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There were two major purposes of thls study. The first
was to construct the conceptual and empirical tools necessary
for the systematic development, and socio-psycholorical
evaluatién, of ~ame environments for children, ‘The second

purpose was to utilize the evolved conceptual schema and

methodology to compare the socio-psycholo  ical outcomes of

alternative rame structures which have an emphasis on intra-
team cooperation with the outcomes of more traditional game
structures, ._.
The sampling of subjects was limited to forty-eight 'g’
male and female children whose ages.ranged from eight to ten
years., Twenty-four children were in each of the two experi- |
mental groups, ThelNonequivalent €ontrol Group Design was
utilized, and the subjects were interviewed by the experimenter
in order to complete both the pretest aﬁd posttést questionn-
aires;_ | ' |

'Thg’greatﬁent period consisted of a four week period

~during”which the subjecfs participated in Shall-sided.

scaled-down games af soccer and volley<basketball, The

childreh particibategfih three nhe-hour seasioﬁh per week"

bver the treatment period. The one- ifference betwten the

/ treatments expd?iencod by the two graups was that the

children in the experimontal group ware forced to cooperate

‘with their tqammntes. This cooporation was accoﬁplilhed

iv



by the ircorporation of a rule stating that each player in .
a team had to receive the ball at least once before ‘any

player in that team could attempt to score.

The quantitative data collected were subjected to one-

way and two way'analyses of variance in order to determine
significant differences between the groups on the variabdles

measured. Kendall's tau and Spearman's r were utilized: to
compute the validfé?‘énd reliability coefficients’ for &he

\ .
research instruments. Frequency and percentage breakdowns

of the subJects with regard to class, age, sex and attitudes

/

toward the treatment period were also computed.
It was found that the research instruments were 5
satisfactorily valid and rellable. with the exception of »
the index which measured group cohesion which wasg found to
bg{rellacle (p € .001) but could not be accepted as valgd.u
It was elso evident tﬁat the cooperation-oriented geme
environments experienced by the experimental group were -
consideratly moré:effective than the more traditienelxgame
structures in terms of 1nfluencing the eoclo-paychological

outcomes which were selected as criterion measures in this

experiment. -

In particular, the children in the exporiuontgl group“

experienced a eignificantly greater incrcale in termc ot
self—concept of their ability to plny gnloc. cxhlbited
'Aeignificantly greater improvement in 1nterpereon:1 Likinc.

) perceived theneelvee to heve bcen aigniticnntly norc involvcd

-
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in ‘e ~ames th.ev plaved, experienced a sienificant!;
. e .

P
2
LY

freater improveme:rt in their perception o! the number o
tihes thev receivt the ball, perceived sirnificantly more
of their peers to have -improved their ability to play ’awvé.
expressvcls?"nificantly mohe enjoyment o: activity drain
the treatment period and felt.significant]y more positive
‘oward future participation in physical activity anc ranmes,
than the children in the control prouvp. No signiiicant
differences were. found between thg two proups in terms ‘f
the defree of céhesion present withie the groupé or the ‘

perception’ of the children concerning the absblute number

of times they received the ball during the tréatment period

Fames,
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JHebwbe
SULVEMENT O oF 0 UYHE PROBLENM o

Introduction

been attempted there has been no systematic evaluation of
. -

) In recent years there has been increasing criticism

of the structure of games and sportc regarding their
potential adverse cffects on chlldren (Ellis, 1973{ ?
Glassford, 1973; MCNally, 1974 Orlick, 1974; Orlick
and Botterill, 1975; Robbins, 1973). Robbins (1973)
epitdmizes this concern when he states that "the accepted
structure of games and sporic makes the good better and
the poor poorer" (1973: 2).

Howe@er, despite this concern, little scholarly

attention has been devoted to the provision of alternative

~ game strucfures designed speciffically fot children. .

i Add¢3ionally,fin the few in ces where modifications have

\

the effects of the innovations on the children who pnrticipntgd.

The following study was conducted in recognition of the need
for reée;¥ch in this area.
The Prqglém |

The central purpose of this study was to construct
(partly through modifying and synthesising pre-existing
1nstruments) the conceptual and empiricnl tools necessary
for the sysqémltic development, and socio~paychological
evaluation, of alternative game environments for children.

The achievement of this objective involved four distinct

>

-



stagoa:

1. The development of a conceptual framework for examinity
the effects of yame environments on the following criteria:
A. The social structure of the group oy
B. The degree of cohesion present within the groubm'i
C. The sclf-concept of each individual in the group ‘

with respect to their ability at games '

D. The enjoyment level of each individual in the group.

2. Utilizing this schema, the development of guidelines for
modifying existing game structures in order to achieye
specific educa;ional and participant objectives.

3. The development of appropriate methods and procedures -
designed to assess game environments empirically.

k. The utilization of the evolved conceptual gchema and
methodology in an exploratory case study comparing the
socio-psychological outcomes of modified. cooperation-

oriented game environments with more traditional game

structures,
;mportanée of the Study 'R\

During'the past twenty years thére has been extensive
research into the relatidnship between physical activity and
coronary.hetrt.diseaée. The preponderance of evidence
(Brunner and Manelis, 1971; Fox lnd,Hlskell. 1968:1'Kﬁnﬁel.
Sorlie and McNamnra. 1971, Morris nnd Raffle, 1954) aupports
the argument that there exists an i.nverse relttionship
between the amount of p‘&sical activity usunlly.perforned"

A - . N



- that, in Canada particularly. omo uealurea ure urg.ntly

4
by an indiviaual anad hic likeilhood 21 - xpe rilencing coronary

heart discase or other forme of carvio-vavcular dicease.
In addition, a number of ocher studi¢s have shown positive
correlations between a hirh fitness level and low incidence
of various types of mental disease.

Beariné in mind these strong conncctions between
frequency of physical activity and level of general health,
it is apparent from an examination of recent literature

(Cumming, 1367; Sport PARTICIPaction Canada, 1972) that

Canada does not excel in either of thesc areas. Sport .

"PARTICIPaction Canada - an organization deeply concerned

with the area of frequency of physical activity by Canadians,
its effect on the general level of health and fitness of the
nation, and methods of increasing levels of activity - siates
that: ' s

1. Ag few as 1 - 2% of Canadians exercise as
frequently as once a week.

2. Canadian children are pretty fit until the
age of six, vhen they enter the school system,
then fitness begins to decline. '

3, School children are becoming more obese.

4, Canada has one. of the highest rates of *
decath from heart attacks in gpe world.,
(noJoi 2)

- Thus it is clearly appnrent that there is considersble
eviddnce to-vindiclte the argument that ]hysicnl lctivity
can indeed be beneficial to the health of individualg and

*



required to convince the majority of th population that
they need to participate in physical activity consigerably
more frequently than at prusvﬁt.

Preesy and thlen (1957; and Musscn, Conger and Kagan.
(1963, 1970) are proponents of the viey that if positive
interests are not inculcated in childhood, then they may
never be devel?ped in later life., This belief is'.supported
by the results of the Fels Longitudinal,Studies from which
Moss and Kagan (1964) found that elementary school children
who developed certain interests (one of which was athletics)
often maintained these intérests into childhood.l‘Aetrand
- (1952) has also found that individuals who are physically
inactive when young tend to remain so, whereas children who
are highly active tend to maintain théir interest in physicai
activity through adolescence into adultheod. ~

| These findings support the thesis of Orlick (1972) that
there: exists a highly slgnificant relationship between the
quality of an individual's initial exposures to physictl
‘actlvity and whether or not thgt 1ndividull will choose to
continue to plrt1c1pnte in physicll lctivity in adulthood. ’
He feels that if children are exposed to poaitive, fun~filled
physical activxty environments when youn; then they will bar
more likely to choose to continuo thoir ﬁlrtlcipltion in |
'phycicul nctivity in lator lito. - : :

o The need for positive physical tctl}ltg amlromonts fl -
excnpliﬁed by the flndingu of Bandurs and wntm (1.163). L

N SRR N



Birch.aﬁd Veroff (1966) and Manis and bcltzer (1968) who
have stated that whether or not a behaviour occurs is
depéndenf upon the degree to which individuais expect
positive or negative consequences for part1c1pat1ng in that
particular behaviour. When one considers thg prev1ously
tited ffgures that as few.as one to two per cent of
Canadians exércise as frequently as once a week, it appears
thasvphysiéal educators are not producing environments which
encourage expectations of positive consequertces: This

"writer is fully cognizant that general behaiiour pﬁtterns

*~ are the product of numerous interacting socializing
influences; ‘hence he does not place all the respon51b111ty
for low participation rates on schooY physlcal education
programs¢ Nevertheless, he feels that these physical

‘activity environments are contributing factors and that it

&

is necessary %6.rep1ace these environments with alternative -

ones which wil)} eventu'lly increase this nation's particif_ :

pation rates in physxcal activity. S

The problem at this juncture concerns which types of

alternatlve environments should repltec uhich existing ones.

Thxs dxlemmn emphnsizes the need for thoory GOVQIOpment 1n
the nrea of game lnd sporta environnenta ia thlt it ia
inadaqunte to merely state nebulously thnt the cnvironments
.we crette are positlve It s necoscnry to. atlte in whlch
ways we fonl'they;ure.beneficlllcto pl:ticipgntq; Althqugh

-

Avif_is.;mpOlsible-td melsur§“spoolfic Qﬁtcbﬂenfpfecllnly nor

-
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cxpect that ldentical or similar ¢xperivncec will produce
the same cffccts in all ohiISren, we can nevertheless
measure general treénds in Lerms of the effects that the
environments we create arc having on thos¢ children who
participate. However, this is not possiblc if methodical,

. empirical research is not conducted on each particular game
environment. At presgp, there is little, if any, published
1itera;ure concerning. the examinafion of'game envirormerits
through systematlc conceptual analy31s and/or empxrlcal
research. This exploratory study repreeents one partlcular
methodologlcal approach in this area.

The teaching of gnmes represents a large segment of a
Chlld 8 initial equsure to physical activity in the ‘school
setting and is, for the vast ma jority, their ;irst formal
experience of organization iﬁlfhe physical sphere. In fact,
in a recent study_conducted by'qufieldl(1973) ;lmbst fifty ‘
perléent of thosé‘teachers involved felt-that.”tﬁe overall
.physical education program 1n thelr scthl was haavily gpme
»’orxented”. (1973: 1a) ¢ S |
‘ Since it is lpptrent that the criticisn of Robbins‘
;(19?3) and othars concerning the tccegted atrucg?rq of g;uea o
- and sports naking tho good bettor and the poor poorar could ‘
indécd be valid, physical educ:tors. instold ot 1nplelcnt1ng ;
faccopted gﬁuc structures: en bloc 1n tht elonentary nchool
{'scttin;. chould consider introducing modificntions to thece .

atructurcs 1n an lttempt 10 nnkc phyqicsl aotivity nore
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enjoyable and meaningful A)r 111 young children and not
merely the able ones.

Smith (1973) proposes that the.generic term ;sport"
should be divided into four different sports environments
on the b?sis of the objectives of the participaﬁts. He |
then states that:

4hese obJectlves, which must be mutually

acceptable to participants’and organlzers

then provide guidelines by whidh appropriate

leadership qualltles. conditi; gns of practice
and participation or competition .may- be

specified. ‘ (1973b: 5) -
These four envifonments range from what Smith termé
“recreation environments” in.which the major objective of"
the participants is enjoyment, to "prbfessional apofts" in
“ which the main aim of those involved is to procure a source
of 1ncome by entertaining the public. :
Elementary gchool children should experience phyeical
activity environments which are both rocreational” and
aducational“ in the sense that they must ooubinc enjoynsnt
~ with exporiencee that also contribute to ‘rowth and develop-;
o ment and ‘to the ACquisition of conpetence in phylical. '
.cognitive. affectiva and moral natteru- K0vevor, ‘the ract
fis that in nany cleuentary -schools thuir physical oducation
ptosrans utillze tha acc.pted. adult-orionttd structuras of
games and sportl ﬁlthout eohlidtring cithcr tho objiotivcs '
of. educnt&oﬂ tn C'nirnl or .the noodu er ehlldren in ptrticulara'ﬂ;f
 'Honce. we ofton I!O tbo absurd aituation of Oxtt!ltly youn; .  ‘f
| ctsndren pmun; m m sport- mdor"tm uu ruu e f T
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structures (and often in the same playing areas) as adult
athletes. | "

This study constitutes a needed attempt to develop a
schema designed to examine game envirdfments through
systematic conceptual analy81s and enpirical research in
order to determlne the effects of alternatlve game and
sports environments on childrén who participate. Only when
these environments have been methodically analyzed can we
then decide which environments are superior in terms of
their beneficial effects on children.

Defigit;on of Terng

| Cohesion: The resultant of all the forces acting on the
members to remain ?h the group. These forceg.mgy depend

on ‘the attractiveness or unqtt:actiéenéss.bf either the
presfige_qf the group, members lﬁ the group or the_aqtivitiés'
in which the group engages. (Festiﬁxer. 19ﬁ31:29b)A
.'gggpggijiggs~ Any situation in which two or more individuals
strugglo for the compléte~or'largor ghare of a ﬁurticular |
goal, and in which the success of their performances is
| rolativo to each other, (Aldemm, 19741 °74)
_g_gmmm. Any situation in whioh two or -oro individunls A
' work toccthor tonrd a_common coal. ‘ S |
rho procou by which

muvmuu- in the same toa are mauooa %o work tom;n.r L

to»xd a couon goal. | e



o .MLTJ!I ﬁunc for deterlining tho degriilit ?.

E ('North“ly" 196?3 j )

Game: An exercise¢ of voluntary control systems, in which
there is—an opposition between forces, confined by a

procedure and rules in order to produce aKdisequilibrial
outcome. (Avedon and Sutton-Sﬁ{th, 1971; 7)

Game Environment: The predetermined set circumstances
under which a game is‘played. 7r ‘

Inter- . Competition: Any situation in whiqh'two or more
groups compete against each other.

Self-Concggts Tﬁe person's total appraisal of his appearance,

background and origins, abilities and resources, attitudes

‘and feelings which culminate as a directing force in

behaviour. (LaBenne and Greene, 1969: 10)
Socialjzation: The process by which persons acquire the ‘I'

 knowledge, 8kills and dispositions that make them moﬁ or

less aﬁle members of their soc.iety'.. (Brim and Hhéeler‘.

19661 3)

W. The people who most intimately '
tdminister the 'reﬂtrda And puniahmonta in a‘pcr!qnfa
life, (LaBenne and Greem, 1969: 14)

* §£siﬂnaxzis_§xsiﬂzs The degree to whichyan individual is

accepted in a grou . (Northway, 196?f~”)

which iy ls éc .ccoptnd 1n a poup. ror duc;cralﬁ .
t‘h. ; ‘ : ~'10‘
for. . ,1oung the structurn ﬁf tho mup hn).t. .
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Sociometry: The study of the patterns of interrelations
between people and the process of their measurement.

(Jennings, 1959: 11)



CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The review of the literature has been broadly divided
into four main areas: the first section dealiﬁg with self-
concept and itsfeffect on behaviour. perception and
performance, ehe second section wlth cohesion and its
effect on grﬂ’p behav1our and member saflsfactlon, the thlrd
with utlllzatlon of the sociometric technique to measure the
relatlonshlpgbetween physical ability and social status for

children, and the fourth with the modification of game

environments for children. . -
The.Efgggss of Self-Concept on Behaviou eption

and Pergggmgnce

One of the major developments in the life of any child
is the ‘formulation of his self-concept. Cooley (1922), Mead
(1934), and Sullivan (1947) all propound the theory that an
indi§idﬁll learns ibodt himgelf from the mirror of other
people. ‘This dynamic process is termed ° rerlected appraisal"
In other: words. the ¢hild interprets from the behaviour of
others townr@ himself (particularly significant others
such -as pd&ents» peers &nd toachers) whether they accept or
reject such upects of hls ‘being u his lppurtnco. abilities,
idoaa. nttitudoc and foallngp. Thc percnlvcd evnluation: of " -
o -thue simlﬁcmt otherl fom the busu of an individml' -

k egolf-conceptr(vhlch dcvulopc in tho ..!1# yotts) lnﬂ’

Ca \ :
."A N

e ‘,l.,',;u.,“
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determines whether an individual's Viam.Of celf is
essentially negative or positive,

fhe literature pertainin~ to sSelf-concept 1is r<91(m
wlth the far-reaching effects of thc fnnutruotﬁnn behaviour,
percepxion and performance - particularly in an educationagd ‘
setting (Lecky, 1945; Buckley and Scanlan, 1956; Brooko&er,

L N L .
i Steinesy 1957; Sheener, 1949;

Thomas and Paterson;{zgﬁﬂ |
* 5 ; T 9 . .
Stock, 1949)., Additionallyy LaBenne and Greene (1969) have

-

found fhat.there are numerous studies stating thag_gge of ok
the prevalent charactefistics of unstable individuals (for
example, delinquents, -neurotics and psyéhoticé).is that they
possess negative sélf-cbncepts.‘ They percei#e that soéiety
in general views them ds of no value and consequently they
come to see thmselves ih a similar manner. Converéely,
stable individuels afeﬂreputed to possesg positive self-

concepts together with reasonably regliétic evaluations of

. their attriﬁutes'gnd deficiencies.

whgn a child enters. the school system, his self-concept

is assumed to be in a highly malleable state. ‘The basic

.component of self—conceﬁt at this stage is, in fact, fiexibi-
1lity and the experiences the child encounters will mou1d his
/concppt“of'irif.’ The teqch%r,'b?ciuae*of_thé tuthérity»he
ié)hsﬁighod and because df hi£ gregter'%xpetiehéd and maturity,
‘egcrfs'gxtenBIQQ cOQtro; and inflﬁﬁncq ofer the learnifg
’éhwir¢nﬁ§hta cf?dted'tnd.m§intaihedAin~§chboll;:‘Theéqfqre; s |
it ij qvidén'vcit'ﬁnt;thg'scho}o»l or, more ~spec1f.1cniy‘, ‘the |

B

.‘y1 ‘4,“
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~
- teacher, has an enormouc effect on the developing self-

concepts under his tutelage. ’ \
Combs (1952) exemplifies the devastating effecto of a
negatlve ‘self- -concept on the abIllty to learn to read .

-

Such a child is likely to avoid reading, and thus
the very experience which might change his concept
of self is bypassed. Worse still, the child who
g believes himself unable to read, confronted with
the necessity for reading, is more likely than not
to do badly. The external evaluation of-his teachers
and fellow pupils, as well as his own observations
of his performance, all provide proof to the chi
of how right he:was in the first place! The
possession of a particular concept of sedf tends
to produce behaviour that corroborates the self-
concept with which the behaviour originated. (1952: 669-70)
"Thus it .appears that a circular effect operates &njthat
self-perceptions of a parti%ular inability appear to become
self-fulfilling prophecies. The situation which Combs
describes is directly analogous to what appears to “happen to
‘many children in physical activity situations, Orlick (1972)
found children are 'already formulating negativexself-concepts
in terms of their abiiities in physical activity at six years
of age. The result of this negative concept of ®elf is that
children are refraining from participating im physical '
acfivity and sport when cdnffonted~with a choice. In schooi
they are obligate@ to,participate;but'when“it ¢omes to |
, participating in physical activity'nnd spogts outside of
s school it appears that many éhildren are no longer interested.
‘ saith (1975) feels that: = . -

.While ‘it .is reWsonably easy to see how sport might v
.-&wn a poaiti% effect on self-image it will be - "

D! s
(2 . "]




useful to ask how cport or physical activit

might contribute tq a ncgatlve sel‘—1mage°

We could begin by exam1n1ng carefully the
effects of excessive use of competition which

1s character;ésd by external comparisons. It

is great to a winner but unfortunately there
can only be one and the rest are, by definition,

6 - losers. (1975: 3)

Perhapé, the problem lies in the narrow interpretations

f the terms "winning" and "losing” which society uses.
Orlick and Botterill (1975) have a profound viewpoint

?inCLln ing this problem:

‘D
* " Those who perceive winning as being only score-
board victories or achievement at the expense of
defeating others are losing out on a great deal
themselves. )
Besides racking up point8, people, youngsters in
particular, can win or achieve many immeasurables
such as friends, respect, trust, satisfaction,
confidence, knowledge, skills, health, fitness,
personal well -being, and above all else, happiness.

(1975: 28)

%? Unf;rtun;tely. ;his outhog concerning competition is
not%a commonly accepted one and the "excessive use of"
competifion which is characterized by external comparisons”

- to which Smith refers is prevalent in almost all games
traditionally associated with the majority of elementary
physical activity programs. Smith (1975)'also feels_thatf

' ¢eesif we employ methods of teaching than run the

risk of branding the majority of particjgmants as
losers or failures .., we are creati Jgomli.tion

‘ that both turn people off activity ntributing
to the development of a negative self-image.

. . ' - (1975: 4)
Therefore, if’zs the tuthbg‘l eon%entibn that physical

 education programs, particularly in the elonéntgry sbhopl, ‘

i

‘.



should be designed bearing the basic prirciple of «dication
in mind - that {g, every child must be ducated to the
fullest of their capacities, not Just those who are :he
most able.

<The foregoing discussion is not tntended to advocate
that physical education programs, cease to include competitive
~games in their schedules. Rather, the author concurs wiih
the views of Bula (1971) on this subject:

The primary concern the physical education

profession must have is to ensure that the

child receive a positive experience while r
competing, Let's not kid ourselves, he is

going to competel (1971: 40)

. Consequently, it appears that attempts to maximize the
beneficial effects of both competition and cooperation are
needed in the development of elementary school curricula
concerning physical activity. This can be achieved by

~ lessening the great empﬁgg!s currently placed on inter-team

competition whilst at‘the same time placing greater emph;.sisa

on intra-team cooperation.‘
This was the objective of “this experimeﬁt‘in that an
emphlsis on cooperation was achieved by the~ineorporution

of an addltlonal rule for the experimental group gnmee stating

that every player in a team had to receive the ball at least

once before any plnyer in that team could attempt ;o score.

This degree of "forced intra-team cooperation was designed

-
C— to ensure that the lesser-skillod childrcn become involved



in each game, in an attempt to affect positively their

self-concept as a resGlt of their participation and cc1t-

‘s

improvement. | ]
"An analogous study by Aronson (1975) in a clascroom
setting showed that this attempt can indeed hope to be
successful. In this experiment, each‘chilq was placed in
a group of 8ix and was presented with a particular piece of
information on a given subjeet. It took all six pieces of
information to produce the entire answer to the problem.
Aronson termed this procedure the "jigsaw puzzle” method of
teaching. Each child had to master their particular piece
of information and then teach it to their fellow group members.,
The cﬁildren were told that they would be tested on the entire
topic at a later time, The children had to realize that none
of them could excel on the test #,%hout the help of every
other child in their group. Aronson recounted that, although
at first some of the children ridiculed one particular child, “ey
Carlos, who encountered great difficulty communigating kis
paragraph, they quickly began to realize that theé only chance
they had to obtmin the entire answer was to'listen to what
that individqual had to say: | |
‘Instead of teasing Carlos or ignoring him, they
learned to draw him out, to ask questions. that
made it easier for him to. explain out loud what
was in his head. <Carlos, in turn, relaxed more,
and this improved his ability to communicate..
After a couple of weeks, the children concluded
.~ that Carlos wasn't nearly as dumd as they thought
- he was. They saw things in him they hadn't seen
before. - They began to like him and Carlos began
" to0 -like school mpre ‘and think of his Anglo class-
~mates not as tormentors but la'frienda.(1975i 48)

°
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Aronson concluded that the children in the jig‘aw puzzle
groupé had stronger, more positive self-concepts than the
children in the traditional classroom groups by the end of
the experiment.

The Effects of Cohesion on Group Behaviour ang

Member Satisfaction

Despite the fact that the concept of group cohesion has
long been recognized as one of the most important aspects
of small group dynamics, the fact remains that the prolifera—
tion of studies which have been devoted to this construct'
(Bonner, 1959; Cartwright and Zander, 1960; Festinger et al,
1963;‘c'olembi'ewski, 1962; Gross and Martin, 1952; Stogdill,
1959) have failed to produce a precise, common definition
for group cohesion. In fact, similar to a number of other
constructs in socio-psychological literature, it appears that
there are as many-varying definitions ‘as there are theorists
studying the term (and various synonyms such as "viscidity",
"norale"” and "gfoup.solida?ity"). ,The-intérested reader is
referred to Smith (1968) for a comprehehsi#e account of this
problem, , » . : :
' Alvert (1953), Eisman (1§59) and Gross and Martin (1952)
-all expressed fhé need for a moré ?fecisé. gllQencompnauing
définitioa of group.¢ohgsion in the near future. Despite
the work of yichllnchkii(1969){.lftéf,q period or.oyor‘. ;
“ twéntj'yenrq this need has not yet been satigfled,  Pothpo
the reason for this void is cofrcctly_postdllted uj Bany



1

and Johnéon (1964) when they state:

Although cohesiveness may be observed, described

and appraised, it does not lend itself to a

single, specific definition. Objective or

operational terms fail to cover a number of the
abstract qualities that characterize cohesiveness,
Definitions have been given, but any short, concisec
statement fails to be inclusive and to make the
meaning of the term clear. Usually brief dedcriptions -
are unable to encompass the mulsiple meanings inherent
in the concept, andathey sometimes employ illusive and
subjective terms. But an adequate conception of
cohesiveness can be formulated by describing a number
of conditions that exist when a group possesses this
characterlstfg. (1964: 53)

Whét, then, are the characteristics of a cohesive group?
Bany and Johnson (1964) feel that the following behaviours
indicate whether of not a group is cohesive: first.vthe*
degree to wﬁich members are friendlé‘and helpful to one

. another, second, the;degree to which members band together -

2

when their group, or an individual member of their group, is -

threatened by external forces, third, the degree to which a

group is able to plan together and solve préblems'pertaihing :

to the group, and fourtﬁ,,the qegreé'to which mambers-df‘a-

'grohp can agree and adhere to certain standards of behaviour.‘vg

The preceding discussion is intended to demonstrate the

complex nature of the term and the state of flux of the
' reselrch in the area. Belring in mind Bany and Jahnson 8
nféfemeﬁtioned‘pessimlqm cbncerning tho lbility to define

- group cohesion adequntely in a single, conciné definitton._ _~"
the moat frequently cited definition is that of Peatinger ot .
al (1963) This definition 1s included in the Dotinition of;f'
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Terms section of thic thesis. Smith (1968) feels that this
definition is synonymous to "the attraction of a group for
its members” (1968: 24).

The quegtion at this juncture concerns which character-
istics of a gfoup are attractive to its members. Bany and
Johnson (1964) feel that:

For a class to be attractive to a child, it must

satisfy some personal needs such as his needs for
~affiliation, acceptance, recognition and security.

(1964, 65) - °
This statement is supported by the literature on this
subject. Dittes (1959) found a grdup‘membér who was made to
feel well accepted within the group was conaqquently'more
attracted to the group ‘than a member who was made to feel
he was not‘accepted by his fellow megbers. »The‘aétiv§ties
in which the class group participates may also affect its
-attractivenesé. although it should be noted if is iipoéativé
that the activities be dgsigned so as to ensure that avery
child is an integral part of the group whose contributiona :
' are necessary and valued. ) o
The resulta of an experiment conducted by Dcutsch (1960)
clearly showed that a situation in which the group uonbors

cooperated was more attractivo than ono in uhAch thoy conpctod-‘

A follow-up study by aa—ond and. Goldlnn « 1961) dnlm«l to

: G
" find out whothbr lack or conpotltlcn vould roduoo lnzioty“

a8 lessen tenston in o mblu-néﬁinc situation, whilst =
,: at the sala tinm Lnoroantns,productivsty. fbnﬂd fhat thg
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noncompetitive environment was easily superior to the
competitive one. ’

Another experiment examining the effeéts of cooperation
" and competition bn group cohesion was conducted -by Phillips
‘and D'Amico (1960). They found that i;dividuals working
together under cooperative congitions incréased the degree
of cohecion within the group. However, it should be noted
that in this study competitive conditions did not éppear to
decrease thé,degree of cohesion present within the group.

A study,whiqh has become a "qlaséic" in this qrea is
that of Sherif (1956). He demonstréted that gfoup cohesive-
ness is increased when individuals coéperate rather than
. compe¥e. Thelexperiment‘was conductéd during a suﬁner camp.
During the first half of the camp. the eleven in& twelve- |
V year 0old boys were divided into two groups. which conpetcd

'against each other in a varicty of activitics. A8 a result

. of this competition thnre devolopcd open hontility between

.--?Aa-phanizinc to iho childrtn that ¢rntt 57 _

the two gr&ﬁps. During the second hulr. oo-pctltlon was
,‘_abolished and a program was introducod 1n whieh 11! tho boys

had to work togcther tonnrd i connon ¢oq1- Sh-rif fbund that o

.~this cooporation luprovod intcrrolgtlona nnd voductd con!liet. : ’;
“ King (1960). 1n an oxperiuont lxalinin( olulcnilry‘ | o
'!sehool ehildrcn. round tnat oqhoolvanosl f'i dtv'lbnid hv S
rm m ho f‘j;f"
* derived fron ulonm to the class &oup, by -mum tac Ay
'aumy of the  gow mvmo wmm. w um e T




children realize that a personal need qould be satisfied by
functioning within the group and by using cooperation. All
of these emphases were included for the experimental group
in this study. !

The Utilization of the Sociomefr;g Technique to

'Meisq;e Fhe Relationship between Phxéigal Ag;iv;ty

and Social Status for Children

In recent years there has been a dramatxc 1ncrease in

the amount of llterature produced on the utllizatlon of

soc1ometr1c technzques in the areas of education, sociology

/

and soc1al psychology.
| Using these sociometric teéhniqneg. a number of
r;seﬁrchers have‘found that, when dealing with children,
there exiats a positzve relationahip between proricxency in

gross. motor lctivity and social status, chraw and Tulbert*

* (1953) found that boys nchieve their popularity through

'proficiency'in athlqticu more thln any othor fhctor. Thnt
v‘there is an appcrent relltionship botweén cocinl ltlt“l or
: IcCeptlnce and athletic ability wuc tbund by Brotcch (1952),

1colomtn (1961) nnd Plowtaw (1946), The dirtot relntionnhip- |

botw«n popuhrity und lthlctio aquity m mo rm hur

at games e ttxtmth on 3 nuh cf mmu it s
choo.in trimh : e :

21

o ,Tuadm (1951).} 1t lhould bo nom. hmnt. mt Mmin
ol M (1948) duoovim eonructm n‘dm M e
;'~'Ihovod thas. in torin ‘of ehildrcn in tho l&l*h lﬂlll ~l&&11ﬁ7§;”'?f’
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Additionally, there have b;en experiments which havé
found that there is a link between athletic ability and
socigl ad justment (Biddulph, 195&), between superiority hin
the acquisition of physical skills and social adjustment

" (Bowen\ i9h1; Coleman et al, 1963; Smart aﬁd Smart, 1963),

and between the ability to choose friends and athlgtic

prowess (Stogdill, 1948; Zeleny, 1950).

”herefofe, it is apparent that there are décide& socio-
psychologlcal advantages to be derlved from a profxclency in
phy31cal activity, especially when youBg. However. by the
game token, it 1s.also ‘evident that there are severe socio- .
psychological disadvantages in béing-inefficient in terms of
motor aétivity and thlt"ﬁhlt those at the upber polirity of
the abilit&\confinuﬂm &in witﬁ‘regard to status and‘prestige. '
the children at the lower limit must lose in. complrison. ,

Aronson (1975) found that when the better-uble childrcﬂ
were required to coopcrtte with their lessar-able peers:in_

a churoam ntting. tho following rnulta occurroda S
IR RS ErRAILAT
“traditionkl classrooms. Kids in. the’ jillih '
sroup- saw each other as J\umm resOoNrGes;.

R xm tha mditionu claasroons ua nots

o - (1975 '*9)

- Phillipc lnd D'Anieo (1960) lllo found'thltlguoplﬁ !orklng . 5
to(otmr md coopcntmc oﬂn to nn. ueh otan ht%or }-ﬁfif'?vj-{’f’_,
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The Modification of Game Environments tor Children
Basically, the literature devoted to ,the¢ nced to modify

game environments in order to satisfy the particular

requirements of children can be subdivided into thrée major

sections, the first section dealing with the scaling down

~of facilities and equipment, the second section with the

utilization of smallisided games, and the third with rule
modifications,

Literatute Pertaining to the aling Down of Facilities

AandE uipment C ren P
Glassford (1973) emph381zed the need to scale down

facilities and equipment when he graphically 111u3trated

- the plight of chlldren in ‘many eportea

Imagine for a moment if you will, playing a game

"~ of 1ice-hockey on a sheet of ice something close

-to 370 feet in length and perhaps 130-140 feet
in width with a goal area not four feet by six
feet but ei?:t feet by twelve feet. If you can
view yourself in that nitultion then perhaps you
have & better idea of how & yo tor. 8ix,

* geven, or eight years of sge feels when he .
bécomes involved.with an orqlni:od sport such. as
hockey or basketball played oh surfaces, using
‘goal regions and equi t more like the diumi.o

‘<which have been descr bed .above, '

| ~m(1973.6)

Amouyx Orlick (1:973) and Glasaford and clmr (1973) |

hnvo rnyomd thlt for tho put tn m Ohm m been

- wunuu toq.hd down upam ‘-l

um rox-

| ‘ohuaron in ﬂ“ luch u mmuu. mnr. wmmx. ;
~ M md mm. lomll (1973) fm ﬂm m u

_uium far mw in tom of. u ;
"‘«'madt of ohudun. R IR

fmto-ntm
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Glassfor® (1973) feels ihat thé only sport in Canada
which has shown that it is fully cognizant of the problems
which children have to encounter and overcome because of
oversize equipment and facilities is Little League Baseball.
Singer (1972) has reported that Little League Béseball in
the U.S.A., scaled down facilities and equipment in order to
negate the size and ability limitations of children-between
the ages of c¢ight and twelve. Glasstord (1973) accepts
that scaled down (or “biddy")vbas;etball has begun to be
prevalent in Canada but he feels that its scaling down
procedures cauld be improved‘upon and extended.

The situation is not that innovative ideas are not °
fo*thcoming, it is that those in authority are not prepared
to implement them. In soccer, for instanee, Usher (1972),
after exanining studies of maturational patterns, computed
'four different sized Boqcer’bdlls..one fbr each of four age
groups (8-10 ytars, 10-12 years, 12-14 years and 14-16 years).

At present, in Canada, there 1s only one size oﬁ bnll used

'for all age groups up to fourteen years of age. Followin f p-
‘identictl procedurea. Usher and Robbina (1975) calculnted
playing lreas and goals ro:,etch of thooe fuur age groups. '
.The Can;diln Soccar Aasociation hll st&tod that it would 11ke |
%o see c-lller racilitica utilisod for childron. but that -

' '»invlllabllity of flcilitiea is alrltdy ] probldn. -

B lc!ly (197&) empiricnlly found tblt oight aﬁd nlntwyulr .-‘
"old boys touchcd “the vall mor' ort¢a~and ratciaod poaneasion

14
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of the ball for longer periods of time when playing soccer
on a scaled down field than those who playcd on-aﬁ adult-
sized playing area, 7 |

Williams (19?3) succinctly éums up the feelings of
those who advocate the scaling down of game environments
for children when he describes the consequences of allowing
small boys to play rugby on an adult-sized playing area:
| The result is nearly always depressing to watch

- thirty players chasing the ball: Little

involvement - so few players touch the ball and

consequently there are few opportunities for ~
players to acquire and develop the fundamentals

of the game. (1973: *74)

\

He additionally states that he feels it is luaicrous to

watch small boys attempting to play on & playing area which

~wag originally designed for adults.

“ = X i ‘
Literatu P : i at 0

to the,tfend-towards scaling down equipment

for games for ghildren. there‘ié'uiso a
trend' bing the number of pinyérs in each team | |
froﬁ th , which is trtditionally taaooiatod with the

A"dqlf.vl »ff the sport. Mcxly nnd Robbinc (}%25) argue B
that thel ‘no reason to tdhero roligiously to eleven’
p&iﬁ;ru,i eam in soccer., Ellis (1973) also feols that.
'oipoci;;: \en. dﬁnling with tlohcnt;ry lchool children. ‘

%

,hangpn with regnrd to thn nunb'r QI pllytrl ln

- .
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Williams (1973) incorporates the reductlon of tne

number of players in each team from the traditional fifieen
. »
to only.nine in his introductory profram for rugby beginners.

This program has been adopted by the Welsh Rugbdy Union.

Wesson (1973) feels that: .

The child is probably not physically or psychologically
mature enough to play the full game of hockey or base-
ball until the age of 10 or 11 years. In the years
preceding this the children should be able to play

2 vs., 2 or 3 vs. 3. (1973: 39)

For a number of years, knowledgeabie individuals in the

area of elementary school games ctirricula have ardently
advocated the ufilization,of smal-sided él%ii_;i preparatory,
lead-up games to the major sporis. - (Anderson;1971; Lenel,

1969; Mauldon and Redfern, 1969; Wise, 1969)

Li ure Pert8lning dification of R )
for Children |

The American Associatioﬁ for Health, Physical Educﬁtion'
and Recreation (A.A;P.H.E;R.) Report (1968) of “"Desirable
oAthletic Competition for Children ofvElementary School Age"
- had many reéommendations concerning.pevisiohs that were:heeded
_in children's sports. One of these recommendations was: that
‘the rules of games be @odifiéd to pettq; aécommodatecthe
feeds of children. S
Snith (1971) is considerably more adamant concerning

< *\1\

g the need for rule changes when he states:
| : . s ‘ o T
- It is ludicrous to put preschool or even early
elementary school children on a full sheet of
ice and expect them to play under adult rules.



Such youngsters should spend their time skating,
handling the puck and shooting in what can best
be described as hockey-type activities,
Gradually, the complexities of the game are
introduced until after from two to four years

of involvement the kids have developed sufficient
personal skill, strength and endurance, under-
standing, and social awareness to be playing the

adult version of the game. (1971 5)

Orlick and Botterill (1975) offer another reason why
game'rules shoulc be modified for children. They feel that
gach individual- teacher or coach should outline the kinds of
behaviours that they feel are desirable and undesirable, and
then design the structure and rules of . their env1ronment in
' ~such a way dé to promote the occurrence of those desirable
behaviours, whilst at the same‘tlme disentouraging undesirable
.behavicurs. This process of differential rein!@!pement :
utilizes the principles of Skinnerian operant conditioning
(Skinner, 1963, 1968). A k - ./

Ellis (1973) has found that teachers in both elementary

and séﬁondary schools: .
«s+ have for several years stressed the need to
adapt their movement program, not just the
equipnient and facikities but the .total learning .

N environment, to meet the needs of the individuals - .
in their care. Games need changes in numbers’
rules and structures according to the needs of-
the individuals involved, even to the extent of
different groups in the same tlaes playing . —
different versions of the game on a given d‘y./

- (1973 17) |
Despite the fact that ‘literature has hpcn r;!crring to
the need to modify game environmentc/faf/chi1dren for t nunber
of years, there has been a pgucigyfaf empirical study cdmpleted

-



in the area. Onc%otahler cxceptlion to thi's rulet is the work
of McNally (1974). McNally jrovided an alternative g?m%
structure which reduced and controlled "the amount an&\forw
of competltlon usually acs oc1aLed with organlzed sports”
(1974: 1), She accomplished this by the introduction of the
followingiﬁhree rules:
~ The first new rule as expiained to the children

wziéh'goal your team scores is a gift to the

other team. If you get the goal, they get the

point.” '

-~ The second rule is that the person who scores

o the goal gets to be on the team with the most

points. If you score and your team has the
most points you stay on the same team but if
the other team has the most poirf®€ then you
change teams 4‘,

- The third rule is that there is no goalie.
(19742 '5)

tfhe experiment was conducted primarily on Slavey Indifins and

<,

lanlly concluded that the game and its modifications were -
"quite well accepted” by the subjects. Although no socio-
psychological effects of the treatment were analyzed, the :
subjects did complete a questionnlire concerning their. -
attitudes toward'the game and its rules.

Relatio of M i ong o ‘
. N - ‘i‘., y

This experiment incorporated til }hfec lljof methods of

<

ﬁodifyiﬂglglmes for children. ®quipment and facilities were

" sctled down, small-sided games were played and rules were

- ‘." Q
g o o
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modified. However, in order to avoiaq any confusion

concerning the relative effecte of each f these three
modifications on the variables to be studied, it was ddcided
to examine the effects of the {Ple concerning "forced intra>--.
team cooperation” only. Forrthis reason, the variables

"size of team" and "facility and equipment size" were

controlled.



CHAPTER 111
METHODS | AND PROCEDURES

- Introduction

The chapter begins with a description of the methods
used in the development of the résearch instruments utilized
in this experiment. Operational definitions of theoretical
.concepts are then presented. Thé research setting and
subjects, experimental design and conditions follow. The
brocedures utilized and experimental conditions incorporated
are then described, followed by the statement of the research
hypotheses which will be tested in this experiment. A
description of the statistics used to analyze the data
collected is then included, after which instrument validity
and feliability is discussed. The chaptier concludes with the

dellmitations and limjtations of the study.

Instrumentation
Development

A review of the literature concerning available research
tools revealed that no standardized 1nstrunQnts uxistad
which could be directly utllizod in this oxparllont._ Howeyo:,
it was evident that certain instrunnntl could be rondily
‘modified to deal smcifically with this prodlea. mricitiuns
included tho omission of cortain quoltionl which -tro not
conatruod by the researcher to be dlrtctly rQIOtht. the
,.altcration of tho phrasoology or ccrt.in quactlbnl and thc

1nc1uqion of additional quostionl -hlch -nro doi-'d noc-n:ary
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to gain fdrthen information codceuming this problem,

| The index which measured the sociil structure of the
groups (S.I.) in this experiment was derived from Northway's
sociometric test (1967:A6). The use of "negative” choices
was included.as it was considered necessary to distinguish
between those children who were simply neglected by their .
peers and those who were actually rejected.

The instrument which measured self-concept (S.C.I.) was
a ten point self réting scale. Self rafing scales of this
type have ‘been successfully implemented by.Haas end.Maehr
(1965), Sherwood (1962) and Scott (19?3); although it should
be noted that these experiments were conducted on older
subjects than were used in this study.

The index which measured cohesion (C.I.) in this study
was developed from sections of the scales b6f Festinger'(1950)
and Seashore (195“). together with questions which were
derived from a detalled analysis of the deflnitlon of
cohTsion by Festinger (1953).

Thegadditional queotions incorporated in the questionn-
aires (except question 19 in the?pretest queatiohnairc and -
question 28 ‘'in the posttest questionnaire which is icbb'
'.Professionalization of Attitude Toward Play Scale (1968))

. were deaigned by the experimontcr and were scrutinisod and
aannded bv throe cxperts 1n the area of Phyoicnl Bdue;tlono_:
o Theoreticf@.concopts were doflncd oporatioﬂtlly 8.

follows: B | o



Cohesion: In this study, cohesion is operationally defined

as that score which an individual receives on the cohesion

index (C.I.). The higher the score, the more attractive

the group is/for'the individual,

Enjoyment: /Enjoyment is operationally defined in this

study as that score which an individual receives on the

enjoyment index (E.I.). The higher the.score, the more

enjoyment the individual experienced.

Self—nggeptz In this study, self-concept is"operationaliy

defined as that rank value which an individual assigns N

himself on the self—con@ept-index (S.C.I.). The higher

the value, the more positive the self:26ncept of the

individual, | |

Social Stgtusi Social status in this‘study is operationaily

. defined as that score which an‘individual receiveé on the
sociometric index (s.I. ).' The higher the score, the higher‘

. the individual s social status in the group. '

Sub and § . | |

_ The eubjéctl in-this experiient'weré fort&~n£hé male

and female grade three children fron St. Iartin Elenentlry :

School of the Separate School Board in Eamonton, Albertt

_Ovring to abaence from school during the fi.nll nck of - the

32

achool tern. oﬂo child did not conplth ‘the POGtt"t 1"*”‘ . 

: vigw ;nd. s a result. could not be includod ln thn rinai

o nnslyuis.. The children rnn;pd rro- cight tﬁ t.n yotrn or

'k;age with a ﬁenn udi of 816 ycurs.~r
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Experimental Design

The Nonequivalent Control Gro;p Design (Campbell and
Stanley, 1966:Vb?) was utilized in this study. This quasj-
experimeﬁtalldesign was used instead of the Pretest-Posttest
Control Group Design (Campbell and Stanley, 19661 13), which
is a true experimental design, because it was impérative
that the experimental suﬁjects were not randomly assigned
to either the experimental or the control groupy In this
study, it was essential that each subject be thoroughly
conversant w1th every other member of thezr class group.

It was for this reason that this experlment wag conducted
toward the culmlnatxon of the school year and that each

class was left 1;tact to represent ezther the control or the‘,'
experlmental groups. The assignment of the experimental~
condition to one of- the two class groups was rihdom and
under the control of the experimenter.

Procedure R | . | -

During‘the-first'Qqek-of tﬁe.teéting-ﬁeriod~every éubjoct’.
was 1nterviewed 1ndividually by the experinentor in order to
comp&éte the pretest questxonnaire (Appondix a). Although
the pretest. quostionnnire cﬁhsiatod of only clotcd—onded
questxans. it ahould bc noted thlt whnn ths»child wl; llkld
o to nsllgn hxmsalf a accrg on the lolr-cancupt indnx ho wla
| roqulrod to look tt hin ratloctzon m . dmr whiqh ws
, pllcod in front ot hin hy thc oxporilbntdr thl toehntqno a
» ‘m mnim fron - atudy by Thom (19?1) !te um ehudrm
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to look at a polaroid photograph of themselves whilst giving
self;concept scores, The utiliz;tion of this mechanism was
an attempt tg agsist the child in gaining "objectivity”
about himself. ‘ | '
Over the next four weeks both groups played modified
VersioAs of basketball and soccer. Each group participated
in three sixty-minute sessions per week, Thé exact nature
of these games will be explained in a later section of this
chapter. During the final Qeek.éach subject was again
intervieye& by the expefimenterlin ordef to completg the
poéttest quesfibnnaire (Appendix B). The posttest qu.stibnn-
aire ggnsisted of both open- and closed-onded qucltionl in

order to ensure that qualitative and quantitativn focdback

' e

ot vere played mn . voueyhu.‘ (n pdl

-on the trcatment pe;iqd was obta;ngd.
. o | | |
. The eubjoctn in both thc exporinuntnl nnd tho %ontroi .
groups experionced idonticnl conditionl but for onl fnctor..j
This factor was tomd ~ror6cd 1ntri-ton ooopnntlon" and
_it was achiovod by 1uploucnting an udditionnl ruli 1n thl
‘;ganoq playcd by tho oxperin.ntal ;roup. !hi! !‘dlthMll r“lo,; |
.. . was that. ovory pl,wor in . toam m to m.in m nu ﬂ .' "
. ;:;lc;nt oncn in s )ily botori-lhl nlaswr 1n thlt tltl GOGId o
- . itum 4:0 nou.. ﬂn chuérm in zh- -groul
N i’gzvm no' 1notmtiw porhu\h\c to c”;'»;‘_"_'". oames
o ' *W m mt ‘

v
DO

_,j...vouoxball m a bcttor -lu m& ﬁw M : 3 iM_lt Wt-

i . U N — Lo B N B
S RN LTy i R PR st r PR E
AR . G e A £y L o Ll <. 4
Pt R . T o .
) - 8 Y . - . e "
I 2 E P ¥
. . L. - s P B ’ !
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ball or a soccer ball for children of this age), on an area
of twenty#five’ylrds by twenty yards and by teims of four
| players pér side. | |
The ggggg
The two games played in thiéistudy were what the
gxperimentef termed ”volleyabasketball; and soccer.
A. Yolley-basketbell |
Equipment: One volleyball; two thirs.‘one.situated “
| at the centre of each end of thé playing
area (see Appendix c). |
Area of Playc A rectungle twenty-five ytrds long and .
twenty yards wige,
'Number of - Pltyera por tennn Pour.
uethod of Scoringt One desigmtod player 1n uch tcn
atando elovnted on a chair.- Hin toc-lltnn . .75
play toward him and a point is scored Lt he .
- c&tchu. md conmll. the hll whillt '
| » “’Vatanding on tho chllr. T
':<Ru;ogs f' 1. No body contnct _ 
e rumtng it the w1
R ‘.‘3"_,._[No drlbbunc m;a the ball . |
S L b e player stanting 6 the eutrpu |
R S 'nn BGth feet on the obaly when cmchinc
e “the ball and be judged to have. eonmx of
_ L v n bj m m }a"em ror . pol.nt
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5. No member of the opposing‘team can stand
within three feet of the playef who has
the ball.
6. No playef can stﬁnd within three feet
of the child standing on the chair. Any
infraction of this rule results in a
point being iwarde¢’to the offengive team
irf tﬁe defeqsive‘team commits the infrac-
tion,ior the negation of lny péiht scored
if the offensive‘te;m-cpmﬁita the infrac-
tion. ' | |
P Whenleither a poin{'has been scored or
the ball has crossed over the endliﬁe
without a goal boing scored. the otfenaive~
tean loaea possession of tbe “ball, ‘ '
¢ ‘1rruspoct1vt ot'who last touchod the blli,
The game 13 ruurtod with & throw 1nto
g o the area of play by a monbor of the ‘
o opposing tean rrom m ml b.IidO tho ch:ir.
8.— ’.Evory plan hu 1o uko m oqul tum
- B on the eluir. _7
B Nethod of sm-w.g Play The: rmm thron tho uu hrto an .
| o oxnn wc 1n tho pmm; uu. vhich it
tpproxhltoly ﬂ\umhut ﬂron pbe: _[,;vof .
e }';ff"mmm m.. ‘ (Bxplrhnnt&l Group Only)

R
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. A‘.

Soccer

Equipment:

Number of Players per Team:. Four.

37

Every child in a team has to reccive the

ball at least once in a play before any

‘player in that team can attempt to .score,

An infraction of this rule results in the

negntioﬁ of any point scored.

One volleyball;. two benches, one situated

at the centre of e‘ch end of the playing

| . area (see Appéndix D). _
Area of Play: A rectangle twenty-five yards long and

twenty yards wide.

Hethod of Scoringa A goal is scored by a‘plly;r

| Rules:

Lt .5 su.um.un.;y‘“
lothod o:lhrttn; Play: - Siuuiah
Aﬂditiﬁﬂll 8&1‘: Shl. tl ia Ao

~projocting the bnll onto the ftce of tho

bench with any part of his body other than

his hand. (Botén the bcnchos are placod on
gthnlr‘.'des with tho flat surface facing
out toward the palying,lrcu)
1. No goalkooptrs

" 2. No 1nt0ntion:1 use ot’handa to ltop

'for projeot tha blll..
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&

between the groups on the pretest measures of the variables
examined:

Hypothesigs 1 At the end of the treatment period the
éxperimental group will have experienced a greater increase

in group cbhesidn th;n the control group.

Hypothesgig é At the end of the treatment period, the

children in the experimental group will have experienced
greater improvement in their. self—concept of their ability

to play games than the children in the control group.
m,_g_} At the end of the treltment period, there will
have been a greater improvement in terms of interpersonal
liking in the experimental group ‘n in the gontrol group.
Hypothegig & The experimental group will express more
enjoymnt of their activity during the treltuent period than
the control group. b o _ ' .
m_j A‘s the end of the treatment period, children .
in the experinental group will perceive themlvos to hlvo
beén more mvolved in the g:.nea they played than will childron _
| 'in the control group. _ . o :
- Mﬂmﬂ.ﬂ_@ At‘ the end of the trn.tncnt poriod, children

~ in the expcrimtal @oup w111 popc;ivo ﬂuﬂulvu to have_

: mcoivod the ball uore often during the - -nu thtn wnl
"‘r’childron 4n the control group, | o

B W At tM ond of the truhmt por.tod. chimcn o .
"‘i‘;,in the npqrmnttl m)p will rnl horo mitlwly Mv‘ 1
 future mucmtzen in phm,cn let.tvi't)' than -411 ‘ehil‘a;m
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Hypothesis 8 At the end of the treatment period, children

in the experimental group will perceive more of their peers

to have 1mproved in their abllity 1o play games than will

children in

Collection

method of gathering data was

The decision to interview each
"rather than have the subjecfs complete
their o v aire was arrived at prlmarily through the
conside the following factors: first. the age of
the subje cond, both teachers involved in this study

reported 'Sﬂisparate reading and comprehension abilities
within thel ss and third, the fact that the pfoponderance
of-litefgt - ncerned with data collection states that
there are a !r of decided advantagos in hnving a
qﬁaetionnaire% Inistered by an interviewer than by the

-(n.bbie. 1923; Moser and Kalton, 1971;
ese advantages 1nclude the ability of

rquondentjh.f'
Oppenhein, 19 .
the inferfie' ) -'clarify items which may eonfule a particular
resbondent.'f““ fact ‘that oral reeponsos provide for a higher
degree of qualitative 1nforlution and the fact that thpro |
-cxiatl anvopportunity for the intorviowor to ask thp
'ronpondtnt lu)plo-ontnry quoation: whon the nood nriucs.

- Dasa, Mlrals S R
- The data collectod in thil ltudy wcre nubjncttd ¥o anc--__ '
,land two-wuy .ngxysoa of varinnct in orﬂcr tb d:tcrninc |

ij aignifieant ditforoncc- botubnn thc control und txpcrlnontal

e
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groups on the variables measured. Kendall's tau and
Spearman's r were used -to compute validity and reliability
coefficients for the research instruments. Frequency and
percentage breakdowns of the subjects with reépect to class,

age, sex and attitudes toward the treatment period were also

~computed.

~ The vaiidity of an instrument.is the degree to which

it measures what it is intended to measure. There are four

pasic types of validity, two of which are examined here.

The first type examined was that of content validity. It
" is determined by the relevance of a test to various types-of
| criteria, one of which is the pooled judgment of "experts”.

In this study. both questionnaires were,examined by three /-
experts in the field of Ph{sical Education and its relntlon-;
ship to the sociOvpsycholoéical aspects of society nnd werq
construed to possess content Yalidity. : L VS

‘E The second type of validity investigpted wts that

"concurrent validity". It is cniculated‘by cor

igdependent criterion
| In-education’ especiaII?.‘this "indopendcnt Eritarion f/ .‘l;'

often the clnas teachers' istinnt&s ° he studont-‘ tbilii}cs,
in’ the rLeId which the. instrumtnt is ro tod tb measure. fy; |
». Althoush both thn :ociometrlc :lndu (s. I ) and tho tclf- !

"concopt 1ndox were both testcd for concurn)\t vnudity in

_results gnlned by the instrume;

- thic um-r. tho tuchcrs wm;-mt utcd to ulm thuir

T m e
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pupils on either the cohesion or the enjoyment indices as
it was felt that they'could not possibly accurately assess
individuals on these indices due to the complexities of
these variables, One example of Fhis would be the child who
is not particularly popular in ihe class group bwt who, due
to an exigency for the feeling of affiliation, -feels a strong
attraction to his class. Owing to the fact that he is not
popular, it could be construed that_hg-does not feel a strong
attraction to the class group when, in fgct. tﬁe converse 1is
true. However, the scales from which the.cohésion index was
derived (Festinger, 1950; Seashore, 1954) hﬁve both reported
high validity scores.,
' Delimitatio Limi
Delxmitatlons . | -
1. The sampllng of subjects was delimited to forty—
eight ggade three male and female children in the
Edmonfbn Séburdté School System, rThé subjects
ranged from eight to ten years of age. | |
2, The types of modxfied games lncluded in this
| experiment were delimited 'to vollezybtsketball

B Qnd soccer.
"1. 'rhis n;udy examined ﬂu cffocts of ferced intn—
teanm cooporttion on u’fr-éoneopt. aocilsltlm,
cohaibn and onjoyunt. no\mnr. it is Possible

that tho trumnt Mbd could hnvc htd pr
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effects on variables which were not specificalily
e;;mined here,

Owine to the fact that this study was limited to

the examination of rrade three children in Edmonton,
any generalizations ardsing from this study wgill
not be appliéable to other areas or age grdu*

In-a "quasi" experimental study of this nature it

is not possible to control ail variables which could
affect the results. However, in this study every
effort was made to control variables'Which the
experimeﬁter construed to be crucial such as the
attitude}of the experimenter toward each of the
class groups, the frequency and duration of the
acfivity sessions and the fact that ;gjn groups were

informed that they were involved in testing the «

- effectiveness of a new program of games.

[ 12

A total tréatmegt‘périod of one month is not of
sufficient duration to take full impact. This is
due to the fact that it has taken a full academic

. year for thg children to develop their attitudes

concernrng fheir peers. One month of physical

4nctivity il rnot a long anough period to negate these

attitudes complotely.‘ However. it yas hoped that

certain trends may be evidcnt.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Introduction

This chapter consists of a presenfation. and discussion,

of the findings. The chapter begins with the reliability

and validity scores of the research instruments. Frequency
breakdowns of the subjects by class, sex and age are then
included. Results pertaining to the hypotheses tested are
presented. An analysis of the attitudes of the subjects

. toward the games they played follows, together with selected
excerpts from the interviews conducted with subjects from
both groups. The chapter concludes with a discussion of

the major findings.

RESULTS
INSTRUMENT VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

The convergent valldity scores (measuréd by Spearman's
r) of the sécionotrié and self-concept indices with the
teachers' rankings were 0.90 and 0.62 respectively. Both
correlations were statistically significant at the . .001
level. Thus, both indices were found to be satisfactorily
vaIid'instrungnts.

The test-retest reliaﬁility coefficients tof[the
Eontrol group over the four week period between tho‘tyo
tests are presented below in Table I. _ ' "



Table [
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS’FOR COHESION, SELF-CONCEPT AND
SOCIOMETRIC INDICES FOR CONTROL GROUP

Spearman’'s r

Measure Coefficient
Cohesion Index 67 ens
Self-Concept Index | Sl wee
Sociomgtric Index < .87 #ue
#2e p £ 001

Thus, it can also be clearly seen that the above research

‘instruments were found to be satisfactorily reliable.

FREQUENCY BREAKDOWN OF SUBJECTS BY CLASS, AGE AND SEX

A total of forty-eight children participated in this
% : o °
experiment, twenty-four being in each of the two class
groups. The distribution of the subjects in terms of age

and class group is presented in Table II.

Table II
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS BY AGE AND CLASS
CLASS GROUP AR TOTAL
," Eight Nine  Ten -
Comtrol 19 & 1 a2
Bxperimental 17 6 .1 o .

TOMAL 0 36 10 2. 48




Table II1 shows the frequency breakdown of subjects by

sex and class croup,.
»

Table III
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS BY SEX AND CLASS

CLASS GROUP SEX TOTAL
Male ' Female
Control 11 13 24
Experimental 10 14 24
 TOTAL | 21 27 48

RESULTS PERTAINING TO THE HYPOTHESES TESTED
Hypothegis 1 At the end ‘of the treatment period the
experimentnl class group will have experienced a greater
increase in group cohesion than the control group.
This hypothesis was clearly not supported. As can be
seen by examining Table IV there were no aigniticlnt
differences between the scores of the itwo groups on either

the pretest or the posttest measures.'

Table 1v
_ SUMMARY OF THE TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE or 'THE PRETEST
_AND Po!mzsr sconzs ON THE- cmﬁ%u Iumx BETWEEN THE TNO

| GROUPS
Swrceot  sumof Dogreuof | S
Yaciatien. . Sauares’ ; Irssdem §ann::1 —
Groups (G) ' 16.o7j‘A~ 1 .16 67 . 2.M
Tme (1) b 1 1.04. . 0.37
-.c;.i;r‘;'" o o7 1 0‘17;1» 0.06

. Error ;u5608.-' A X I
.. (one-¥atiled mt.n-ue) .
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Both groups scored highly on the cohesion index on
the pretest measure and although there was a minimal rise
in scores by both groups éfter'the treatment period, this
increase did not approach sig;#ficance-

Hypothesis 2 At the end of the treatment period, children
in the experimental group will have experiencea greater:
improvement in their self—concept of their ability to play
gameé than the children in the control group.- '

This hyppthesis was strongly supported by the results.
The diffgrence between the‘gfoups in terms of improvement
in self-concept of ability to play éames wad significant
beyond the .061 levélr ‘
| Table V
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANGE oF IIPROVEI!NT SCORES ON THE

SELF-CONOEPT INDEX BETHE!N THE ™NO GROUPS
Source of | chrotl of Sum of Nean . P

.BCtﬁéQn Groups 1 | 256.69i o 256.69_  20337 oee
Within éroups / ‘k6 T 565.80 b 12;36
Total - - 822.49 o
e p < }Obl : (one-tailed tC!t. n= b&)

Test for. Ho-oi'poity of Variances

Bartlott - Box F =°0. 239. p=o0. 625 R iy

It should bo notod. homcr. thgt thia Mm limific#lnt
'altzmn« m in torn of hwonant mﬁ mt ln uru ot

abnluu ocom “In rmt. on th- mhﬂ nuuﬂ ﬂ\p conml
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experimental group.
| | Table VI
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF. VARIANCE OF THE FRETEST SCORES ON THE |
SELF-CONCEPT INDEX BETWEEN THE TWQ GROUPS

Source of Degrees of Sum of Megn | F
Variation Freedom Squares qu;;eg.
Between Groups 1 150. 52 ;50;52 572 *
Within Groups 46 . 121146 26.33

| Total ' 47 1361.98

* p€.0¢% (ong-tailed test, n = 48)
‘Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Bartlett - Box F = 0.006, p = 0.937
However, after the tfontl:ht pdrlod.‘this siqniticant S
‘difference ceased to. exist. Tnblo VIIVahou' that the' lajor
rouons for this changse were tho duration botwom thrtvo
tests and thp intornction orfcct botwoon tho ‘roupl Ihd the
duration bctwun the tvd tests. - -
| Table VII R o
SUMARY OF THE TWO-MAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE.OP N meresT
‘mnposmrscousoumssu-eoamnmmm
-Groups (0). 1 Mk 3626 0i99 -
Mae(m 1 201,26 'zm.u ;a.n nii
e T "':" e ;_.m: 30 .a e
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A graphical representation of the interaction effect which
- took place between the variables "time and groups" is shown |
¥ in Figure 1. ‘
| Figure 1 T

INTERACTION EFFECT BETWEEN TIME AND GROUPS ON SELF-CONCEPT

4
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i 2.0 4 ,
o235 4 ' Control Group
23.0 < .
22.5 4

SELP-  22.0 A
CONCEPT 21.5 4
‘ '21.0 4

20.5 -
20,0 o 0"
19&5 Co - -
g ’2-. rom

W M tho ond of tho tru‘hmt miod. there. , .
‘ wiu hﬂo been’ s srutor Lm'ovmt hl m ot mw-omv

| fliklnc 1n the: czporinnntnl |roup th:n 1n th- eontuol urvnp P

e uummnuumnmrmwmmuum

o -.os 1m1 c: -fyamm« mu vmmwm
o wewepe awztm differencen 1n terts of seeiometrie "
T ecores o fhe mtwt Nedeure Devwen o vyu m aia :

~ Jfl*ﬁiuin. hﬂl!!!r. s !1;»1219inx¥di;f;¥}f’;f e twe,
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Table VIII
ONE-NAY' ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PRETEST SCORES O} THE
SOCIOMETRIC INDEX BETWEEN THE'THO GROUPSé'n

Source of Degrees of  Sum of Mean P
Between groups 1 . '5985.25 . 5985.25 3.84
Within groups 46 71643.75 1557.47

 Total 47 77629.00 + oo

(one-tailed test, n = 48)
Test for Homogéneity of Variances '

Bartlett - Box P = 1,375, P 0,24

Table IX
- ONE-WAY ANALYSIS 0? VARIANC! or IIPROVBD Imom LIKING
SCOR!S EBTNBBN-THK T'U GROUPQ ‘
beﬁrca of . D.lronu of - Sum of | !oan' .'v P
- Maxiadlen  _Ioesdm - Squares - Souspes Ce—
Betwoon,;rua.l IR 133,93 ©133.33 - hoBle "
Nithin m- e 15'?4.%584» 27-71 R
fotad g wozt .
T e e Geiaaet b M)

"frrgit for Houluthnlty of’Virinnoot ’_Q ?ﬁ

Mh“ - ’" r- 38'6' P ‘ -°°‘ : '»

L 2 'ﬂw uxporluntﬂ. m wl.u uyun m L
Do [mm of thetr mmw mmc ‘the. Sreatment m-iod M K

"4'; th¢ centrol ¢roup.f;_
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This hypothesis was strongly supported by the results.
The experimental group clearly exporiénqed more enjoyment
fron'participgting in their gaioe program than dép their
counterparts in the control group. Table X prosdnta ;he.
resuits; | o

| | Table X* |
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE SCORES ON THE ENJOYMENT

INDEX BETWEEN THE TWO GROUPS S

Source'ot | Degrees of "' Sum of " Mean |, P

¥ariation -Preedom  Squages . Squared™ ©
Between groups ‘ ) S 28,51 28.51 - 14,11 ese
- Within groups L6 - 92.96 : 2,02

Total 47 121,48
N - ese p 4‘.001LV (ono-tailcd teat. n = 48)
Test tor Homogeneity or Varhncu '
Bartlott - Box P= 10 98. p <€ .001

"m_g_u_j At the ond ot -the trutamt poriod. chndron
"~ in tha oxporimtal group wm poreoivu thmlm to lu'n

o bqon noro involvcd in the 5;.0. thoy playad than vill

.‘\'Achildronin the control group. . .~

"+ This hypothesis was supported b the :mulu st the

| .05 1m1 of ni.;niflcmcc.' on tho mmt mo tbm M | ;
_' boon no ﬂp\iﬂcmt dimrmo bowun thd mnpi mmu . __j {

. of thelr Perception of invelvement. Table XI shows this

; i : WW Hmvu'. on m mﬂmﬂ umr- ﬂl‘ Otlhrl- L
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‘ \
involvement in the games they played than the control group.
This increase is presented in Table XII. ’
| Table XI o
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PRETEST SCORES ON
PERCEPTION OF INVOLVEMENT BET*_EEN THE TWO GROUPS

Source of Degrees of _ Sum of - Mean P
JYariation _Freedom =~ Sguares ~  Squares @ __ -
., Between ETOups 1 0.33 0.53 04,25 ¢
Hithin.groups L6 ' 60.92. ) 1.32
Total - 47 - 61,25
‘ (one-tailed téét, n= MS)
Test for Homogeneity of Vgrianges' N
Burfleft_-~Box F = 0.75, P ='d-;8 o
- . Tablc XII
iﬂ’ ONE-IAY ANALYSIS 0? VlRIANCE OF THE POSTTEST SCORBS ON
Y7 pERCEPTION OP ;avonvmm BUTMEEN THE TWO GROUPS |
o Source, of ngiooq of  Sum of oy
. !lﬁl‘&iﬂn - .;I:!Qﬂl_.: §!ﬂlﬁl! ﬂiﬂlﬂl! _—
R Betweqn groups 1 b, 69 ‘g; - 469  7.118 ¢
o Hithin groups ? 46 "1 | 30.29 >.{ 0,66 V :l‘ o
fotar . . chp skse

- '. » ‘. .05 ‘(om-un« tm;, ne ua)
: . _ Ml‘tt - ,o: r - 1.79’ ' - 0.10 B .: .. ',

At thn\onﬁ of th. tv.ntn-ax-poriod. child!tn
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| received the ball more often dgring theAgQ?es tH‘p Qi{}
children in the control grouy.
‘ Thisﬁhyiothesis was not confirmed by the results of
this experiment. The results did approach significance !
(p € .08) on the posttest measure, but did not achieve the
required level of significance for acceptance in this '
experiment (p % .05), Tables XIII and XIV show that.there
were no significant differences between the two groups on
either of the measuresy ; «
~ Table XIII ’
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE PRETEST SCORES ON:
PERCEPTION OF FREQUENCY OF RECEIVING THE BALL

BETWEEN THE THD'GROUPS

4

_ Source of Degrees of  .Sum 6f Mean ' P
- Between groups 1 - 3,00 - 3,00 . 1,69
/Within groups 46 - BLE? . 1.78 I
Total N 'u7A | 3&‘67 B

. (one-tailed test. n = 48)
Test for Homogenoity of Variancec
- Bartlett - Box r= O 01 p = O 91

: ‘ Table XIV

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE POSTTES? SCOKES on

pﬁmwormmmmmmmm .
mmmmm
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Source of Degrees of Qum of Mean F
Varigtion Freedom - Squares Squares .
Between groups 1 1,69 1.69 3,20
Within groups L6 24,29 0.53

;' Total L7 25.98

(one-tailed test, n = 58)

. 5

' Pest for Homogeneity of Variances
L Bartlett - Box F = 1,61, p = ,20
‘ ;: ,A Despite'the fact that there were no;eignificant
. ﬂdifferences befween the two groups regarding perception of

" frequency of receiving the ball, there was a significant
;f' llmprovement i perception scores for the experimental group
- .over the. period between the pretest and the posttest measures.
’Thie improvement was compared o the degree of contrdl\group
i improvement over the same period. Table XV howe that the
'é: ‘improvement perceived by the experimental group was
.?eigﬂificaptly,greater than the control group, . 2
- ," | Teble XV .
. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE IMPROVEMENT IN

0 PERCB?TION OF RECBIVING THE EALL BBTI!!N THE THD ‘GROUPS

SOurce of ' Degreee of ' Sum of | : e"'f;l,
a Bet\nen ‘roupl 1 B 9,19 9.19 A‘5_-'91-}",'
' Within’ groups ué R U HE TS, LR
o !m; w72 | £

. . p s .os (msteilen terl:. ne ua)
; rent for’ Helecnnolty of VQriencee S

© e

m-u-tt - aox !' = OM. 9 - 0-05
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\
Hypothesis ? At the end of the treatment period, children
in the experimental group will feel more positively toward \
future participation in physical activity than will children .
in the control group.
| This hypothesis was moderately supported by the results
of this experiment. Children in the experimental group did
feel more\;géitively than their counterparts in the control
gréup toward future participation in physical activity and
games on the posttest measure, despite the fact that there
was no significgnt differeﬁce between the two éroups on the
pretest scores., Table XVI'shows that there was no'difference
between the groups on the" pretest measure, Table XVII shows
that a difference existed on the postteat measure,
! Table XVI |
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS.OF VARIANCE OF PRETEST SCORES REGARDING

ATTITUDE TOIARD PUTURE PARTICIPATION IN PHYSICAL ACTIVITY

o _ ARD GANES BETMEEN THE TWO GROUPS
Source of - - Degrees of f Sum of P
.n:in:inn _Ix&snnn__ §nnl:2§ §ﬂul::! —
Betwnn groups A 10,08 0.08 0.12
Within groups 46 / 3’1.83 o 0.69

- ?atn‘ 47 39t
(onn-tallod test, n = ua)
TLit for Ho-ogeneity of Variances o
EE Bartlott-nu?=033. P'OS'?’ i ‘
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Table XVII
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF POSTTEST SCORES REGARDING
ATTITUDE TOWARD FUTURE PARTICIPATION IN PHYSICAL ACTIVITY AND
CAMES BETWEEN THE TWO GROUPS

Sou{ce.of Degrees of Sum of ~ Mean F
Yariation Freedom Squares Squares g —
Between groups 1 . 2.52 2.52 L 74 #
Within groups L6 24,46 0.53

Total L7 26,98

~ * p<.05 (one-tailed test, n = 48)
Test for Homogeneity of Variances

Bartlett - Box F = 11,02, p = 0. 001

H hesis 8 At the end of the treatment period, childrén
‘in the ekperimental éroup‘will perceive more of their peers
to ha§e iﬁproved in terms of their ability to play games
than will chlldren in the control group. i
’ This hypothe81s was strongly supportgd by the results
of thls experiment, As can be clearly seen by examining
Table XVIII,‘children in the- experimental group perceived
significantly more of their peers to have improved their

dbility to play games. .
| Table XVIII

ONE-'AY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE oF THE NUIIER OP P!ERS PBRCBIV!D
TO HAVE IIPROVED THEIR ABILITY T0 PLAY GAIES !STﬂ!EN

‘THE TWO GROUPS 3
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source of .Degrees of sum of Mean .
Variation Freedom squares Squares o
Between Groups 1 391.0¢ 391,02 H.71 ew
Within Groups L6 2065.46 Lit.90
Total L7 2456.48
. <« #%& p < 01 {one-tailed test, n = 48)
Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Bartlett - Box F = 39.b5, p <€ .001
ATTITUDES OF THE QQBJECTS TOWARD THE GAMES
The attitudes of the subjects toward the games are
presented im Tables XIX - XXVIII. Each table rgpreseptsdthe
total number of responses to a, particular question in the
posttest questionnaire*which concerned the Bubjects' feelings
. . and attifudes toward the games they played. Each table
) contains frequency and percenfhge breakdowns of Fpe number
of occasions a particular response occurred. G
i INTERVIEW EXCERPTS
| The following excerpts are quotat;ons from interviews
with children from each of the following cat;goriesn-
Exper1mental gtoup - low-ability child, high ability child; |
Control group - low-ability child, high- ab111ty child. The ‘
1nformation collected from these interviews reprosenta some
of the most xnterestlng and pcrtinent information gpthero¢:7
in this expepimont. Additional cxccrpts can bo found ln gﬁ
e - -Appendix E.- , ‘
’ | ® . 2
< a



Table XIX
Question 32. Experimental Group.
What things did you like most about the games?

’

# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS RESPONSES
A

20 . 83.3 The passing

12 50. 0 " Small teams

10 L1.7 It was fun ‘

5 20.8 Players could not rii.with

the ball in basketball
4 16.7 Games were easy to ﬁlay
4 16.7 Everyone had a chance to

receive the ball

3 12.5 Scoring g

3 12.5 Kicking

2 | 8.3 Catching

2 ,. 8.3 Small p;aying area

1 5.2 Trying to beat the‘other team

1 | f .2 Players could run with the ball
in soccer - .o

1 4.2 Being in goal

1 4.2 . Teams were even

= ' = = ===;=======;=========$====== -
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Question 32,
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Table XX

Control Group.

4 N

What things did you like most about the games?

v

# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS RESPONSES
8 33.3 Kick;ng
6 25,0 Scoring
5 20,8 Passing
3 12,5 Throwing ) !
3 12,5 Catching
2 8.3 - Being ig goal .
2 8.3 No goalies
2 8.3 Low goéls

: 1 4,2 The games made the players
run around |
1 .M,Z Winning

1 b,2 No tackling‘invbasketball
1 b,2 . Games wére.excitiﬁg
1 b,2 Evefything

S,
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Question 33,

Table XXI

Experimental Group.

What were the worst things about the games?

# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS RESPONSES

12 50,0 Nothing 4
6 25.0 Kids arguing with each othe;
3 12.5 Some kids were too roﬁgh
2 8.3 When the other team scored
1 L2 No goalie in soccer
1 L,2 Too many rules in basketbali
1 L,2 Losing
1 4.2 Not with friends on the same

team very often"

1 ” L,2 Kidsg guarding too clqsely:
1 Kids trying to knock the ball

4,2

out of the playc;‘s hands

59
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Table XXII

Question 33, Control Group.

What were the worst things about the games?

# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS " RESPONSES

6 25,0 Nofhing ‘

6 25,0 g%me players did not pass

n 16,7 Children arguing amongst
themgelves )

3 12.’5 Children not playing to the
rules

2 | 8.3 . Children not moving into
empty spaces | ‘ .

2 8.3 Rules in basketball (that is.

not being able to run with ball)

2 8.3 Losing ‘

Zdw 8.31‘ - Kids guarding tOO;CIOselylr,;

4-;" L b2 ~ Not ‘playi»l.'\g ?.11 the time when .
- | " in thewym | d

42 Nof roceiving a pass
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Table XXIII .
Questign 34, Experimental Group,

What changes could we make in the games to make them

more fun? ' <
# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS RESPONSES ,
14 58,3 Nothing
3 ' 12,5 .Have less rules infvolxey-
‘basketball |
2 8.3 Have smaller teams (3 per team) |
' o so that players can have more
_of the ball
2 8.3 ~ Have goalies in soccer =
1 - b2 - Make the playing arei bigger
1 4,2 ~ Have no’ boundary I;nea _ 
1 'u.z- Have more passing. plnyera would =
o b ; | _ ) receive the ball ‘twice btfore
* . - any player cln 8hoot at goal
S S o b,2 - Everyone should get tha sane
N I © amount of time with the ball
. .}35‘ b2t Cltsu should be split into

St

two tom |



62

Table XXIV
Question 34, Control Group

What changes could we make in the games to make them

more fun?
# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS  RESPONSES
12 50,0 Nothing
L ‘\ 16.7 Allow moving with the ball in
| volley-basketball
3 . 12.5‘ 'Allow dribbling with the ball'
o 1n volley—basketball
2 8.j : Have pénalties for rough play
1 4,2 Have smaller goals in soccer '
. 'u.z | Divide'the class 1nto two teams
and play | -
1 T h,2 | Have hoops (as in'"real”
| . basketbnll) |
| R 4,2 - © Make the playero paaa more often
1 | . _u.é | Havo fewer rules in volloy-

-btsketblll
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‘Table XXV
Question 35. Experimental Group.
If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

best thing about the games, what would you choose?

# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS ' RESPONSES i .
16 66.7 o Hﬁving t6 pass,to~teammates“f
2 - 8.3 ' It was fun. - | ’ |
2 8.3  Winning
1 4.2 . No body éontact |
1 LY ) -_"‘Penaltiea for rough. play

1. ', b.2 : Nobonyf-s_fn_ailnxé were h_ixi't
'ﬁro fiir

L

1 - k2 Biay.:d.



Table XXVI
Question 35. Control Group.
If you had to choose one thing that ‘you felt was the

best thlng about the games, what would you choose°

e - i —— = : . —

# SUBJECTS ' % SUBJECTS 3 ~ RESPONSES

5 &  20.8 ‘ ‘They were enjoyable

5 W  20.8 There was plenty of scoring

3 o 12.5 ' Catching

2 8.3 'Paésing

2 8.3 . Kicking |

2 8.3 " Winning e

2 o .8.5,,'."Cfﬂnv1ng“snill Ecqis"

1. m2.  Throwing - - |

}i_f.‘ ‘ .,»:'9-2 ~§'-;jneing a 30.110 in volley- |

1  f;"”f  _#-2 : _ fjHawing no ¢oulic 1n toooor




Question 36.

Table XXVII

Experimental Group.

If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

worst thing about the games, what would you choose?

# SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS RESPONSES
13 54,1 Nothing
. 16,7 " Too much arguing between
.thé pléyers .
1 L,2 Blocking ’
1 b,2 . No goalkeepefs inJFoccer |
1 4,2 Too many rules in volley-
vﬁ ' basketﬁail
1 4,2 Losing |
1 4.2 Playéra' trying to score .b&
- ~‘ - themselves h_ ' -
1. , W2 ;Players taking the bﬂll from
o | "‘motheq player unfairly
1 k2 Nt sqc%_rin;
e i

.65
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Table XXVIII
Question 36, Control Group.
\ If ydu had to choose one thing that you felt was the

worst tﬁing about the games, what would you choose?

 #SUBJECTS % SUBJECTS RESPONSES
-5 20,8 Some players did not pass

4 16.7 Players grguing.between thémselves
3 12,5 Players guarding too closgly |
2 . 8.3 Tackling in soccer -
2 | 8.3 Logihg' . _
2 8.3 Players not playing to the rules
2 8.3 ' Not being able to run with .the
'\ | | | ball in‘voliex-baakefball

\ 1 4,2 . Not catching the ball
1 4,2 E Not,scoriﬁg
1 b2 .The other teaﬁ scoring
1 b2 doalieé'in voll@y-baskgtball.‘;

‘-_noitas exciting as a hoop.

ot " — .

, A~
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One low-ability and one high-apjﬁity child have been

included from each of the groups.

1,
Q.
A,
Q.

Q.

A,

Q.

Q.

A

Q.
A.
Q.
A,
qQ.

A
Q.

'Did you score during these games? | L

.gyerybody got to touch the baIl._ | o ”W
‘Don't you always get to touch the pall during gmu |

- clauu"

Experimental Group - low-ability child

What things did you liketmost'about,the games?
I had a chance to score,

Don't you usually have a chance to score during
games classes§

No, I never score. Dean and Richard always score,

Yes, twice.
What were the worst things about the games?

Basketball, there were~too many rules in basketball

to have to. remember,

What changes couldgwe mﬁke in the games to make them

more fun? *

Have less rules in basketball.
Anything else? ' |

Have mdre péssinéi.

What dqnyou mean? . - .
make the ball go around two tmes.
If you had to choose one thing that you feﬁ'!'asxng

baqt thing about the. games, what. would you choose?

No. mtimn I nevcr touch the ball. R o

. . o L o R

-
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If yoh‘d to choose one thing that you felt was the
worst thing about the games, what would you choose?

Too many rules in basketball.

Experimental Group - high-ability child

What things did you like most about the games?

Passing to evéryone.

Don't you usually pass to everyone?

Yes, I do 5 but éome of the other kids don't,

Was there anything else you liked?

Yes, there was no rougﬁ play.

What were the worst things about the games?

Nothing.z |

There was nothing that you didn't like about the games?
No. a
What changes could we make in the games to make them
more fun?

Nothing.

Nothing at all? , ’ . y

No, they're fun enough.

If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

best thing‘about the games, what would you chooée?“

Nobody's feelings were'hurt,

What do you mean°

‘Hell. everyone touched the ball. nobody was left out,

Are some children usually left out?

Yes, the shy ones,

’



A

Q.
A,
Q.

If you had to choose one thing that you felt was ;ﬁg
worst thing about the gfames, what would you choose?
Nothing.

Control Group - low-ability child

What things did you like most .about the games?
They made you run aroung.

Anything else?

Yes,‘tgere was lots of scoring.

What.were the worst things‘about the games?
Hardly anyone passed to me,

Do people usually péss to you?
No, they usually hog the ball.

‘What changes could we make in the games @& nake them

more fun?
Have penalties for rough play.
Any other changes? !%

No. )

"If ydu had to choose one thing that you felt was the

best thing about the games, wE;t would you choose?
There were lots of goals.. - .

If you had to qhocse bne~thing’t: t &ouyfelt was the
worst thing about ihé games, whai‘woﬁld you choose?
Some kidd‘logged'the bﬁll. only p@ssed to their °

friends.

69



Q.
Ao
Q.

Q.
A,

Q.

Q.

A,

Control Group - high-ability child

What things did you like most about the games”?

Low goals in soccer,

Anything else?

Yes, go goalies 1in soccer,

What were the worst things about the games?v
Basketballl I hated basketball.

Why did you hate basketball? .

RN

'Because I couldn't run when I had the ball,

What‘changes could we make in the games to make them

more fun?. B d

Let the kids run with the ball in basketball.

Why do. y‘o{; want to run with the ball? .

'Cause I hate standing still.

If you had to choose one thing that you. felt was the

best thing about ‘the games, what would you choose°

-

SmalL teams.
Why did you llke +he small teams°

'Cause everyone gete mdre *time with the ball.
[ )

Everyone? ) { S .
WeLJ, almost everyong. L L

.

If you hnd to chdose one thing tnpt you folt wnm Xhe
worst thing about’ ‘the ganol,uhat would you choonc?
Not: boing abln to run witk‘tho ball in bnkotball.

. o}
. B . [] .

y @ ‘ _ oy

-~

0

0‘-
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There were basically two main aims of this study.

The fi;st aim was to develop the meand by which game
environments for childfen can be evaluated., The second
was to use the evolved instruments and methods to compare
the effects on children of traditional game structures |
with the effects of an alternative game structure, which
has an emphasis on forced cooperation within each team
unit. The results of this experiment will Dbe discimeed
in relation to these t;;\;Ejor objéctives.
Instrumentation: Reliability and Validity

The degree to wﬁich the first objective was achieved
was dependent upon the reliability and vulidity of the

instruments utilized in this experiment. | ‘

The results of the test-reteet reliability study on
the control group provided strong confirmation of the
reliabllity of the indicas used to msasure the social
climate of the graup, the degree of cohesion present within
the group and thqfself—conceﬁt of oach chjld with respect
to their ability at games, Unfortunately, ‘no ro;}nbility
'check ‘was performed on the. indqx used to nnaaure th: dogree
of enjoymcnt sxperienced by’ the childrcn._~rhil index w;a |
only included in the poqttoat qnnltionnni } ; L
v !xurml vnidity: stpdm ware porﬁ:md on the

sociometric’ and. uu-cwﬂg uﬁiq- g both instrusents . -
were found to be highty’ vmd. .uouiwr,. ogueu. SRR

/




extefnal studies were conducted on either the cohesion
index or the enjoyment index. Despite this fact, it should
be noted that Sherwood (1962) has stated that an indication
of the validity of any instrument "is the degree to which
empiricai predictions’, based on the theory from which the
instrument was derived, are supported” (1962:‘120).. Using
this criterion, it appears that whilst the enjoyment index
can be construed as a valid instrument, the cohesion scale
cannot be accepted as valid. 'Thrqughout the two testing
periods, it was apparent that the cohesion index was not a
sensitive instrument. An examination of Table IV reveals
that there was virtually no varlation between the scores of
the two. groups on either of the two measures. ﬂ.ere are a
number of possible‘explanations}qu’thls occurrencea'firét.
'both groups could have 5een_high1y cohesive units dt the
onset oflphe experipenf and'the treatment period‘had

L]

(]

virtually no effect on the degree of cohesion present within
the groupe, second, both groups aipérienced treatment

periods during which the ahildren'pldyed nith jng,agginst

'their peers and'thls process whereby thcir peers were also
opponents could cancel out any beneficlal atfocts on class

. cohesion, and third, the cohnsion index could be an inVllld
and/or’ insensitive 1natrunnnt. Irrocpcctlvtiof whicthor
explamtlon is corroct in tuia i.natmcc. tho eo;btnatim or

the !actl that :\o vnl&suty ehock conduaéd m the
cohuion 1ndc: aad t!at tho hypothuh oémomlm whni.on 'f;.'..;.', .




was not supported means that, although the index’couwld

/

still be valid, it cannot be accepted as such in this

experiment.

‘However, the questionnaires utilized in this experiment
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must be considerefl valid and reliable instruments, with the

exception of the cohesion index. Therefore, it can be

stated that the first major objective of this study was,

to a great extent, achieved®

Comparison of the Socio-Psychological Outcomes of the
Modified, Cooperation-Oriented Game Environments with
More Traditional Gagme Structu

This section contains the discussion pf the results

pertaining to the second of the two major aime of this

- .

"study; ‘Herein will be discussed the results relevant to

the hypotheses tested, the analysis.of the:}titudes of the

Bubjectg,toward;the ghme environments they oquridncc& and

selected eicerbts from thcfinterviews c0nductod'with the

‘ subjects.<ﬁ

- The reuults of the hypothesea tcated revcalad thatl_
N The experim@ntal group did not experience a. ¢routor
"inchanc in group cohesion than thc control ¢roup.
.;fha childton in tho oxpcrilentnl ¢roup uxporioncad q
e cunificmuy pnt-r mcruu i.n tom ot -dt-

conctpt or tholr ubnlty ﬁo ,p.lgy mn ttsln thi

anl mupo (P ‘ '001) .:.AL"":‘
..‘--rm uhilaron in tM cxpcrtuntﬁ m\ty ma:. |
i Y




T e These ruultl uhov smt. 'W‘ "" "‘“’“”" of

T

“ty

&

significantly greater improvement wiﬁn_fegarg éd'
interpersonal liking thanTthe controf grq95; (p = .01)

L, The children in the experimental'groupipe}ceived
themselves to have been significantly‘nbre }nvolved
in the games fhey played than the control group.

(p = .05)

Se The children in the experimental gropg}@id not perceive
themselves te have received the ball significently mere
often during*the games théy.played than the control
group. They did, however, experience a 81gnificant1y
greater improvement in terms of this variable over the
duratiop .of the treatment period than did the control
group. (p % .05) o - ‘ |

'6,4 The children in the experimental group perceived
,significantly more‘of their peers to have imp:oyed

. their ability to play games than the‘éenfrol group.
" (p S ,01) ! ' o

?“childron %n the experimenta! group axprclued

7. . The
_ significantly mogg enjoyment of activlty during the .
.'{ treaxmoni pcrlod than ‘the contxol group. (' ‘\.001)
- 8, The children in tho exporimnntal group felt
‘. ) 'i aigniﬁcmtly poro positive tomd futurl miemﬂon
' .:‘f in phyoicul activity and glios thnn tho consrui ¢r§u’.
" (p s

W o,‘

‘tnbod UW fﬁi

'iacbhnian. tho sﬁn mﬂ“ ".—. p
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experimental group were considerably more effective in
1nf1uenc1ng the socio-psychological outcomes which wefe
selected as criterion measureg in this experlment.
An exa;nmatlon of the responses of th“b‘]ecﬂc ir u
the experlqpntal group toward the games they plqyed .
revealed a number of 1nterest1ng factsa . Over Ilghty-three
per cent of the children stated that having to pass was one
of the best aspects of the games they played, whilst ovtr
" sixty-six per cent felt that having to pass was .m _best
| thing'about the games, No child ﬁadé any neéatite remark
concerning. the rule requiring them to pass to their teln-
'mates before an attempt to score could ‘be made. When nekad
~ to choose m aspect of the game they considered wu thc
worst, over. fifty-four per cent or'the children. respbnded
. that there was noching they thought was vad lbout ‘t’lwl ang |
Convernly. the qﬁhd:cn ln t!n eontml m Oxprcnod
 . ai;niﬁcmtly norc mg}iw comntl about‘ tttn ganes tmy
plmd than the txperinntal sroup. Nnty—fin por eont v
;of 'the childron stt‘tad that om o! thc \mm dpoo‘ll ‘ﬁf m
Asnmes was tha fact-that aoll playlra didrnot zr‘p ts thgir
tumtn.. ! tGnly twbnty-ﬁ.vn pdr omt. u e»‘_' \red
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subjectsrrésponded in that manner, ?he children in the

control group were a%so in considerably 1ess.ngreement_

concerning the aspect of the games they liked most.

Kicking the ball in soccer was‘the choice of over thirty-

three per cent of the sub;ects, scoring was the choice

of twenty-five per cent, whilst passing received only P

twenty per cent of the subjectsl votes, ‘
_An interesting, and gratifying. fact to be discovered

from the interviewa conducted by the experimenter was thnt,

in addition to the~lesser-ab1e children enjoying the games

ﬁplayed by the oxpcrimnntal group, the bcttor-skillad pltyors

also experienced a high of enjoynont fron their participation.'

. The exporimnntll treatment of forced intra-tean cooporuVion
| wna Qg}urny duimd to attenpt to nid the. lcuor-lki.lled
ot childron baoono norc involvud in tho anes they pdnybd
| Aduring pt\ynicu aduoution clusu in pdrtioulur nnd phydcd

activity tn genoril.' One criticilu which'oould bo ninod tt
this objcetivn is that the bettor-cblo could bcoonl bortd

. and/or rruﬂrotod w}th tho gun and tuir pom., mu m

"tho onne in thlo experinont_!l tt wnn cpynggnt g!nt the
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experimental group concerning her impression of the effects
of the forced intra-team cooperation on the children:

"Mr, Craig consistently applied to each game the
rule that each player must touch the ball before
a score could be made. This did much to involve
all players including the former ‘'non-players’.
There was true enjoyment among the children in
his gym sessions even though they really ‘worked
out' and were very tired when the gym periods
were over, This en oyment came to several players
who, prior to the *‘Craig era', had been content
to let the other more aggressive players carry
the ball. They, perhaps for the first time, had -
a real feeling of accomplishment in a phys. ed.
game just because of their partic¢ipation,”

. (Scott,- 19?5: 1 - 2)
A number of the findings of this study confirm the

.results of previous research, The fact that coopcrution

increased the degree of interpersonal 1iking within tho E

'group~ uuppdrts the findings of Aronagn (1975). Phillip-

and DrAmico {1960) and Sherif (1956). Tho result of the
study conductod by*Aronson (1975) concernlng tho posltive

influoncc of cooperation on’ selr-oonoopt was llao mppottod.

m belief of Orliok (19”5 that thon oxhts n dlroct

: rshtiomhip botwam tho quauty o: un mmxmg. inlthl
‘ '.'expoouros to plvlico.l activﬁy anr.l mothor or not th;t

77
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_"Jtho noet. Hhat occurc il , T
igg_skillod lnd‘ioaoorblkiilod childron widona and, na Robbin; |
‘“t(19?3) ctaton;i‘“,V;;;;; gpt bottor nnd tho poor ¢nt-pooror' f‘ .
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ettitudes»toward future participation in physical activity
and games then the control group.

| Ohe of the major criticisms of physical education
games programs in general is that they tend to be, oriented
toward the better-skiIled performers (Hall, 1974, Robbina,
1973). This criticism has besn formulated because of the

: competitive nature of many of the activities which are

incorporated in these programs. together with the fact that
no restrictions are usually placed on the better-skilled

' players to prevent them from monopoli:ing the flow of play

during ‘the gnmea. This is particulnrly true in games such

- as ice hockoy, htsketball, socoer and field hockey where

the betterbtblo pltyore can move around tho entirt pllying
surfuce "heiping' thoir loee-dble peero.. Tho rouult is that

;tﬂooo individnale who noed tho practice nost actunlly ccQﬂiro .
the lentt. uhercae thoue who niod tho prnotico loelt qpqoiro‘-‘ '

gtp botuccn tho bcttorw f




- A.“‘..‘ ,

. arise when there 13 an over-enphuis of either of these
&;~pompongnts at the etpenso Et tho oth&r.} It nult to reali

o ,. mﬂ,ﬂm\ ﬁm m uportaht rolo aad. as o retl’i. t -
'-‘oxptrlenou tou dunb at mwu !Ml“_ OW*W{S; |
o f.‘;.mdiuqmlly. u m bom“n : )1 that When
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physical edhcation‘can ensure that all children‘dErive
enjoyﬁent from their participation and improve their
skills in addition.

If elementary schools do incorporetevthis form of
cooperation into fheir physical education games programs
on a widespread scale then 1t is possxble to postulate that
this didactic mechanlsm could contribute to increased

frequency of Canadian partic1pation in physical act1v1ty

in the. future, This would greatly ‘benefit society in

general as it has already been shown in “this thesis that

' previous research has found that there is a positive

relationship between rrequency of phyaical activity and

'health. o S - . .

'rhe rnults of thia experiment have also shovm that -
it is possible to derive bonefita from the elonents of both _~{;

competition and coopemtion inhoront in guu. | Tha problm i

eF

that chndren m this oun . livo 1n l uoci.oty s 'Mch 4
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and cooperation, particﬁlarly until children are sufficiently
psychologically mature to be able to cope with competition
.and develop realistic self-concepts of their physical

4
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CHAPTER V
Vo ~ SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary |
¢ There were basically two major objectives In this
’ oxperiment._ The first was to develop thé conceptual and-
: empafical tools necessary for the systematic development,
“5nd,socio-psycholoéical evalhétion, of different game
ﬁonvironnents for childreﬁ. The .second obgectlve was to ?
‘utllxze the evolved conceptual schema and methodology to
| 5.~ | compare the 3001o-psyohologlca1 outcomes of modified,
cooperation-oriented game environments with the . outcomes
* of moré;%raditional game strhofures. . " |
- "‘ Thg study..sfample:'was limited to 'f‘or‘ty-eight'male "aﬁd'
female.children, twenty-four being in each of the two '
groups.. The experimental design utilized was the | -
Nonequivalent Control Group Desxgn. The subjects were.nog
%“' randonly auign‘ to either the experimental or the control
= ‘group as it wag. 1mperative. due. to the ngture of the '
h exparimpﬁ?“*that each thld be thoroughly convernant with -
Li;if3-f; the abllztiel and peneonalities of all other childron 1n
"“;a?f; their group.‘ Por this reaoon, both cllll unitn uvrc loftf;¥¢

:ii;i inttot nnd r‘proncntoﬂ the controi and tho oxporinontal

4

0.

Tho lubjoctc uhro’intorviewod by tha oxporin.nter .gv‘ii;~\{
and 321 s s
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These questionnaires were desisned to examine the eitectis

of the treatment period on the socia] climate of the
group, the degree of cohesion present within the group,
the self-concept of each individual in the group.in terms

of their ability to play games and the cegree ol enjoyment

“experienced b;\béch individual in the group resulting from

}

their participation in %the treatment period,

The treafﬁeﬁf period consisted of a four week perfgb
during which the children from both groups participated iﬁ:
sma11¥sided. scaled-down games'of soccer and volley-basket-
ball. The children partxclpated in three one-hour sessions
per week for the period of four wgeks. The one diflerence
between'the treatments experience& by- the twés groups was
that the children in the experlmental group were forced to
cooperate with their teammates. This "forced 1nt£a-team o
cooperation” was achieved by the 1ncorpbrat10n of -a rule
statinr that each player in a team had to ﬁeceive the ball

at least once before any player in that team could attempt

| to score. The quantitative data tollected were subjected ‘

,to Ope-wny and two-way analyses of vaviance in order to

T tau und Spcnrman's r worc uand to conplte vnlidity nnd
'"A’reliability cocfficients‘fqr the 1nstrun.nts ‘used to ntauuro
Ji‘thc otfocts of tho troatmont period on the childrcn
,p.rticiputcd, rraQucncy tnf.?.rcontagc bri;kdoinl or thb

v determine significant differencea betwecn thc contrdl und'
N exporimentnl groups an the vnriablat nonturod. Kendall'l“

82
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subjects with respect to class, age, secx and attituvdes
toward the treatment period were also computed.
The results indicate that the questionnaires utiligzed’

in this study ®are valid and reliable instruments, with the |

one exception of the cohesion index which was found to be ™

reliable (p ¥ .001) but could not be accepted as valid.
It was also found that the treatmeni period experienced by

the experjmental broup resulted in the children:
.
1. Acquiring sxgnlflcantly hiﬁhe? self—concepts of their

ability to play pames than the control group (p = 00l¥.
2. Experiencing 81gn1f1cant1y greater 1mprovement in terms

. of interpersonal liking within the. group than the-
’ .

control group (p < .05).
3. Perceiving themselves to have been siynifican%ly more 4,;

involved in the ‘fames they, played than the control
group (p* .05) |
. Experiencxnp 31gn1flcantly greater 1mprovement in’

I'4

’terms of perception of frequency of receiving the bgll

than the control group (p = .05). .

. ".5. ?eeling significantly more p091tive toward future'

ve

! "*;7; Bxprclaine aignifictntly 5"“'” ’njovi

"participation in: physxcal activity and games than the
. ‘conYrdl group (p, - J05) . ?,- | e %t
< 6 'Perceivin; significan&ly more af their peern to have

1mproved in vYerms- of their tbility to plny suucu than \

‘thO COﬂtrOl group (p = ;Ol)c .

o, + ' . ‘.
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activity turirg the creqteent period than the control
AN

Froup (p o
However, it choul4 alsce be neted that ghere were no
sirnificant dit*erenees botwoen the sronpes in torme of

fepree o ecoroclon precor s within rhe croups or he

perception o the «hiliren concernine the qbroliite “requency

L

of their receiving the ball during the treatment periee”
Fames, 4 -~

A
Conclusions

The main conclusions to be drawn from this ;esearch
are directly relatéd to the two major|aims 0 this experi-
ment, The first aim was to develop the means by which‘to
evaluate game env1ronments for children, The second wgs
to q‘% the evolved methodoloyy and instruvmentatior to
compare the socio—psycholonical effects of cooperation-
oriented yame environments with the effects of more
traditional game structures. -

The first conclusion is that the indices utilized in
this experiment are, with the exception of the cohesion
index, valid and reliable instruments.\ They, together with
the evolved methodology, consfitute a foundation upon‘which
to develop addiﬁionalrconceptﬁal and empiribal tools desipned
to systematically develop alternative game environmeﬁts for
children and evaluate these environments in terms of their

socio-psychological effects on the children who participate,

Although we cannot discover the precise effects that the
~ - v



N o : : N

(

fFame environments we create ary havine on the ohilfree

N

we ‘can, however, Jdiscover sen.ral trends in terme of

outcomes., At this ‘ncture, it shoul.s be noted that thi:s

-

rexperiment was concermed with the socio-pgycholorical
4

effects of on particrular r-1v mo.iticarion.” There are
many othﬂr~vhvn1hmg“n modiiications which coulde be made

to he accepted structure of cfnes, and numerove addi®ionala
cocio-peycholwrricul ontcomee which could bve oxamined,

The Gecond conclusion to be drawn :rom the results of
this experiment ic that, atfer otilizing the evolved
conceptuval schema and methodology to comparé the socio-
psycholorical outcomes of the modified, cooperation-oriented
Fame environments with the outcomes of the more traditional
Fame structures, it was evident that the former environments
were decidedly superior to the latter game structlres in
terms of the beneficial socio-psychological outcomes
examined in this experiment, v

This cecond conclusion ic extremely pertinenf to the
teaching of rames in educgtional settings. It has already »
been mentioned in this study ihat the ,physichal education
' games programs in many elementary schools feature the
implementation of accepted, adplt-oriented structures of
games and sports without the consideratioﬁ of either the
~objectives of education in general or children in particular.
It is the author's corttention that the experiences which

children encounter during ph¥®ical éducation classes,



Wt

particularly in the elementary cohool, maat o aim to
~Cc,\ntl"ibn‘te to the ~rowth and developnent o the ohill iren,
in addition to developiny compefence in physical,
copfitive, a"fed*ive and moral areas. The results .of
sthis experimerf® reveal that the cooperation-oriented
Fame @nvironme?ts accomplished the arorementioned
obiectives of physical »ducation (o a «reater Jdefree
than the more traditional . ane structiierec, '

Therefory, this study supports the belief of many.

physical educators who maintain that, instead of utilizing -

-

accepted Fame stiructures en bloc in the elementary school
setting, modifications should be introduced to these

< .
structures in an attempt to make physical activity and

games more enjoyable and meaningful'for the young children '
and not merely the bettgf-skilled ones,

An additional conclusion of this ex;eriment is that
the belief o% Orlick (1972) that there exists a relation-
*ship between the quality of an individual's initial ’\
exposures to physical activity and his decision to continue
to parf%cipafe'in physical activity inradultﬁood is, in
fact, correct. This study féund that the chiléreﬁ in the
ekperimental group eXperiehCe4‘more'benefiéi?l expgéures
to pﬁ§§ica1 activity than fhe control group and this
resulted in their feeling moré'ﬁqsitive.toward future ‘
partigipatibn in gpysical’aet@viti and games than their

LR

counterparts in the control group. .



Suggestions for Further Research

The Tollowing are possibvilities for futgre research
which have been suggested as a result of the present study:
1, A léngitudinal study ot the effects of forced intra-team
cooperation on a class of children over the period o! a
school year.

2+ The construction of a valid and sensitive instrument
desigﬁed to measure the effects of aAtreatment period
on the degree of cohesion present within a class group.

The examination of additional rame modifications with

Y]
.

respect to their socio-psychological effects on i‘
children of varying ages.
L, “An analysis of the effects of team size on participating

children.
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Name . Sex Age

Teacher's Name Test

SECTION A

SOCIOMETRIC INDEX
v T A

1. When you are playing games during physical educf{;on
classes which children would you ‘like best to be in your

team?

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choice

1
2. When &ou are playfng at recess which children from your

class would you like best to play with?

" First Choice .-

Second Choice

Third Choice

3.° If you are having a party, which children from your class

would you invite to it?
. g

y 4
First‘Choiqe

Second Choice ‘ Q%

" Third Choice

4. Which kids in your class are best at games during

physioal'edUGntiqh classes? : »

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choide o
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»
5 Whh(\i:u are playing rames during phycical education

classes wMch kidc would vou least like to be in your team?

First Choice

Second Choice ]

Third Choice
6. When you are playing at recess which children from your
class would you least like to play?

First Choicc

Second Choice

Third Choice

7. If you are having a party, which children from your
class would you not invite to it?

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choice L

8, Which children in your class are worst at games during

physical education classes?

First Choice - \

Second Choice

Third Chbice
SECTION B | , } -,
COMESION INDEX . '

~9, . If you had a chance to take physical education with the
/bther class in your grade, how would you feel aﬁout moving?
___ would want. very much to move

___ would rather move than st;y where I am

wduld make no difference to me




101 .
) | ‘("
would rather stay where I am than move
would want very much to stay where I am
10. If you had a chance to transfer into tpe ofher class in
your grade for good (that is, permanently), how Qould you

feel about moving? )

would want very much to move

____would rather move than stay where I am ‘ /

____ would make no difference to me

____ would rather stay'wheré I am than move J/
would want, véry much to stay where I am . \ )

11, How many children in your class do you like?
all of them ]

almost all of them

about half of them : ]
less than half ‘
only a few

none

12. How ﬁany children in your class like you?

all of them

almost all of them
about half of then
less than half
only a few

none
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13. How enjoyable is physiéal education to you?

very enjoyable

S~ 2 enjoyable

not,very enjoyable

PR

» NOt enjoyable at all

. 14, Is’your class better than the other class in your éii?/,//-—‘\\
grade at physical education? ,. - .
— better g ‘
____ about the same

, —— not as good _ '

15. MWhich three children in your school do you spend most
of your spare time with, .both durjng and after school?
1, - | Class _
2 : Class '
3 - "‘ Class
SECTION C | . . P .
SELF-CONCEPT _INDEX s "
16. If (child's pame) had to give'himsel\f/hefselr a mark . '
out of ten for each of the following things, what mark wéuld .
he/she give h1mse1f/herself° ‘ | =
A Overall mark for playing games .

1 2°3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 . 7 Lo

B  Mark for running . .
1.2 3 b 5-6 7,8 9 10
c Mark for th;owingy\ | ‘ .
1 2 3.4 5 6 7 8 9 10 o
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D Mark for kicking N
1 2 3 4 5 % 72 8 9 10 ,
E Mark for catching
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
17. If (teacher's name) had to give (child's name) a mark
out of ten for each of the followiﬁg thihgs, what mark
| would she giveh/'n,/her'? |
A Overall mark for playing;games
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
B Mark for running | |
1 2 3 L ¢ 6 7' 8 9 10
C. Mark for throwing
12 p 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
D Mark for kicking
;12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
E Mark for catching | ‘
1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
18. .If all the other kids in (child's name)'s class had to
get togethgr and give (child's name) a mark out of ten for
each of the following things, what mark would they give .
'him/her? ' | |

A Overill mark for playing games
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 .9 10
. N

B Mark fqrirunning\ o

otz 3 L. 5 6 7 °8 9 10

-~ C Mark for throwing o B .
=y _ 2' ':3 : _9' s 6.7 8 9 ta

-
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D:. Mark for kicking

1 2 3 L 5 6 10

-~
o
O

E Mark for catching
1 2 3 L 5 6 ? 8 9 10
SECTION D H
19. What do yau think is wmost important ig playing a game?
Place a "1" neit to the one most important. Place a "3"
next to the one least important.
___ to play as well as you can
to beat the other player or team
to play the game fairly
20, Are you looking forward to playing:theée.games?
yes
no
do not really care
21. When you grow up {say ;bout qy age). do you think that
you will still play games that involve “ruﬁqiﬁg about"?
‘yes o
R
no
___ maybe | |
'22. When you play games during your physical éducati&ﬁ
classés. how invglved'db you get in the ané? |
L__ really involved - |
involved ) \
.___‘involvod about haIthﬁé time |
not Vérylinvolved'

not involved at all .
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. '
- 23+ When you play games during your‘physical education
classes, how often do you receive the ball?
___very often
often .
sometimes

not very often

almost never

Tever
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Name Sex hge

Teacher's Name ‘Test

SECTION A

SOCIOMETRIC INDEX ” - (‘
1. ﬁhen you are playing games during physical education
classes which children would you like best to be in your

team?

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choice

2. When you are playing at recess which children from your
class would you like begt to play with?

First Choice ¢

Second Choice~v

—
N ‘ » ’
.

Third Choice

3. Idlyou are having a party, which children from your class

-

would .you invite to it?

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choice | , - ,

-

4, Which kids in your class are best at games during

physical education classes?. o

- v

"First Chbicé
\ | 4 '

Second Choice | | o

Third Choice
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5. When you are playing fqames during physical education-s
classes which kids would you least like to be in your team?

First Choice

Second Choice

Third Choice

.. When you are playing at recess which children from your
class would you least like to play?

Firs: Chpice

Second Choice

Third Ghoice

—
-

7. I you are having a party, which children from your

A}

4

Class would'you not invite to it?

First Choice .

Second Choice -

Third Choice . . . ™ «

8., Nhlch children in your class are worst at games during

?

physical- educatlon classes°

First.Ch01ce

Second Choice

Third Choice
 SECTION B

COHESION INDEX . °

9. If you had a chance to take physlcal education with the

L]

other claas,in your grade, +ow would you feel lbout moving?

—_ would want very much to move
®

| 8
- wouid rather move than stay where I am

would make no dlfference to m&
¥\

~
Al



would rather stay where I am thar =

would want ver:y muc

h te stay whbre.l ar.

10. If you had a charce to transfer int- the

your grade [or good (that igs, permanently), how would you

feel about moving?

«

would want very much to move

. o,

would rather move than stay where I am
e

$)
5

would make no difference to me

would rather stay where I am. than move

would want very much to stay where I am

How many children in your class do you like?

all of them

almost all of them
about half of them
less than half ‘
only a f;w

none

How mdny children
all of them
almo§t-all of them
about half of them
less t??n half
only a few

none:

A Y

-
“e,

in your class like you?

1049

other,class in



s
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2

13. How enjoyatle ic pbyéical education +to you?
very enjoyable
____enjoyable
0.K. "
___ not very enjoyabls
not enjoyable at all
14, Is your class better than the other class in” your
grade at physical education?
____ better
about the same

4
not as gdod

y——

15, Which three children in your school do you spend most

of your spare time with, both-during and after school?

-

1 Class

2 J Class

3 . ' Class '
SECTION C ’

SELF-CONCEPT INDEX

16, If (child's name) had to give himself/herself a mark

out of“ten for each of the following things:‘what ygrk would
he/she give himself/herself? -
A Overall mark‘for playing games

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
B Mark for running

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
C Mark for throwing

1 2 '3 4.5 6 7.8 9 10



D

Mark tor kicklng

11

1 . ‘ o g 6 7 b 4 10 -
£ Mark for catching N

1 2 3 /S¢ s 6 7 8 9 10 (/

17. If (teacher's name) had to give (child's name) a mark

out of ten for each of the fodlowing things, what mérk
would she give him/her?
A Overall mark for playing games

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

T

Mark for running
1t 2 3 4 s 6 72 8 9 10
C Mark for throwing
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
D Mark for kicking
1 2 3 4 5.6 7 8 9 10
“¥ E .Mark for catching - |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ’
18. If all the other kids in (child's name)'s class had to
get together and give (child's name)KQ mark out of ten fér
each of the following things, what mark would they give. “
him/her? o |
*{ A Overall mark for playing games S
1" 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9f,0’
B Mark for running | :
1 2 3 4 .5 6 7 8 9 1o
C ‘Mark for throwing -

+

1 2 3 4 5 6 7.8 9 10

]



D Mark for kicking

1

2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 9 10

E Mark for eatching

1
SECTION D

19.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

What do you think is most important in playing a game?

Place a "1" next to the one most important. FPlace a "3"

next to the one least important.

___ to play as well as you can

21,

you

———

22,

to beat the other player or team
to play the game fairly r |
Are you looking forward to playing these games?
yes

no

do not really care

When you grow up (say about my age), do you think that
will still play gékzs that involve "running about"?

yes

no

maybe

"~ When you play games during your physieal edycation

classes, how involved do you get in the game?
»

— really involved

involved
involved about half the time
not very involved _ ‘ 4

nqw-involvéd at all

112

-
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2}. When you p%@y games during your physical education
clas§es, how often do you receive the ball?

____very ofEen -

often

sometimes

not very often ~

___ almost never ' :

___ never ‘ , \\Kiiij> f
SECTION E .

2k, Do you think that any children in the class have really
improved at playing games because of the games we have

played in the past month? If so, which oneg?

25. Do you think that any children in thé class have got °
"worse at playing games becausq‘of the games we have played
in the past month? If so, which ones?

: ' ~
26. Do you think that you have begun to like any children
better because of the games we have played in the pist‘month?
If so, which ones?
27. Do you think that you hive begun to like any kids less
because of the games we have played in the past month? If

go, which onés?



114

SECTION F
ENJOYMENT _INDEX \

28. How enjoyable were the games that you played?
very enjoyable
enjoyable
as enjoyable as any other games
not very enjoyable
____not enjoyable at all
29. Compared to your usual physical education ciasses,
how much did you enjoy your physical education classes
playing these games?
___'more g
about the same
—_ less )
30. Would you like to continue playing games like these
during your physical education classes?
— Yes | -
maybe
___no
31. “Compared to how you weré a month ago, how good do you
think you are now &t pI:}ing games?
___ much better |
better |
- abbut the i:ne

not as good

L 4

‘not nearly as good.

‘



SECTIPN G
ATTITUDES TQ GAMES t

32, What things did you like most about the games?

’

33. What were the worst things about the games?

34, What changes do you think we could make in the games

to make them more fun?

35. If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

best thing,about the games, what would you choose?

36. If you had to choose one tﬁfhg that_you felt was the

worst thing about the games, what would you choose?

115
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APPENDIX C

PLAYING AREA FOR - VOLLEY-BASKETBALL




ANITIAIS

Area of Play for Volley-basketball

S

ENDLINE

/ - F - Chair
20 yards - '

25 yards
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APPENDIX D

PLAYING AREA FOR SOCCER

1té}]



ANITIAIS

<
Area of Play for Soccer
ENDLINE
' L. _TJ--Bench
N m— |

25 yards
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INTERVIEW EXCERPTS
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Q.
A,
Q.
A.

. A,
Q.

A,
Q.

2.

Q,
A,

.
A.
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Experimental Group - Low Ability

Nothing.

What things did you like most about the gfames?

It was {un.

Why was 1t fun?

Everybody was passing to-each other - everybody got
a tyrn}

Doﬁ't the players usually pass?

Some kids never pass.

What were the worst thiﬁgs about the games?

Some kids blocked in basketball.

Anything else? ' '

No.

What changes could we make in the games to make them
nmore fun?

I can't think of anything. _

If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

best thing about the games,.what would you_chpg:e?

' The'passing.

If you had to choose one thing that you felt was ‘,

worst thing about the games, what would youAchooae?

Control Group - Low Abilit

Uhat things did you like most about the gpmes’
Everybody gats a pass 1n blsketball.
Everybody* | - > .
Nearly eygrybody,_ ' |
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Q. What were the worst things about the pames?
A, Some kids were greedy and hogged the ball,
Q. What changes could we make in the games'¥o make them

more fun?
A. Have smaller teams, Have three in each team.
Q. Anything else? )
A. No, \
Q. If you had to choose one thing that you feit was the

best thing about the games, what' would you choose?
A. Being passed to in basketball., V
Q. Werefl't you passed to in soccer?
A, Né, not very much, ' ’
Q. If you had to choose one thing tﬁat you felt wﬁs the

worst thing about the games, what would you choose?

A, Some kids didn't cooperate.

3. Experimgntal Group - High Ability

is did .you like most about the game?
| pass to everyone.
else?

iked small teams.

A‘. L
ere the wofst things about the g:m;;;
A, ing a goalie in soccer. ‘
_rhnnges could"we‘make_in the‘gﬁmeJ to make them
.  fun? - L | |
A, .1a_gpllié‘in soccer,



A,
Q.

A,

173

—r
Anything vlce?
/
No.
If ybu had to choose one thing that you felt was the .

“»

best thing about the games, what would you choose?
Kicrmyg and throwing to each other.
If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

worst thing about the rames, what would you choose?

No poalie,

Control Group - High Ability

Wpat‘things did you like most about the games?
There were a lot of scores, |
Anything else?

They were fun.

What were the worst thingi about ‘the games?.

Some kids didn't pass much.,

What changes .could we make in the games to make them

-

more fun?
Have hoops, like in real basketball.

If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the
best thing about the games, what would you choose?
It was fun. o | ) ‘
If you had to choose one thing that you felt was the

- worst TMing about the gamegy what would you choose?

Some kids kept the ball when they should have passed.

~
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EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTS OF FORCED
INTRA-TEAM COOPERATION ON THE CHILDREN IN THE
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP BY THEIR CLASS TEACHER
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Summary of Mr, Crai;'s twenty four gm sessions
with my Grade’Three.class.
Objéctives 1. To give the children a feeling of "space"”
and thereby teach them teamwork.
2, To involve each child in a game - for the
sake of the éame rather than for the sake
. of the score.
3. To try to prevent the "good players"
getting better and the poor players

getting poorer,

Obgervations

Mr. Craig conéistently applied to each game the rule
that each player must touch the bqii'before a score could
be made. This did much to involvé §ll players including the |
former "non-players®. There was true enjoyment among the .
children in his gyﬁ sessions évgn though they really “worked
out" and were very tired when the gym periods were over. |
This enjoyment came to several children who, prior to the
"Craig era” had beén content to let the other more Qgg;eggive
players "carry the ball". They, perhaps for the first time,
had a real feeling of accomplishment in a physical edUCat;oﬁ |
gnme_juat because of their pnrticipntionf_, &“‘5' |

VToo often, a teacher hears after a game *I néver even
‘touched the ball® spokcA&Py some little children. This has
concerned and trsubled me <" and I couidn't seem to find any

“workable remedy. Mr. Craig's techniques have taught me how
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to go about preventing this in my future classes.
Conclusion

I feel that Mr. Craig's experiment with my class was
a great.success; in what my children learned from him and
in what I learned from him, I am eager to apply the
techniques I learned from Mr, Craig to my class next term
(previously I've felt rather negatively about each new
class of phys. ed.) |

I feel too that we were privileged to have had Mr. Craig
try his ideas and new techniques with us, in that we gained
much new experience from him., - )
h}é;;ned.
‘ Mrs. M. Scott

Grade 3, St., Martins



