anyone wishing to discuss it.

sincerely yours,

Pier;e Provost

Dear Parents:

This research project is being done in cooperation
with the staff of puffer Doo. If you do not wish to have
your child participate please call .me as socon as possible.

. ‘ : sincerq}y,
’ Betty Usher
Preschool Technician

Parks and Recreation, Nepean
- 1701-Woodroffe Avenue, Ottawa K2G 1W2
825-5151
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Appendix F: Duffer Doo Program

Little Duffer Doo Time*

.

Little duffer doo time is a play group programme for
two to five year olds offered by the Department of Parks

and Recreation, city of Nepean.

Little duffer doo time is child's play! It gives them
the opportunity to test themselves and their  own

limitations. Play develops a sense of sharing. They can

play with new friends, develop their own social .

understanding while learning to grow Iwith others. Play is
& learning experience and what the children do in their
play time does-havé implications for their future. To a
child, play is serious business. Our approach to play is
what a child understands - _play in a %riendly atmosphere

with activities to do them with.

Duffer doo is a cooperatiie venture between parents
and Nepean Parks and Reéreationa a challenge for wus to help
prepare our preschoolers f;f -more leisure in adulthood,
more understanding and awareness. The need to play is ever

more prevalent today as to when we were "little duffers".

Dear Parents:

Coming to Duffer Doo on-your helping day can be a

pleasant and rewarding experience. You can observe your

*
[y>-4
-
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own child with his or her peer group and other adults as

well as ensuring that the programme is an enriching one for

all the children.

- wear comfortable play clothes

- encourage the children .,

- place yourself at the 1level and speak to them by
name

- come early to help set up

- be aware of ~your duties, i.e., supervising a
particular érea, reading stories, mixing paints,
preparing crafts, comforting an upset child.

Note: Acceptance of your child oy children in’ ' this

programme commits you, the parent, to:

- one half day of assistance in 'the'ope;ation of the
programme

- assisting in fund raising events if necessary,
proceeds go directly to your child's programme in
equipment, outings, etc.

What is Little Duffer Doo Time?

It's a play group for two to five year olds, including
those with special needs, offering open, free play in a
unstructured, relaxed atmosphere. We offer all the

ingredients for a child's early play experience (water
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'piay,. sand, playdoh, painting, 'music, crafts, .games and
stories). The programme. has been serving  Nepean
communities since January 1974, expanding fFom two centres
with 120 children to 6 centres }Larkin House, Maki House,
General Burns, Lynwodd, Manordale and Trend-Arlington) with
ovér 700 preschoolers. Parents are of vital importance to
the success of Duffer Doo - assisfing each day and in fund

raising events, . making this a . community oriented;

N

cooperative wventure. )
/"/""\

Each day 'consisés of 20 to 25 children ffewer at
Mano;dale) supervised by two play’ leaders, a centre
coordinator and two aésisting mothers. The play leaders and
coordinator are chosen for their past experience with
preschoolers, interest in children and their development,
and warm, caring perSOnélities} They acquire further
skills and ideas -at  workshops' and training sessions

organized by Recreation and Parks.

*Programme description is from a flyer printed by Nepean

Parks and Recreation, 1979-80.
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