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" ABSTRACT . ’

'

‘The mainffocus of this_ research was to determine the effects of

cooperative games participation on the naturexof socialtinteractions
among kindergarten children 1; a free play settfﬂé This problem_vas
dealt with in ﬁg: phases. The first phase was a critical review of

theory and research and the evolution of tools necessary to conduct’ a’
natural experiment examining the effects of-a cooperative games program

on children's free play social~behavior (thefsecond phase of the research).
. The major portion of‘this‘researchvwas the usefof“this interaction-in—
strunenf to ascertain as to whether or not a cooperative games playing
program”had any influence on the type and the extent of social inter-
action between the children in a free play setting.

The subjects for the study 'were thirteen children (3 years 10
months to'S years 10 months of age) enrolled at the University of Alberta
Elementary Education Kindergarteni‘ The studies utilized an ABAB design.
During the experimental phases of the program the childrenbwere given
daily classes in cooperative games immediately prior to their freenplay
period. The children were videotaped twice weekly in their free play
period;throughout the eight week duration of~the study. All-videotape
free play sessions were conducted in the same play‘environment, an el;f"

.tensively equipped playroomi . | o _.y : BRI T

The results of this experiment clearly indicate that the games
program had.an effect on the-overall amount of cooperative play observed
in the subsequent free play setting. 1t is also‘evident“that two of the
four categories of cooperative play outljned in the interaction instrumen1

deSigned to analyze the children 8 free play, accounted for most of this

\ﬁchanger¢ Theséwcategories are labeled Associative Play and Task Coordina—

&
&)




' ABSTRACT . -
v . A, ‘"" . - -

" tions Whenuthe gane playi ;.experimental'condition was withdrawn, there‘

'was a subsequent reduction in the amount of cooperative play observed.
. - O - ! -
oo During the final ph se of the experiment, the cooperative games

were re—introduced and a subsequent rise in cooperative play during the /“l

free play‘periods wa3 observed'\thus establishing a link between the /

games and the observed increased cooperation in the free play setting

|

|

The results of the experiment were discussed for the group as a
Whole, as well as for each individual, and an overall interpretive
statement, as a result of the findings by way of a response_to 3 re- /

search questions posed in the first chapter, was presented’
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION N

The spirit of playful competition is, as a social
impulsé, older than culture itself and pervades all
1ife like a veritable ferment. Ritual grew up in )
sacred. play; poetry was born and nourished on play,
music and dancing were pure play. Wisdom and
philosophy found expression in words and forms
derived. from religious contests. The rules of .,
warfare, the conventions of noble.living were built
up on play-patterns. We have. to conclude, therefore,
that civilization is, in its earliest phases, played.
It does not come from play like a babe detaching
itdelf from the womb; it arises in and as play, and
never leaves it. . 0 ~
, . (Huizinga, 1950)

o .

The above quotation by the§Dutch historian Johdpnn Huizinga is
one of the strongest argumeﬁts ﬁede for the importance of “play in

ciﬁilization. . His argument is logically and persuasively presented

’

‘ although it has not beenAbroadly accepted. Anthropologists,»sociologisfs

and psychologists have presented more empirical evidence' supporting

the importance of play behavior. Indeed, many have suggested that
play is the key element in the socialization of the child.

It~follows that much cgn be 1earned:from a culture through'

4

study ofjthe types of games and play found within that culture.

A

- dramatic and oft'eited‘illustration of dominant cultural values manifest

in the play-sport sphere is that of American football. "If one wanted

’ . 1

to create from scratch a sport that.reflected the sexual, racial and

organizational priorities of the Americam social structure, it is

doubtfdl that one could improve on'football" (Real, 1976, p. 25).
. \ )

analysis of the game of football suggesged a particular use of terr”". -

. ) o



o

riality, property, tiﬁe, labour, @agagement,kphysical contéct, motivatioh,
. \\ N - ) -
'infrastruéture, packaging, game, aﬁd~spectacle,-all functional to the
. . . R ' .‘\ ! ) R
larger society.. Professional footbal}, hockey, baseball, and other
. . N ) \\ {; - H ) z
sports have served as a model for minor leaguds throughout North America.

The heavy emphasis on achievement at the professional level

-
°

- "has also influenced the develoﬁﬁent of neighborhood sports programs.
' This high emphasis on achievement has led to much Qiolence in minoryé

sport (Smith, 1975). The German sociologist Luschen has singled out

high- centrality 6f achievement w_rihin the sports system as a dyéfunctional

element for the host culture. ' . /N
It has such a high rank in the hierarchy and values
_of sport that by definition, the actual objective
performance of a member of this system will decide
the status he gets. In the core of sport, in the con-
test on the sports field, there is only achieved status.
It seems that there is no 'other system or societal sub-
system, with the exception of combat, where achievement
‘yanks that high. It may create conflict once Ehis value-
orientation is imposed on the whole culture, and it
may create conflict within the system sport itself
since its members bh~ing other values into the system
as well (Luschen, . 57, p- 32). o

-

Cer;ainly the dvér-emphasision achievement is not.the only
dysfuné;ion of sport. Another is r;ised by W; Adorno -(1957) who calls
spott an.aréa of unfreedom. He refers to‘tﬁe_abundance of rules within
sport, thé regimenﬁed style of piay that currently»exists in many games,
and the fact that spoftsﬂaré organized and - . by adul;s who make all
'decisions frém £he stérging lineup to the ¢ 1iing ofbplays. In his

A=

view adult over-control tends to strangle mucﬁ\of the fun out of sport
s

by imposing these rules, tféditions and grandstand pressure. Much



attention has been focussed QXii“;he past4few years on the problems
e

in minor league spoTt - t.v. documentaries, newspaper articles, and e

" full length movies. Tutko (1976) and Smith (#976) best sum up feelings

\ v

on the matter:
I'm not against competition. Everybody likes to win,
but there is a vast difference between competing for
the fun of competing, and regimefiting everything with
only one goal in mind -- to produce an elite’ champion
(Tutko, 1976, p. 56)

This discussion is not intended to sugge t the
elimination of competition It is intended. to
advocate more emphasis on cooperation less forcing
of children into competitive situations,. and a critical
examinaﬂion of the real effects of competition to. try
_to have it serve more constructive ends than it has in
the past (Smith 1976, p( ). 1
/

"I1f you want to know what a boy 1s, watch his play, if you are

o

concerned with what he will become, guide his play" (Anonymous). iA

|

child has many needs that can only be met through play. People g?nerally,

and children in particular, may feel the need without being able to

4
L.}
I

formulate it into words. The infant. or the child cannot tell usfin”ﬂ"

rd . 1

words what it is that he is in need 6f. Nevertheless he has needs that
must be met if he is to develop‘healthily and he is dependent upon adults
to interpret those needs correctly (Schmidt, 1973, p. 48). Certainly if
play and games are as important id/the socialization of the child, as
many believe them to be, it is imperative that all children have the
opportunity to participate in them, and that the values reinforced and
nurtured within the game environment be those considered to be important.

o the child’'s full development ‘ o h ! i

It should be noted however, there have been many positive steps



towards*rectifyinghthebsituation within =inor sport as it exists today

(e.g. ‘ the timed lines in houseleague hockey being one such implementation),'
Murray Smith (1974) has suggested that there isrwidespread confusion as f;t
to what the obJectives of a sports program are and that by classifying o

.. sports environments by participant objectives we could alleviate many

ﬁ,?of the negative experiences in sport for both the participant and the
well meaning lay volunteer ‘ Anothervalternative is to change the competltive
?femphasis within\games ‘to. a "non winner' 'cooperative one.

Charles harw1n, among others clearly maintained that for the
human race thelhighest surv1va1 value lay not in competition but in'gtf
intelligence, a moralbsense and social cooperation (Leonard 1973) thans:t
Selye (1974) has p01nted out that even at the cellular level Acooperativer
adaption is the most successful route to development as well as survival.
Ashley Montagu has gone so far as to state that "the evidence strongly
indicated that, in the social andfbiological development.of all living
creatures, the drive’toﬂcooperage'is the most dominant, and.biologically
the most important . . . there. is not3a thread of evidence that man is
born with.hostile or evil impulses:which must be watched and disciplined"
(Montagu, 1966, p. 41 44) |

Glassford Scott (l9§7) and others have p01nted to the Canadian
Eskimo culturekas an example of cooperative existence.. They have‘also
documented many of the traditional Eskimo games, and it is evident'that
these games almost entirely cooperative in strategy‘and content,.are a

primary tool in the socialization of the youth in the Eskimo culture.

Terry Orlick (1977) has taken many of the traditional Eskimo games and



modified.ggny current games and come up with a variety of cooperative
gameé, inva three yeaf project at the kindergarten 1eve1; he ﬁas shown
N : .
that "éfter an l"B"ygek éobpera’tlive game program kinderrdrten children
“?puid spontaneOusly eth6§E5more cqoperative behavio; during ungtructured
-ff;évtimé,in”the kindéfgarten classroom (0rlick, 1977). If indeed games
can be used fb.ﬁqqif§ childrenfs_behavior, and cooperation in the larger
sacial miiieﬁ as Selyé and-otherS‘éQggest is essential to su?vival, it
folloﬁé gﬁaﬁ:an exﬁensi9n of this work begun by Orlick should be of vlt]
"g,éon%ern to those invoi@ed in physicél édﬁdétién ééd-recreation.

In summéry, Montagu (l96§) and others have sdggeSted-that the
lack of emphagis on'zooperation i- ..o soclalization of young children
.fis3almajéxtfaqtorvin many of the current social probléms. Coopération
' will‘becémé'inéreasingly mofe important in the years.ahead as it may
4posséss the greatest potential for the sufvival of the indiviaual and thg
‘species~(Montagu,‘1966). Because cooperation, like competition, is
-primérily-a leérqed behavior,_effprts must : be ﬁadg tpwteach_itf Physical
educators have long promoted play and games as "value" bﬁilders but
precious little research has been done to show tﬁét.play aﬁd.gamgs have
any value other\than that they are fun and arF sometimes beﬁeficialrfo”thé
chi;d's,physical health. There are many, as jyet ﬁainly untapped,

opportunis}es for teaching cooperative behav or in the physical education

program. :.

v -

Sﬁatement of the Problem

The main focus of this research was/ to determine the effects of

cooperative games participation on the nature of social interactions among



kindergarten children in a free play setting

This problem has been dealt with in three sub—problems. N

(1). The first sub-problem investigated was a critical review

of instruments used to describe and categorize dhildren's
play and the development of an instrument for tﬂ% express

purpose of describing the free play social behavior of

kindergarten children.

' {j (2) The second sub—problem utilized the instrument developedt

to describe the free play social behavibr o£,13 kinder—

A garten children. /

(3) The third sub-problem was to utilize the instrument tol!
describé free play social.behavior of kindergarten children-
following a cooperative games playing»experience;v

More specifically, the following researcblquestions were investi-,

gated.

-

(l)b.What~are the play patternsiof kindergarten cbildren, and
what is the nature and level of cooperative 5ia§?

(2) What is'the relationship bet&een cooperative, competitiye
and individualistic free play behavior? =

(3) What is‘the nature.of'the effect of a cooperative games
playing experience on the free play behavior of

children7

Justification of the Study

The justification for conducting a study to analyze the effects

of a cooperative games program on free play interaction between children

B,
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has been outlined in(the‘introduction. The justification for doing
~ this particular study using an interaction analysis instrument,
VTR recording methods and ah ABAB design will be outlined here.
A review of the workndone by Orlick and a pilet study conducted
by this author (Jensen, 1977) have outiined some inadequacies in meas-
uring changes in children's behavior following a cooperative games
-program. For thio reason this currept study proposes to develop an
instrument.which might give a more dﬁmplete.and accurate description,of
the interaction that occurs between children in a free play setting, and
to video the interaction so as to facilitate a more thorough analysis.
An,ABAB design was proposed so that it-uight be posaible to ascertain
whether or not the cooperative games program is, in effect the variable
that changes the nature of the interaction (if changes do occur)
By reducing the‘51ze of the sample (N - 13) from the pilot study
(N = 60) it is hoped a more thorough analysis in terms of an increase
in the number quobservations per child as well as a-more detailed anal-
ysis of each child's background - family life, etc. - can be madé; -‘This
S will hopefully lead to a more thorough understanding of the impact of
the games program on the interaction between the children:

Organization of the Thesis

In the chapter that follows, studies concerned with increasing’
’cooperation in children and studies of concern to children's free play
behavior will,be reviewed. ‘Chapter I1I (i) outlines the evolution of

the instrument to analyze the children s free play ‘behavior, (2) defines

each category and (3) presents information on its use and how interrater
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agreements were calculated.
: .

T

The‘fourfh chapter contains methodsxana procedures for the

4
-

coopg;étive games free play experiment. The resuits of this s;yd&
afe presénted and discussed in the fifth chapter. An ihterpr;tation
of the experiment :esultsg—\ﬁy way of the three researéh quéstions
posed above - is put forth in Chapter VI.

The final chaptér, which has a section on implications\ for

further resear&h,ris entitled "Summary and Conclusions".
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‘ CHAPTER II Co )V

4 . PLAY AND SOCIAL INTERACTION BETWEEN YOUNG CHILDREN

" General Introduction

'
1

The\fitgt\eection oﬁ this chaptet very briefly makes the case
that play is:impottant and thus northy of inveetigation. The argument
that play is wotthy of investigation need no longer be made - as the
" vast amount of research now available indicates.. It is considered
sutficient to make'the point, acknowledge some of the more prominent
scholars, past a: d present QMO have established ‘the case for play
and prgceed to the second section. This section will examine the nature
of the interrelationship between coopetation and competition as it bears
on'this piece of research. A third and final section will.examine

studies that have concerned themselves with increasing cooperation among,

children, as that is essentially, the main purpose of this study.

Play and Socialization

-

feychologists have long been AQAre of the impcrtance of play
in both diagnosis and treatment of‘child psychological problems.
Itvhas been argued by many that play'provides insights into the
chile's personality. It certainly shonld not be taken for granted that
people play merely because it is fun. '"Any position that holds that
pleasufevand play lies in doing something for its own sake‘simply skirts
the 4ssue-of a very complicated problem We can certain1§‘accept the

child 8 statement that he’ plays because it is fun or because he likes it,



/
but we cannot contend that this explains play or even certain kinds

of play.' (Alderman, 1974, p.’ 25). .

a

The psychoanalytic, behavioral and cognitive sChools of
psychology all recognize the important role of play in the‘socializaﬁ
tion of the young child Jean Piaget (1962),,the famous Swiss
developmental ‘and educational psychologist, in particular has »
conducted”a thorough investigation of play. He was primarily concerned
with the intellectual development of children but found that it was so0
closely bound up with play and games that he soon had to study these

~as well@ : : //

-Many other scholars o% high repute have investigated  the role of
play in'thevsocialization process. Eifermann (1971), El'Konin (1966) ,
Ellis (1973), Gilmore (1966), George Mead (1934), Miller (1941), and
Sutton—Smith (1966), have’all contributed greatly to the understanding

. <@

of play and its role in child development{* Sigmund Freud, the father of
psychology, gave play a prominent role as an outlet for the tensions -
and anxieties that developed duzring social frustration. But it is a’
4 year old girl, Tracy Gunsch who shall be given the role'Of summing up
this brief introduction on the importance of play. Tracy Gunsch won an
essay contest with her work "I like to play games because. L
The Edmonton Journal headlined the article "Games are Played for Important
Reasons' (Edmonton Journal March 6 1978). v
Most people 1ike games, and I know I'm one of those

people. To me, there has always been four. types of games.

The first is the team games like hockey, baseball, baskgt-

ball and volleyball. The next in line are the kinds’ of

' games you buy in ‘stores. I also like to play the individual

_or small group games. You know, people. play games from
" the time they are babiles, all the way up to when they are



in.children.

'100 years old. No matter what agepa person.is,lgames
are played for important reasons. .

I remember when I was five and my brother was two,
we used to make up our own games. One of our favourites
was to pretend £hat the couch was our truck, and we were d
married and out searching for a place in the world to spend
our lives. We'd then have children, and everything else
we..could dream up. Playing games then, helped me greatly
in using my imagination.

‘Playing games also helps me understand the friends
that I have even better, and to turn strangers into good
friends. I learn to care for myself and athers, to know
and understand myself better, and to- learn and know the
way to act with others. Playing games has helped me learn
many things that I know, and it will probably help me
learn a great many more things as I grow older.

Games make me thihk hard, and concentrate, too. ’

‘They teach my brain to think hard and often. Playing games
also relaxes me. If I get ten right out of twenty on a
test in school, I feel badly. However, if I then go to

gym class and have a game of floor hockey, I find it doesn't
matter if we win or lose, as long as I try my hardest.

When I come back to class, instead of being angry at myself
over the test, I.start thinking that it really isn't that
bad. I’ tried my: hardest. Now, how can I improve’

Games are very good for my body and health. They
give me the exercise that I need to stay fit. Games provide
" a challenge for me, and my friends. They keep me fit and
trim like I like to be.

When I think of all.the reasons why I like playing
games, the number would be large, but they all fit under
two different groups. First of all I play games to learn
the good things in 1life. These things include self respect;
fun, challenge, sharing, and co-operating. The other thing
I like about playing games is to learn from the bad things.
I hate things like cheating, hurting, disrespect and
tempers. For these reasons, games will be important to me,
no matter what my age is.

Competiton and Cooperation

" This current research was concerned with social or cooperative play

03

Before reviewing studies that have concernmed themselves with
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increasing cooperation between children, it will first be necessa

—

to examine the,relationship between cooperation and coppetition.

Within general layman usage, the terms are often perclived'as opposites

'

and yet a closer examination reveals that very often they are closely
aligned. 1In team sports, for example, members on/one nit cooperate
to compete against another and indeed, .the two teams.must cooperate'
to the extent that they agree to play at a certain time, at a certain -

place, under certal rules.

Perhaps the most thorough examination of competition and cooper-

ation in society is contained in a book edited bv Margaret Mead (1961).

This excellent work looks at cqmpetition .and cooperation among-primitive
people through the examination of 13 tribes ranging from Indian groups
on Vancouver Island to the Eskimo of Greenland ‘and the Maori of

New Zealand.

Mead considered four possible conclusions concerning competition

© and cooperation.; The first was that competitive and cooperative behav— :

iors would be responses on the part of the human organisms to a situation
s

“which was set up by the natural environment itself This was primarily

based‘on the hypothesis‘that man was a creating organism who would

compete with others onlv if it meant the satisfaction of the desire

for an object for which there wag limited supply (Mead, 1961, p. 15):

The second consideration was that such things as competitive and cooper—:
ative habits are fixed by the nature of the technology, so that 1f a
certain piece of apparatus i{s such that it requires many people to be
runctional, such cooperative behavior would transfer over'into othe /?L’“

aspects people's lives where these factors do not operate.

\
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T%ﬁe thtrd cor.sideration was that the soCial<Structure of the
seciety'was the ﬁoet dynamic fector that governed how individuals
.within fhat society related with each other.

A fourth euggestion was that the educational sgstem would be the

determining factor, and th : by examining it, one .could ascertain

whether or not a competitive or cooperative character structure was

formed (Mead, 1961, p. 15). As the group of researchers who conducted

4
1

. the 13 studies worked with these assumptions, several things became

"
clear.

"In the first place, we found it necessary to empha-

size that the terms cooperative and competitive were-

not opposites as they are so ‘loosely used in popular

speech. To make our analysis complete we had to add

a third category which we called individualistic

behavior, that is, behavior in which the individual

arrives towards his goal without reference to othersc::r\ %
' (Mead, 1961, p. 16). :

‘The results of the study are most interesting. First; it was
discovered that co soclety was exclusively competitiVe or exclusiVeiy
cooperetive. AThere were some yery highly competitive groups, but the
very existence of this high competition implied cootetation withid the
groups. Mead suggests ‘that "both" competitive and cooperative habits must
co—exist within the society" (Mead 1961 p 460) . Anothe; point was
that competition did not necessarily mean cecflict, or for that matter

“cooperation solidarity.b She-~pointed out that‘the Maori strove to outdo
one aﬁother in bird‘epating and were puclicly honoured forysuccess,‘bﬁt
that the cooperative distribution of the.catch was not affected, and that

the rivalry in fact only ‘serwed to create higher productivity (Mead,

1961, p. 460).



Perhapa the most interesting outcome .of the study was the

. -triangular relatfonship hetreen competition, cooperation, and indi-

~vidualism that the analysis of these 13 cultures seemed to suggest.
v . : ,

- Iroquoié' j K
Manus o ’

1 o ]

& Samoa G
N .

$ ~%,
A} Zuni ) {;
& Kwakiutl o N
QO . . i 3
Bathonga )

1fugao Dakota
Maori

e ; Bachiga Ojibwa . - Eskimo ‘Arapesh

‘INDIVIDUALISTIC
(Mead 1961 p. 461)
The above diagram shows where the 13 systems can be arrangeo e
terms of their orientation towards indfvidualism, cooperation, and
’ ”competitive emphasis;l The mid -point on each side of the triangle is taken
‘FQ; the most intefae development of that.emphasis{ while’ places,near the
Acorners stan? in a‘more ih:ermediate position (Mead, 196},(p: 461) .

A closer examinatZon of the 13 cultures indicates that there is 1o rela-

tions'ip between subsistence level'and the major'emphasis within a'cultnfe.
-2

L Aliz;nd vidualistic societies are not f0und at a low subsistence level

for example. The second point is thatfthere is no relationship i oall

?betﬁeen the,ciassifioatiOn of-cultures into-hunting or agricultural

Sr&imd gty s L

$
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peoplés and the major emphasis, and there is no correlation t be
found by culture area. The technology of a éiveﬁ people seems to

«  have ;ittle'to Sb with their orientation. Mead cites fhé example
of large fishing tr;p fences that were used b, sgveral primitive
people. The Manus fitted these fénces into small partnership patt-
érns, whereas the Samoans‘uéed the same fiéhing method as the basis

for a village-wide participatioﬂ in cooperation (Mead, 1961, p. 463).

—

In summary, it is clear that there 1s no set pattern that deter-

-

" mines competition or cooperation. It is not the technology nor the
> ) .
natural environment, nor the abundance or absence of game. Rather, it

appears...
. PP | y
that competitive cooperative behavior on the part of
the individual membe : of a society is fundamentally
conditioned by the total social emphasis of that soci-
ety, that the goals for which the individuals will work
are culturally determined and are not the response of
the grganism to an external, culturally undefined !
situation, like a simple scarcity of food.

(Mead, 1961, p. 16)

Although it is risky to generali. - from a study of 13 primitive
‘'societies to - complex industrial soclety, one can say that the goals

for which individuals in a society work are culturally determihed and

result from the social emphasis of that society.

' Review of Studies Concerned with Increasing Cobperaﬁionh

* Introductionm

Very,few studies have been conducted which actually concern them-
,sglves with increasing cooperative social interactions between children

~in free play settings, There have been,: however, several studies,whicﬁ’y’/’///

T

]

Ry . . . v
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have attempted to look at social pérticipation-in pre-school Spildren
/ ’ _

SR PRI Y

in the play environment. There are also several excellent stu%}es

T ad
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that describe the types of interactions occurring in the free play ! .
) ,ﬂ . . 1

setting.

Perhaps the classic study in this area was condhcted by
Mildred Parten more than 45 years ago. . Parten (1932) carried out a
study that was specifically designed to collect pléy norms for groups

of pre-school children between the ages of 2 and 4. She established

= T

six categories of play behavior: (1), unoccupied, (2) solitary, (3) on-
looker, (4) parallel, (5) associative, and (6) cooperative. Barnes
(1971) conducted a replication of the Parten study which indicated that

there has been a substantial reduction in social play behavior in the last N

40 years. _ »

"If the present findings are representative of typical

3~ and 4-year old pre-schoolers of today, then the data
indicates that children in 1969 are much less socially

oriented in their play activities than were their con-

temporarieé of 40. years ago.

The findiggs are ‘remarkably consistent in supporting

this viewpoint, for both 3-year olds and 4-year olds.

Even 5-year olds "were much less social in their play,

with the exception of associative behavior, than were ' N
the 4-year olds in Parten's study." (Barmes, 1971,

». 100-101). '/ ‘ :

Certainly one must be very cautious when cbmpéfif%fffﬂéiﬁéJﬂuwy//,,//,,1

40 years apart, but the point rgggigs,that/wﬁéﬁlggapared with the play

b RS

: vﬁqgggfestablishéawb§/§aften,.the children tested by Barnes were much less

socially oriented in thélr play behavior. There can, of course, be many

. reasons for this. A decrease in family size, an Increase in television



viewing, and a greater percentage of working mothers, are but a few
: ’
possible explanations for this behavior. The important point, how-

ever, 1s that there is an indication that there has been a reduction

P,

in social play behavior.

"Whitever the reason, it is suspécted that pre-

schoolers on entering Grade I class situation,

are less socially skilled in engineering associa-

tive and cooperative play activities thar. were-their

contemporaries in the late 1920's. Perhaps this is

one of the precipitating factors for Fromm's (1955) .

observation that man is becoming more and more

alienated with Lis society." (Barnes, 1971, p. 102)

A study by Clark, et al (1969) made use of the sociogram to exam-
"ine both the intensity and the ext:r ity of “social interactions between
children in a free play setting. Their results clearly indicate that
there was very little cooperative social interaction withiﬁ the free
play setting.

McClintock, et al (1977) investigated variations in_indibidual—
istic, competitive and cooperative behaviors at two age levels in
nursery school'childten. The two age levels compared were 3 1/2 to
4 1/2 years of age, and 4 1/2_to 5 1/2 years of age. The results indi-

"own goal'  iented,

" cated that nursery school childreﬁ were primarily
an that there was no increase in cooperation - as measured in the coord-
inative task designed by researchers - as a function of age, butmtﬁat
there was a sharp increase in competition in the competitive task as a

" function of age ~fWhen‘these resolts wéfé compared with the resultS-of
an earlier study by McClintock and Moskowitz (1976), a d=finite decline

in cooperation as measured by a coordination task was indicated from

the ages of 3 1/2 through to 8 1/2 years of age, while there seemed to
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be a shifp-inérease in competitive'résponses as measufed in a conflict
task asvchildren grow older.

They summa:ize the results of the two studies:

"Overéli, the findings of the two studies are consist- ToA

ent with four major expectations ouflined initially.
Very young children are principally own-gain oriented.
In their own words, they 'wanta get lots' of whgtever
outcome is afforded them. As they grow older they
learn to make choices in conflict and coordinative
tasks that are consistent with achieving valued own
outcomes. The%acquiSition‘of appfopriate competitive
hoices occurs earlier, between four and five years
of age, than the acquisition of cooperative ones,
between six and seven years of age. Finally, between
the ages of five . and six, children begin to make
choices in the individualistic task that indicate
that children at times are willing to forego own-gain
for a competitive advantage. This would imply that
competition is achieving the status of an autonomous
_social motive." (Mclintock, Moskowitz, and McClintock,
1977, p. J085). - ' '

All of these studies clearly indicate the low level of coopera-

"\ tion in the free play setting. The next section will examine studies

P .
that mav provide vital informétibn concerned with increasing coopera-

tion between childfen in a free play environment.

The first few’sﬁudie§>§§zrin and Lindsley, 1956; Coheﬁ, 1962;
Coben and Lindsléy, 1964; Lindsley, 1966§‘M1thaug, 1969;. and Stewart,
et _al, 1971) outline attempts by Behaviorists to establish the basic
princi%les for dévelopiug and_maintaining'cooperatién. The study that
follows these by Altman (1971) is of great importance to this fesearch

1

as he investigates the question of generalizatioh of a "laboratory
- { '
learned" response to the free play setting.
Sherif's (1956) work on cooperation and competition in a summer

camp, and Aronson's (1975) "The Jigsaw Route to Learning and Liking",

18
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are well known "classics" aid are of eoncern here because they were

i

conducted in a "natural" setting (i.e., camp and a classroom environ-

‘ gent;gr

The remainder of the studies are attempts at increasing cooper—

r

ation in a free play setting and therefore are of partic:lar concern.
The use of contingent reinforcement and peers s attenti;n as a basic
reinforcement is also examined.

The final work, that of Terry Orlick (1977), is most important

because it provides the basis for this research.

lncreasingﬁCooperation

Nathan Azrin, and Ogden Lindsley (1956)" investigated the problem
of whether cooperation between children can be developed maintained
and eliminated solely by the presentation or non-presentation of a
single reinforcing ¢ ‘mulus available to ciich member of the cooperative
" team following eact ;ooperative reéponse; The ten-pairs of cooperative

teams were selected randomly by volunteering in response to the quest-
ion "Who wants to play a éame?". The only other control was in match-
ing for age and sex. There wvere seven male teams; three female teans,
-and the ages ranged from 7 to 12 years. The erperimenters guaranteed
cooperation by using an apparatus that required group behavior to operate,
and required one child to respond to the other child to produce‘reinforce—
ment. The object of the game , for each team, was the placing of each
child's stick into all three holes' which faced each child on his or her

. side of the table. The children were seated facing each other. When

>

such a cooperative act was performed by the team in .04 seconds, a red
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1light flashed and a single jelly-bean fell int-

W

cup on the table
. which was available to both children.

The experimenters applied Teinforcement for‘}S minutes, followed

1
by 15 minutes without reinforcement and finally, an additional 15

minutes of reinforcement. All‘of the teams lgarned to ;ooperate
within the first 10 minutes of the experiment without having been

given any specific instrﬁctions. Observations noted the development

of a dominant child within the team, and 8 of the 10 teams divided the
candy in varying wayé. With ﬁwo of the teams, however, oné child took

all of the‘gandy until the q&her chiid stopped cooperating. Conse- |

quently, they_were forced to>reach a vefbal égreement whereby ﬁhe candy

was shared.

Rates of cooperation acquisition varied ;Erosé the teéms‘and

"there was a graduél group extinc;ion curve which corresponds to individ-
>ual extinction curves. Further, reacquisition of cooperation wifh the

second reinforcement w;s almost immediate; Without feinfércement,‘

cooperative respbhses droppgd significantly. Experiméngers therefore

were able to conclude that opgfant‘conditioning can be used—to(iniFiat;:

maintain and elimipate cdoperative_behaviér between children.

\\’. B.F. Skinner (1953) labelled Azrin's andELindsley's‘sth§ as
v»e;sgntial, because it_estaﬁliéhed in human.behavior‘the pripcipie that
cooperative behafior is acqui?ed ;hen it‘is reinforééd and‘iﬁ éan be-,
extinguighgé wﬁen the reinforcers are terminated.

Later work by Cohen (1962), Coheﬁ and Lindsley (1964), and

-Lindsley (1966) invéstigated,the,cooperativejand competitive processes
. SR 4
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still further. They identified rather inter-personal responses and
events that affect the rates of occutrence of these responses.
~ Mithaug (1969) e ed the effects of reward contingencies on cooper-.

Y

ation. He found that /when rewards for achieiegent on interdependent
tasks were greater'then rewards for accumulating points on an indi-
vidual counter (the independent task),‘group members cooperated,
coordinating their respdnses to produce points at a higher'ratevon the
group “touhter (Stewart, Zelman, and Mithaug,‘1971, p. 463).

Following up on these studies, Stewart, Zelman and Mithaug (1971)
inves;igated the effects of different dgmpetitive contingencies on
cooperative behavior. the study involved three distinct phases. In
. the first phase,.the effects on task rates of rewérds contingent upon
qchieving a tesk rate equal to a}presctibed standard were investigeted.
In the second phase, they investigated the effects of surpassing another
group's task achievements, and in the third, the_effect on group_task
rates\of rewards‘contingent upon different comparison outcomes. ~Ehey
eoncluded'that "when rewards are COntingent upon a higher comparison
outcome, group teék rates increase,.and when rewards are contingent upon

o

a lower comparison outcome, the rates decrease" (Stewart Zelman, and
. G“\ r
Mithaug, 1971, p. 478). The data clearly support the proposition that

task achievement rates in three person cooperative groups are a positive

function of the competitive contingenciee.

. (\x/ ‘ It has been shown that a cooperative response “between two or

more individuals can be brought under the control of both continuous

and partial reinforcement (Azrin and Lindsley, L956 Cohen, 1962; and

>
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Cohen and Lindsley, 1964). The question of generalization of tﬁis

. i \ W
learned cooperative response to situations outside the laboratory is

-of particular importance for those concerned with incréasing coopera-—

tion-in the free play setting. Altman (1971) investigated the’effects

of a cooperative response learned in a laboratory situation on socilal

behavior during free play of 20 nursery school children between the

ages of 3 and 6 1/2 years.of'ége. The cooperatiVé regponse was learned

on an. apparatus which consistéd of a pair of yellow and green lights

" on a table with four leverSJ at which subjects sat.faéing each other.

In the centre of the table was a buzzer which served to tell the sub-
jects fhat‘a correct response - tﬁét is, a cabperative response - had
occurred and that the reinforcement would follpw.H Every time a coopera-
tive response occurfeq, each;subjéct recelved a sﬁall M & M. Thé author
dsed technique discussed 5y.Marshall and McCandless.(1957) to recofd‘and
Elassify the children's Behéviorf -Behavior was observed during spon-
taneous play and categoriéed under one of ébur headings: éssociation,

fr%endly approach or résponse,»coqversation, and hostile. Altman

s

summarizes tﬁe findings.

"Thus, cooperative response acquisition appears to
enhance the positive effects (i.e., increase the
friendly approach in the associative response fre-
quencies and descreases in hostile response frequen-
cies) of experimental exposure per se on interaction
with experimental partners. during free p™y." . (Altman,
1971, p. 393). : - - :

He therefore ‘concludes:

. .
"This study demonstrated that a social respomse
(cooperation) learned in a laboratory setting influ-
enced the nature and frequency of social-interaction in
an extra-laboratory situation (free play) "
(Altman, 1971,_p. 394) ' .

1
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One of the more interesting studies in the.area of competition
<

and cooperation3was_conducted by Sher. £ (1956), and a subsequent .
investigation in.l971,'was conducted b, Sherif et "al (1971). These
.studies led to-a.more'thorough understanding of conditions which lead
‘to harmony and conflict. ‘The egrlier experiment was‘COnducted.injan
isolated summer camp for. 12-year old boys. Conflict was introduced%b

[ TR

by setting up a series of competitive activities where one grOUp com—u

peted against the other. Initially, good sp01tsmanship prevailed

“3i

however, this soon'changed to a situatiOn of hostility The coopera—

tion within the groups. beceme stronger but it was obvious that inter—p

~‘J

group cooperation did not exist.

Once this high level of hostility had reached a. peak Sherif

S

stdpped the competiton, but Aot surpr151ngly, the hostility which had

-

_ developed between the groups remained - He attempted to redmce the
- hostility by establishing super~ordinate \overriding goals which had
' /
appeal to both groups. The tasks were such thatxghe two groups had to

get together and cooperate in order ‘to reach their end goal After,

many of these cooperative enterprises friction and conflict gradually
.,reduced and harmony developed which spread to all areas of interaction

R I.
between the boys. . _ [

Sherif was able to reduce the hostility and increase'cooperation
and friendship between the children by placing them in situations where’/
- they were mutually dependent. He concluded that "wHen two groups have’

conflicting aims (i.e. when only one can achieve its aims at the

expense of the other), their members will become hostile to each other
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e

_even though the group are composed of normally well adjusted indi-

viduals" (Sherif, 1956, p. 57). Orlick, in reaction to this study,

points out that "an important revelation coming out of this research

is the fact that in the final analysis interdependence, cooperation,

- and harmony among the children was not achieved as a result of one N

team or one individual being rewarded for another's defeat, but rather,
through common goals which were shared by all" (Orlick; 1977, p. 27).

. Aronson (1975) was concerned abouty a different type of conflict,
that of.raclal tension caused by busing. He introduced what he called
"the jigsaw route to learning’ and liking" into elementary school class-
rooms to try to reduce this confliEt.' The main aim of the oroject was

to change the.process of education so the children would no longer be

competing against each other, and would be forced to use each other as

"resources " The technique is based on ‘the principle of a jigsaw puzzle.

Each child has a piece of information and all members of any group,
{*, =

] usually five to seven in number, must cooperate in order to put ‘the

e

puzzle*together.

Initially, the students were not particularly cooperative, but
soon. they began to realize that they had to rely on the other students
for the information in order to meet the group assignment. Aronson. took
great care. to avoid the Hawthorne effect by i forming all the children,

including the. control group, that something new)was going to be tried

Both‘groups responded‘to,the same set of stanfards at the completion of

the pilot orojeet; _Aronson had started on.a énall scale. The experiment

took place for only:one hour a day for two weeks,ﬁthe experimental group
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using.the jigsaw method and others learning in the traditional way.
The entire experiﬁent was then repeated in a grade six classroom
in a different school'in énother>neighbourhood..

The results for both studies were eésentially the same.
The jigsaw puzzlé method was in no way inferior to the traditional
meth&dlof iearning, but -it added a big plus iﬁ that ig was much super-
ior in fostering group affection agﬁ friendship. Similar results were

found the following year, whén,ten teachers agreed to participate in

another experiment.

4

P

The classes consisted of 177 anglos, 76 blacks, 41 chicanos and
2‘orienta%s}. For this experiment, precise measures were taken as to the

effectiveness of the jigsaw method. Several students were trained to

observe the groups at work. The research was conducted over a six-weeks

period.

e results, the children in‘the jigsaw grdﬁp

In an analysis'“j’F

! 3
\

liked their peers more at the end of six weeks than those in“the tradi-
: - -

tional clagsroom; Students in the jigsaw group saw each other as learn-
ing resources, whereas those 1n the trEﬁitionallclassroom did ﬁot, and
the overall atéitude towards school of children in the jigsaw method
wasjsuperinr td fhat of ;hose in the t;aditional classes.

One final analysis showed?that thgée in the jigsaw'group had

stronger and more positive sélf’concepts at the end of the experiment,

and that their‘sélf—esteem had, in fact, improved.)
_ i -
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Maﬁy researchers have been concerned with the almost complete

lack of cooperation among children in the play énvironment.

. ‘ T v
Knapczyk and Yoppi (1975) attempted to increase cooperative play

responses in developmentally disabled childgen.. Similar work was
cénducted by Hingtgen‘Frost (1966) %nran attempt to increase‘coopera—-
tive responses in- early childhood scﬁizophrenics. Perhaps a more sig-
- nificant study for this research is the work of McCaﬁdless'and Hoyt
(1961). 1In their 1960 study of sex ethnicity and play preferénces

?f pre-school children, they -indicated that there was a significant

diffefg;ce ’ﬁ)playmate selection between cross sex as opposed to own

/

sex Riiz?exgﬂ That is, boys spent more time playing with boys and,girls
by - ed
with,girlgf Terbin, et al (1977) conducted a study aimed at increa%ing

o r . '
cooperatﬁve cross sex play. .(Classroom teachers used contingent praise-

to reinfofﬁé’cross sex cooperative play‘inftwo hursery school classes.
There was a significant increase in both:classes of cooperative cross_seg
play as a result of the experiment; The study used an ABAB design and

the removal of treatment resulted in reversal to previous ievels'df

cooperation when the teachers did not‘deliberatély réinforce“ﬁlay between -

e

boys and gifls. : _ | ooE
.Ihg study by Serbin, et al (1973) clearly indicépeé that some form

of specific contingent reinforcement is'essentigl to the increasipg of

cooperative cross séx play. Hart, gg_gl"(i968) éfudied the effect of

social reinforcement on the cooperative play of a 5 year_dld.girl in

pre-school setting. Under one condition the girl was reinforced randomly

B e TR e o e L R S Rt
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throughout the school day, nhereas in a second condition reinforce—
ment was presented,contingent upon cooperative play. Only‘inlthis
latter condition was there any significant change in cooperative play
observed. Wahler (19675 investigated }eé; group reinforcg%ent in

free play settings. His results demonstrated that the pre-school
child's behavior was subjected to reinforcement control of his peers.

The subjects were five children and members of their pre-

school peer group ranging in age from 5 to 6 enrolled in a nursery
school. The five subjects. were randomly.selected from the class and
two other randomly-selected playmates served as the subjeéts'~peers.
Each'subject was put in a special playroomlthat wasldesigned for obser-
-vetion and left for 15 minutes along with their peers. The peers were
then told to ignore the particular behavior that was to be extinguished
or, in some cases, to pay particular. attention—to other response - classes.
These response classes had earlier been observed 17 a free play period f’y
in the same setting With one subject, Eddie, cooperative behavior was’

selected for experimental analysis. -There was a marked increase in

.cooperative behavior following peer attention but the level of coopera-

)~
[ !

" tive behavior dropped drastically once peer group contingent attention
was stopped Wahler describes the third phase of the research the
reinstitution of contingent attention

"Following E's instructions to resume their attention to

Eddie's cooperative behavior, his peers. were continuously

attentive to this class, and, as expected, cooperative

behavior increased in rate, while other response classes
.,decreased. Thus, like Ss no. 1 and 2, Eddie's behavior

showed evidence of peer reinforcement control."

(Wahler 1967, pp. 286- -287). »

’
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Tiktin and Hartup (1965)‘in stigated whether a respOnse rate
in a marble dropping task would increase when there were changes. in .
. C A : hang

the sociometric status of the peer who dispensed verbal reinforcement

“»

during that task. 'Very simply, peers were rewarded verbally by popu-

<

blar peers, unpopular peers, and socially isolated peers. The results

showed a significant increase during testing sessions when the subject

was reinforced by an unpopular peer. The rate did not change when the
reinforcing agent was isolate, and in fact, tended to décrease when

. the reinforcing peer was. pOpular (Tiktin and Hartup, 1965 P 306)

 The most advanced work in the area of cooperation and\games has

" been p4 neered by Terry Orlick at the University of Ottawa Over the
past.three years, he has’directed his research towards the creation of
.a:cooperative games program. His program was conceived‘as a means of
social'change directed‘towards more;humane games and lives (Orlick, 1977,
p. 2). The primary'ain of the c00perative'games as'he saw them was to
increase cooperative behavior both in and out of the games. 'Ehe games
that he has designed‘have been structured to provide cooperative success
experiences, total involvement, as well as individual feeling of accept—
ance; | B |
He has gone through many stages toiarrive_at the present<structuref,
. Firstly, he found it necessary to restructure many of the existing games
in orderxto elicit\the kinds of behavior that he was seeking. Some of

the. games he designed were new, others were old games that vere adapted

The primary objective of these games was to provide opportunities for-

ad

PO



cooperative 1earning;and funffilled interaction. He has pointed

out that merely bringing people together does not ensure cooperation,

but that it is necessary to link these people together in some inter=-
€ ok _

dependent way, and that the structure for the activity dictates the

conditions for interdependence.

-

Some current sports already‘involve a great deal of cooperative

independence‘among members. -Volleyball, rd%%ng, pair skating, and

)

.ﬂ many other activities require cooperation among participants.

‘These games can usually be modified to elicit cooperative interdepend—

ence within each team,.and indeed between ‘teams, merely by rotating

“

the players from~one team to another. Another way of achieving the

. same goal is to establish rules which encourage'members of .opposing
* teams to cooperate. An example,of this would be two taams trying to

;. reach a collective goal or score. This method certainly is not new.

Aronson (1975) used it to.encourage cooperative group learning, and

Sherif (1956) utilized,this.method'to get hostile camp groups to

. cooperate.

Orlick arrived at various types of cooperative games and listed
. them under the following categories‘ cooperative games with no losers,

collective score games, reversal games, semi—cooperative games, and

\ o
. B _ . T
cooperative cognitive and perceptual-motor development games. Sample

games from Orlick's work in each of these categories can be found in
¥, o
- "f:,;, x

s

Appendix C. of this research

In order for a game to be considered for inclusion in the coop-

erative games category, it had to meet three important criteria.

. ) . S
=2
7

D
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Firstly, there had to be active involvement for the participants.
Secondly, the gahe had to be fun, and thirdly, of course, the game

had to be of such a nature that it encouraged cooperative behavior.

Acthvity level wag measured by a 10 gecond scan. early in the game,
towards the mid point of the game, and towards the end of the game
During the scan count, the number of children not actively involved in
thebgame were‘counted. The fun concept uas measured through observa—;
tions of‘verbal representatidn'(i.e., 1aughter, shouting, cheering,
etc. ), facial representation (1.e., expressions of joy, open mouth,
etc.), and gestures representing fun (i.e. stomping the feet, clapping
- the hands). With older children, the fun 1evel was also assessed by
having the children judge the game on a continuum running from a‘widelf
smiling face to a very sad face.i |

Measuring the amount of cooperative ‘social interaction that the
game elicited was somewhat more difficult. Observers were familiarized
with cooperative behavioral definitions and a high reliability (over

. 90% agreement) between different observers. was attained.

"One method we have found to be successful in observing
games is to randomly select one individual and count the
number of cooperative acts he engages in over a 30 sec~
ond period.. A second individual is then randomly selected
and observed for 30 seconds. This continues until the
game is concluded: This information can then be analyzed
to obtaln an estimate of average number of cooperative
acts engaged in for a particular game or. period minute.
within a particular game. In instances where cooperation
is continuous (e.g., log roll), the amount of time
cooperating out of a 30 second period can "be recorded in
place of the number of cooperative acts. Another method
we have used in games is to do a series ‘of 30 second

scans across the playing area. Following each scan, the
observer notes the number of cooperative acts observed L.
and/or the number of individuals engaged in cooperative
behavior." (Orlick, 1977, p. 12). 4

¢

-y
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Once Orlick had arrived at a catalogue of games which met his
‘criteria (Appéndix A), he proceeded to conduct a study to assess
whetﬁer, as a result of‘codpgratiye games programs, young cﬁild;en
would chobse to enéége in cooperative-behavior'in'a kindergarten
classroom. Subjects were four intact kindergarten classes from an
elémentary school in the Ottawa area. These 5 yeatr olds attended
school for half a day eit. r in the morning or {ﬁ the afternoons.
A_mofnipg class served as an experimental,group‘(N = 24) and the other
mdrning class served as a control group (N = 25). Similarly, one of
the afternoon classes served as an experimenté; group (N = 19), ;nd |
the.other 3 a qontrol‘group (N =19). Thg:control groups were given
what Orlick refgrs to as traditional games.

Two wgeks prior to the introductions of the games program
observers'coilected baseline Pbservation data. Thié data consisted of
. cooperative social interaction ﬁeésures tagen during the freg time
period. The free time perigd consisted of children doing whatever they
wanted to do for a 30-minute time periodriﬁ the.kindergarten'qlaséfoom.
Both the control and the experiméntal group were téld-that they were
in a.special‘gamés program.-_Thé games programs were introduced.to
the twd gfoups by a qualified games teacher (from outside the elementafy
school) for an ayerage of'fwo 30 to 40 minute games periods per group
" per week for an eight week beridd. 'The experimental éroup engaged in
cooﬁerative acﬁivities,‘whereas the control group engagéd”in a combin-

‘ . ) ¥ : .
ation of traditional competitive games and individual movement activities. -

N . .

After ' e eight-week p%riod the games progfams were taken over by the
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kipdergarten teachers for an average of four 30 minute game periods
per group per week for an.additional 10 weeis.
Post study observation data on cooperative sociel interaction
waslcolleeted. All observetions were done by '"'blind" obserwvers.
The obse;vers did not know whether the subjects were in ;he experi-
mental or in the control group, and were unaware of the nature of
the speCific experimental condition. Orlick used two measures of
cooperative social interaction. The first measure utilized single
.observatiops of a 10 second interval eature, where either an I for
cooperative social interectioﬁ or an N for hd—cooperafive social inter-
action was recorded next to the child's name.. The second method of
observation was a group or continuous scan observation. A second
set of blind observers, trained and checked for reliability, observed
the children during a 30 to 40 ‘minute unstructured free time period
- in the'kindefgarten‘classroom; Each observer scanned one half ef the
. room in a slow and methodical manner, recording any incidents.of‘
.cooperative behavior. "If a cooperative act das‘ebserved, ﬁhe speeLfie
.act, elong'with the numEer of children who cooperated in the act, was
recorded. ' For example, if six children helped 1lift a bench, then
*1ifting bench - 6 children' wae noted." (Orlick, 1977, p. 24).
'brlick‘reports that the bercentage of individual 10 second
observatioﬁ‘intervals where individuals were observed engaging in

cooperative games group increases from 10.5%.t0 15.5%. He points out

that this is an increase .of 5 percentage peints which repreeehts

a 487 proportional increase for the percentage of observable cooperative

-



behavior over: the baseline,,AThe combined control group's'increase

¢

was much smaller, frdm“iO.i% at baseline to ll:3z in~the post tests.

~This only represented-an.llZ prdportional increase over the baseline.

(Orlick, 1937, PPS. 24 25) Measurements taken using the group or

B

continuous: scans observation,_indicated that the cooperative games

W o

33

group engaged in an- average of 43 observable incidents of cooperation'

R

per hour, whereas the control groups engaged/in an average of 29.

There were’ 46/ more incidences of individuals engsging in cooperative"

5 behavior observed in the experimental cooperative games classes than

. B
in the control or traditional games group. "In conclusion, it is

clear that on different days with different 'blind observers util—»
izing different observation techniques, the»same_trend’emerged}"“f.~

(Orlick 1977, p. 28)

Orlick explored some possible reasons for these preliminary

findings. He pointed out that children s cooperatiVe efforts generally

result in some form of -success oOr reinforcemenx, and that when Ehildren

are expected to cooperate to accomplish a task and are reinforced for

this cooperation (through such things as goal attainment, control over

" the environment, feelings of acceptance,;expressions of affection,

positive social feedback self- satisfaction, satisfactiod with others’"
*

and the environment) then one would probably expect to find increases

in cooperative behavior at least within: similar environments.

It follows that successful experiences in these environments

f

increase children's overall repertoire in cognitive behavior, and that

this can be drawn upon in different settings. But was the increase
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in cooperative behavior during unstructured fige time ih‘theikinder—

bgéiten classroom due to some generalization, or internalization of

thewoverall value of cooperafion, or was it due to the fact that there

may have been some transfer in contingencles of reinforcement once the.

children had been seasoned within a cooperative environment? -

-

Orlick dites one excellent example of the latter when he mentions

that the games environmentc had helped children to learn to reinforce

one anqther‘fdr cooperative behavior,‘and that future expectations’

and resultant consequences from peers should have been set in motion

and maintained as new codes of acceptable behavior. In this instance,

"the peérs-yould become both models and mediators,of a new response
paradigm" (Ofiiék, 1977, p. 34).
\ - During thé‘second_phase of the experiment, when the teache;é

alen taught\the,games,«there Eertainly could have been a transf% of

N <

-
N

«.aforcement contingencies from the gym to the classroom. If a

’

& . . .
child is rewarded through prailse for sharing in the gym environment,

it certainly 1s conceivable that he would expect similar reinfor;ement

~within the classroom setting and that this expéctation could serve to

initiate a béhavior, whether or not the expected reinforcement became

<

a reality.
’ | It is also true that once a beha?ior has beeh emitted, there
are maﬁy‘forms of positive consequences that may help maintain it.
And finally, as Orlick points out, "it is possible tgat the
Jump froﬁ the cooperative gameés in the gym to cooperation in the,
kindergarten classroom is not as dramatic as it;may appear at first

SRR
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glance, due to the fact that a great deal of 'play' occurs in

s

-both\settings,-particularly during free time periods" (Orlick,

1977, p. 34).
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~ CHAPTER III

DESCRIBING CHILDREN'S FREE PLAY: INSTRUMENTATION

K
/

Development of the Instrument

®The apparent incongruity between play as a child directed "free"
activity and the methodological problems of objective scientifil investi-
gation has presented a problem that all reSearchers who dish to deal with
children's play behavior have had to contend with.

In play research it seems that the requirements of the

player and of science do not coexist comfortably. (Ellis,

1976, p. 133). g ' :

...regardless of one's perspective, the measurement of

the 'play act' and its interpretation is an issue that

permeates all approaches to the study of play behaviour.

Whether the measurement technique is ethological or

psycho-physiological, all raise questions of wvalidity

in their relation to the accounting of behaviours:

lzbelled play. .(Wade, 1976, p. 17).

The first_consideration for the development of a play interaction

instrument was that it would not, in any way, interfere with the children's

free play. It was necessary then, that observations be as unobtrusive

- .as possible, and in order to avoid many of the problems outlined By Harré

and Secord (1972), it was essential that any modification be made to the

Y

observation technique and not to the play behavior. - The stance taken

- here and supported by the work of Harré and Secord (1972) was that any

modification, however small, that interfered with the children playing

normally would drastically change,ﬁhe nature of the behaviors*and would

not, in fact, be a study of children's free play .1t should, however

be pointed out that within a normal play environment, such as the PREP

playroom, there are some restrictions on the'children for safety and space

_ reasons. However, these were not. considered unnatural.



- The dévelopment of the iﬁteraction instrumént was. the result
- |

" of a progression of events that startéd in the'spring of 1976. At tﬁat
time, the author visited with Dr. Terry Orlick at the Uﬁiversity of
Ottawa for a period of 3 days to acquire first-hand éxpériencg with
Dr. Orlick'slcoopera;ive games research (Orlick, 1977), and to examine
his methodology in operation. The ﬁurpose of Drﬁ;Oriick'é reseérch
was to ascertain whether‘oi ﬁot there were increases in cooperative -
social interaction'betWeenfthildrén followipg his cooperativefgames
progrém.\ Because ofthis;liiifinstruhent was a relétively siﬁple one
which recérded an 'I' shouid any cooperafive soclal interac;igﬁ occur
during the 10 secoﬁd inteival, and an '0', should no iﬁteractipn occur
during the 1Q second interval. |

. His dgtailed iefinition of cooperative social interaction includéd.
in it three distinct sections.’ The‘iirst was cooperative tasg Eehavior;
ihe second, cooperative physicalncqntact_behavior; and the third,
cooperative verbal behavior. ‘Following these meetingé with Df. Orlick,
the adthpr réfﬁrﬁed to York Uﬁiversity and in-the spring of 1977 conducted
a three month long pilot study using the Orlick methodolégy with one
small modification. An 'N' was recofded opposit. che child';‘name should
- he engage in what was termed negative sééiai irteracticn during the
10 second obéervétion.period.

Following a review of many of thg studies of concern to coopera-

eive:gpd play behavior (Lovaas et al, 1565; Smith and Cbnnolly, 1972;

Clark et al, 1969), and othefs concerned with identifying behaviots_
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(Reynolds and Guest,ﬂl975) it was decided that a more degailed instrument
was necessary in order ﬁo capture any small changes that migﬁt occur,
and in‘order to give a more accurate desctiption of ea;h child;s p1a§
behaviors. 1

The inéﬁrumeht, it was decided, then should be a descfiption
of the child’s élay és wéll.as measurement of social intefaction. One
of the main reasons for the sbift was to'capEpre slight shifts or
‘changes. Just as the child Qho spénds all summer in swim@ing lessons
anu finally learns to be less afraid of the water and pht his face in it,
s?ows no progress if only swimming ékill impfovement is‘measured,
s0 too the child that plays cooperative games and moves from onlooker :
to parallel playér shows no increase in cooperative social interaction.
If the instrumént is not delicate enough to capture these small changes, 
then mﬁch of what is happeﬁing to the children's play as a result of
.the games program‘maf bé missed. Dr.‘Orlick's main concern was Qith
social interaction aﬁd therefore his instrument is‘déSigned to measure
cooperative social interaction. This study is concerned not/only with
social interaction, but also with chilaren's play. It was décidéd there—;
fore tb combine the work done:by Orlick én cobperatiye ;ocial,iﬁteraction
‘and tﬁe,work doné‘by Parten (1932) together with the negative social
: interactién category from tﬁe pilo:{study.‘\As'é:final steﬁ,»a one ;
month pilot_study'was\éonducted in February’of 1978, which analyzed
game and play’behavior during physical education classes in which

the cooperative games were taught.
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’_

The purpose of this short study was to observe the behaviors

" the children engaged in when playing the games. A variety of the

cooperative games were played with children from four grade levels
! “

% te 3). The games were taught in two of the classes by the author

and in the remaining'two by the physical eduoation teacher.

The three sections of Orlick's cooperative social interactjion
definition were then expanded to include behaviors found 1in .the games
80 that independent and dependent variables might be more closely

related.

Definitions of Categories

The final form of the instrument consisted of ten categories.

N

'The definitions of these categories combined those used in the pilot

study (Jensen, 1977), Orllck (1977), and Parten (1932). Expanded

definitions and examples for each category are found in Appendix B.

‘ (1) Solo - Unoccupied Behavior - "The child is apparently
| not playing but occupies himself with wetching anythiné'
that happens to be of momentary interest. When there 15
nothing exciting teking place, he plays with his own body,
gets on and -off chairs, just stands aroundl follows the
teacher, or sits in one spot glancing eround the roon.”
(Parten, 1932, p. 249).

(2)‘ Solo - Onlooker - The child is physically inactive. The

/ chiid snends most .of his time wetching the other children

play. This type differs from the unoccupied in that the
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‘\\;4,/1ﬁﬂbbker is definitely observing particular groups of

(3)

(4)

(5)

children;féfher thanj&nything that happens to be exéiting.
The child stands é; sigs within ten feet of the groups

éo th;t he can see andyhéar everything that takes*plqce
(modified from Parten,#gggf, p. 249).’ This ca;egonylglso°v

)
includes one child_in;cashal conversation with aqother;

»

The children may:bé,Sfandiﬁg‘or lying while talking ts each
. other. No role playing is evident and no apparent activity

~results from the conversation.

5010 - Independent fléy -~ The chilé plays along and independ-
~éntly with toys that are different from those used by the
children.aréund bim. .he pursues his own acfivity without .
reference to what the others are doing‘(modified from Partgn,

1932, p. 250).

Parallel Activity - "The child plays independently, but the
activity he chooses naturally briﬁgs'him aﬁoﬁg’othér-childfen.
He p;ays with toys that are like thoseAwhich ;he children
around him are'uging,ﬁbut he play; with the toy as he sees

fit, and does not try to influence or modify the activity

of the children near him. ' He pleys beside.rather'than Wit£

the other.children. There is no:agtempt to control the coming “

or going of children in the group." (Parten, 1932, p. 250).

Associative Play - The child plays with other children. A1l

engage iﬁ;a similar aétivity. There is a sharing of play
materials and a taking of turns should a single toy or a

piece of apparatus be involved. The key word here is with.
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This category differs from the previous category.in that

ﬁﬁﬂthe child 1s playing with the other children.

(6)

(7)

TN

(8)

>Cogpérative AssistingrBehavior ~ One child shares play
mgterial with,another‘of assists in the gxecution of a
.task. 'Thére is a definite division of labouf with the
children engaged with some particular task. For example,
one child holds the rope for another while =2/she gets on.

The key word here is assistance (helping behavior).

~

Cooperat{vé Physical Contact Behavior - Two or more children

engage in physical contact .of an affectionate/nature. For

. example, linking arms,_hpldiﬁg hands, placing arms around
one another, embracing, kissing, or patting another child

~ on the back (Orlick, 1977, p. 7).

Codperative Task Coordination - The emphasis here is on
performing a single task together, (i.e., lifting a block),

working together for a commoh goal, (piling bean bags), or

. performing a coordinated action. -Exémples of behaviors

that fall into this category are - (1) a child iﬁitates
aﬁother, (2) two children 1ift and éilé large boxes to make
a tﬁnnel, (3)96ne éhild carries another child, (4) any
type of.éoprdin;ted role'ﬁlaying. |

The key, word here is EEEE- There must be a definite
task involved, otherwise the behavior.is recorded as
categéry (5) - Associative»Play (moaified from Orlick,

1977, p. 7).
A

@
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(9) Negative Social Inté;action - Any uncooperative behavior

%)

¢
criticism, etc.). Examples -of this type of behavior

A

another child. )

" that interferes with a child working on his own task.

(3) hitting another child, (4) keeping an object from

physical nature (pulling, pushing, fighting

¥ ) or of a.verbél nature (arguing, disruptive

are

- \ ) . pY 3 .
//(l) chking, (2) ‘taking toys away from other children,
1 .

(10) Competitive Play Behavior - One child competes with another

child or children over an object (i.e., pulling a rope,

- . ! ) .
chasing a ball) or one child is pursued by another or tries

to beat another in the performing of the task. Examples

are (1) tug-of-war with a rope, (2) races, (3) chasing a

puck or a ball around the room where the objecf is to see

. (5) wrestling and combat acfivit;es, (6) any form of
dodge ball.

: L A ¥
This category differs‘itzﬁtgategory 9 in that

‘childreﬁ involved are so of‘their own initiative and

playing with other children;v"Thére is an element of

a

evident in their Play.

Use of the Instrument
. J

’

Data Collection

Videotape filming was used because it was féltlthat there

IS . who gets the ball first, (4) any form of keep away,‘

the
are

fun

wouid be

less interference with the play of the children than with classroom
4 - ) :
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observers, and that a more thorough examination of the‘play interactions
couiﬁ'be made from the tapes than from observer records. Three VIR
cameras were used. The two main cameras were located in one corner of
.the PREP room (see Diagram 1) which was partitioned off 80 that only the
tops of the cameras were visible. A tbdrd camera was 1ocated in the
office directly across from the slide area, and filminé was done- through
the glass in the door and was totaily unobtrusive. At no time did the
children appear to pay any particular attention to any of the cameras in
involved in thetobservation of the free play period. The two main cameras
were manned by a trained employeeifrom the PREP room, and the author.
" The kindergarten teacher, a trained graduate atudent in early childhood
educatioh, manned the microphone for one .amera and the author provided
audio information for the camera which he was operating. The.third camera
was cootrolled by a PREP employee. This camera had a remote'microphone
which was located at the top of a large slide (see Diagram location i),v ;
and the sole purpose for this camera was to record any inﬁeractions that
occurred in the slide area; as this portion of the. room oas not clearly
accessible to the other.two.cameras due to a slight obstruction. k
‘Each of the main camera persons were equipped with a class list
and they videotaped each childﬁin the order of that iist. 'The ordér was
. rotated each day, and each camera started at a different point in the order
80 that at no time were thL two cameras videotaping the same individuals
but rather were alvays approximately‘six'individuals apart. The" 1io

® . ) L
Information consisted of pertinent information. on the ~hild being observed,

’
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PREP Room

Diagram .
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i & 2 - main cameras (on platform)
3 slide area bamera (in‘office)
a steps and platform to trampoline
b trampoline '
c - climbing rope (*suspended from ceiling)
! .
d : large mat (4m x 15m)
e - scooter ramp
~\_) f play house Y ) '
g washrooms
h observation room:(one way glass windows) i
i large slide (2m laddef, 3m platform, 3m'1oné slide)
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antd any overheard conversation between the child and.another child was

I
‘ repeated .onto the, tape. The observationaegeneraliyﬂlasted 10 seconds

2

in’ length but if the nature of the activity was in question, or the

ROMR

k3 ’ " v \ .
nature of an interaction was in question, the ;Amera person usuallyé

d

stayed,with that activity a little longer. The extended observations
occurred when it was difficult to decide, for example, whether or not

children were wrestling in good fun or fighting In-no case did any

N
v .

observation exceed 25 ueconds, and indeed over 957 of the observations
vere of ten seconds' duration.' If a child was in the slide area and was
not completely visible_throUghlthe lens of the camera, then the;footage
was recorded and the observation was taken from the third camera which had
a clear view of that area of the room. All machinearwere started simul-
taneously so'aS’to ensure that footage réadings would be identical on .all
three machines at any ong\point in time. .

The free playvsessionS‘lasted 30 minutes and a maximum of 15

observations of each child were made.”
, .- ., A . . .50 .
VIR Analysis ' _ 2 !

Videotape observers made the decision as to which category of play ’
was involved, on the basis of the 10 eecond interval of behavior

observed on the tape. If the nature of the interaction was not perfectly
clear,. they then used audio information and extra tape. information,
/

where it was available, but only as it related to the 10 second interval

and ‘not inyolying some new behavior._iﬂ'nhird source of information on

two-occasions'was from the children.f On one particular day’ children were

,‘L,I'

walking holding chairs behind them in the same. general area,” but it was

~
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not cledar if they were aotually with each other. The author was informed,

by one of the children following the class, that they were robots from
T
.a spaceship that. had 1anded on the moon and that® their gyrating motions

and lack of conversation was due to their role playing.

T If tv Vategories ofuplay were observed in-the same 10 second

¥
3

interval, to: e one evident at theifive second merk,was reeorded.

All information nas put.on'the recording'sheets (see Anpendix C) and 1f
the’intereefion was 1in ceteéories‘S_ihrough'lO, a regording was also rade as
to who the children were‘playing with. In all the hours of videotage

- taken during the study, only two observations were thrown out, and then

only because of poor camera work. ,ln one instanoe there was not a plear'd

view of the child, and#in the other the sample interval was not of

ten seconds duration.

Observer Accuracy Measures

Eor‘the purposesdof observer accuracy measure, a metnber of the
PREP'staff was trained by a sample tape in the nse'of‘the pldf interaction
‘instrument. The results.of these meesures ere presented in Appendix B.

It may be noted here that for all phases of the ekperiment?they‘were.
high (errall mean 95.6%):

The PREP employee used wes "blind" in that she had no notion ag to
the true pdrpose‘of the research (to be outlined in'Chapter IV). She was
simply instructed that the videotapes were 10 second intervals of‘zhildren
playing and that their play was to be classified, on the besis of the

guidelines outlined in the preceding section, into one of the ten cate-

gories. The observer was trained from several tapes made for that purpose



s . ,
anddin the initial training session freely discussed the definitions,
and any problem areas, with the eiperimenter. Once the experimenter

P S
was confident the observer clearly understood eech category, both
parties independently rated fifteen 10 second intervals. The tape
~was then rewound and results were compared and diqussed
Ig dﬁ%uld be noted that a high level of agreemeﬁt was eVident
from the~outset and that thio eotire:treining session lasted approx-
imate;y 45 minutes. |

a ’Durdng the second traininé Sessioo,\whieh lasted 50 minutes,
the aboveforocedure was repeated two or three timeeluntil'it was felt
by the exoerimenter that the PREP d%%erver clearly understood what was

.

invo%ved, and a high level of(agreement was eviden; between her fatingé
§hd'thoée of the experimenter. At this poin%.each observer independ-
entl&,reviewed a Befies of one‘hundred taped 10 second oosefvagions
;of-chiidren playing. Eéchgobserver independently rated the behavior
observed in each of the.lO second in-~rvals. The results were then
compared. Over 90% agreemene was recorded during the first session,
but a second one hundred observations were rated to ensure it was not
a chence occurrence. The interrater agreement for the second one hun-
dred 10 second intervals was equally.as high (ovef 90%), therefore
training was terminated and ehe experiment began.

During the experiment, whico will be detailed in the following
’ chaoter, tape recordiogs fror two_days-during each of the four phases
of the experiment were selected to be utilized for inter observer

¢ - N
accuracy measures. The results of these measures are located in

47
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Appendix B. Twenty dieagreements in 4;3,observations were recorded.
Only seven of the twenty inyolved a disagreement as to type (e.g.
cooperative vs.>individualistig) Qf play behavior, and four of these
were disagreements betVee;keE;éénry 4 (Patallel Pley) and category 5
(Assoclative Play). Prior to the expeFSment, it was felt thet this
would be‘the most difficult distinction to make and this proved

ﬁﬁ§9 be thefcase.' ! |

Most of the disaéreements did not involve a change of type df

play. The most frequent was between category 3 (Independent Play)
and category y (Parallel Play), both. individualistic in nature.

Allvof the twenty disagreements are recorded in Appendix B,
along &ithvinter observer accuracy measures for each of the ten cate-
gorles during each pﬁése Qf‘the experiment.

The low frequency of observations in some categories make the
scores virtually neaningfess, but measures tanged from‘83.3 to 100%."
It shouid be noted‘that of the fofty“measures made (10 categories,

4 phases’, only three (83.3%, 88.8%, 88.8%) fall belOW<QOZ. All

.results are recorded in:Appendix Bkﬁ,

.?eo



. CHBAPTER IV

“s

' THE+COOPERATIVE GAMES - FREE PLAY EXPERIMENT

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction ) ) : ;s'%“

This study involved two very»disginct seétions. During the
fifst, an instrument for exaﬁintng the‘inter#ctions between children
in a free play setting‘was developed. The second portion of the research S
used this ingtrument to ascertain as to whethgr or not‘a éoopefative
gamgé program had any influence on the ;yfe and extent of social inter~
action Betwéen the children in a freelpiay‘séptingl

: . N :
The subjegts for the study were thirteeﬁ 3, 4 and 5 year old

children enrolled at the University of Albertea, Elementary Education

Kindergarten. »Following‘ajthree wéek'baselinevvideotape measurement

TR

of their free play interactions, the children were '‘given 12 classes
in cooperative gémes'daily, immediately prior to their free play period.

During this experimental phase of the program, the videotaping of
(%) 4 N N
“interactiong between the children in the free play setting was continued.

B ¥

Following the exper;mental phase, the chiidreh were again returned to
. ) ' 1

the baseline condition of no cooperative games. Vidéotapé records were
continﬁéd on their interactions during the free play settipg. This
phase of the project lasﬁed a wegk and a half. During7the fina. - ek
of the study,.tbe éxperimental'cooperative games Qére refinétituted
foll§wed by a videotape‘of free play seséions;'

The videot;pe'sessions'&e:e all doge in the PREP room, an-extensively

\

'equipped playroomvcontaining climbing apparatus, slide, numerous toys,

trampoline, etc. The childrén were ‘taped with 3 VTR units; "Two of

49
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the units took 10 second samples of the children individually “i?
rotating through the class 1ist for a total of 15 observations oti‘
each child during each play period The play periods lasted 3¢
minutes. .
The‘third VIR unit, which had a remote microphone, was set UpP

to capture behavior of the slide area. This“portion of the room

' was not easily videotaped from the platform‘on which the other two

" cameras were located. *1f, while doing lO'second samples, the ?
camera person was unable to locate the child, or saw the child
moving towards the slide area, he/she merely recorded the footage

that his/her VIR unit indicated and .£hat sample was taken from

the videotape recordiné from the third machine. The videotaRes

recordings were viewed by the researcher and a record was madt

the type of play'engaged_in for each lO second observation for.

3

each child. samples of.the sheets used for this procedure aré located

in Appendix A. - .

14
'

Observer accuracy measures were taken during all four phases

project (Appendix B).

The results from these recoxrd sheets were then tabulated to
examine whether OT not the cooperative games program had any effect
. on, the nature of the interactions between the children in 2

free play setting.

Sagple

' The children who served as subjects for the study were

50
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thirteen students enrolled in the University of Alberta Depert¥

ol

ment of Elementary Education Kindergart ..Detailed informa-

tion on each child is given in Table I. A m%ye det@#&ed

Py
. description of each child will be given in»the results‘f
f«‘,&

discussion found in Chapter IV, - .‘ g , TTL

~ The subjects were ;hu; a non—randoﬁly selebted, natufelly"
occufring; ongoing group of childreh.t The level of incqme andl
educatien of.the parents wes well above the national.ééén;
;. general layman's description of the children might 1ndicate

that they were a reasonably healthy, happy, well—behaved group

who seemed to enjoy ;hemselves in,the school.program'and in’

N £

the free pley environment.

Time and'Duration of the Sg&dx

The study commenced -on April 6, 1978 and concluded on

May 25, 1978. - .

Experimental Settings ;

The cooperative gaméé programvwas_held in ;he'eéhee gym at
the Uniyerﬁity~6f Alberta, for ehe'period April 24 to April 28, 1578.
an& thereafter was held ih hhe wrestling gym. The latter was a ?maller
room (12m x 15m), with a cempletely padded floor which made the
crawling activities in some of the games easier for the .children.

_The free play periods were held in the PREP room, which is a

well equipped play room normally ueed to teach play skills to mentally-
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- retarded children. The PREP room is in the ngcatioﬁ Building,
. Whi .

located acrogs the street from the Physical Education Building, which
houses tﬁe gypmeeia iﬁ‘which the cooperative games wer~ taught.
Travel Fime)between the two buildings, for the children, was approx-
imately 5 ﬁinutes, A description of the PREP room and the equipment
contained therein 1s given in Aﬁpendix D. Lecations of cameras
and mejor pleces of equipment are shown in Diagram 1.

The gymnasiums were new to most of the children, but they had
all Bad many- previous play eXperiepces in the PREP room. Scheduled v
free play sessions had.been‘held thege at least once a week since
the beginningkof the schoel year in September, 1977.

Experimental Design

An ABAB design was used. Inforﬁation on each phase is pEesented
in Taﬁle 2. There were several reasonsﬂ%or using this particuiar
design. It possesses all the advantages usually attributed to.a single
subject design in that it: |

(1) Yields a principle of behavior applicable to a partic-

ular individuel whieh is soﬁetimes found to be equally
~nlicable to a numbervof individuals upon replication,.
an. ‘=, therefore, saild to constitute a general principle.

(2) Minim =28 individual subjeet differences as comparisonS{are

rade & ~ween an individual's behavior under one condition
and u- er another condition. (Sulzer - Azoroff and'Mayer,

Y
197 p. 445).



L

In additionm, the ABAB design is a reversal design which has

s 1its major_advantage “that it demonstrates a functional relation

between the dependent behavior and the intervention .

' ’Azdroff and Mayer, 1977, P 450) .

(Sulzer -

One added advantage is that 1t can

also serve as a teaching tool to demonstrate - in this case to the

physic:

design in this study.

cation teacher - just how. effective the program is.

were several additional reasons for using this particular

The relatively low number of subjects (N =

13)

'3
did not allow for a control group without raising many problems with

intervening variables.

/‘
It was also felt that the simplicity “of the

design lent itself well to provide an example to. the practitioner

54

of a simple, clear procedure for loodking at change in physical education

settings without drastic modifications to class schedules and curricula.

Information on each phase is presented in Table 2, below:

Table 2

A B A B
School apr. 6-7, . | Aphvdy-28, | May 10-12, | May 22-25
Déye - 10-143 17-21| May 1, 2, 15-19
. 5-9 e
§- : eI .

‘ ) 4/ . -
Testing Apr, 6, 11, | Apr. 25, 27,|iMay 11, 16,| May 23, 25
Days 13; 18, 20 May 2, 4, 9 18 )

ng’ ’ e i
‘,‘? ‘ N 7
: o 18t ’ : 2nd
Phase. Baseline Treatment Baseline Treatment
0 12 0 3
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Analysis of the free play was done every Tuesday and fhursday
morning thr0ughoutythe 8 week period in which the study was conducted.
The free play ‘sessions, which were held in the PREP room,‘ran,from
©9:30 to 10:00 a.m. During the experimeﬁfal or treatment phase, the
games program was given. every morning from.9:30 until lOfOO; and on
-Tuesdays and Thursdays was followed by a short break in order to move
to the Education Building and time forhjuicerand cookies before the
30 minute free play period fromIlO:30 was conducted.

Experimental -r Treatment Condition -, Independent Variable

The independent variable is defined in the section at the conclu-
sion of this chapter as ""The Games Program'. : The series of cooperative
games developed by Terry Orlick (1977) which were used in this program
are-presented in detail in Appenddx A. The game classes were of N
30 minutes' duration and’ weré conductid by the - author. “VL

The development of the games program was discussed in the last
section of the Review of Literature. The behaviors that are encouraged
by the games are those found in the definitions of categories 5 to 8

SRR \
of the play interactién.iné?rument The main behaviors and. the dependent
variables are touchngr coordinating actions with others to compLete
a task, playing together'iniharmony, sharing of materials and the'taking
of turns, But it is gléar that when the independent variable is defined
quite simply as the cooperative games program, an expansion as to what is

’meant by program" is essential. The program referred to here includes

not only the games themselves, but the entire environmént within which

Y
a



~ren in coptact.hith other children to raise their hands togethergand yell™

[~ ' o ' 56

they were played. vThe games provided the structure around which the

teééher operated, and as such, a close 1$ok at_the rv'es -f the games

indicates clues és to the behaviors thzt were to be encouraged.

It 1is general;y acéepted that‘résulting behavior in any situation is

a functidn of ;He‘interaction bétwéen what, the child Brings'to the

siguation and the env#ronment itself. It.is‘most &ifficulF to

acdurately 15bel:a11 fheLcomponents of the}cooperééi?g gamés play enVif-
. . S

onment. Each child may Belect out different stimuli within that environ-

ment on the basis of what he brings to it. The best;that can be done here

i

{5 to describe the environment from the teacher's pexspective, outlining

o
N t

' what types of behaviors were encouraged or reinforce? and how or what_forﬁ

,
'\
|
'
|

i
i
|

this reinforcemen:. took.
The teacher, in this case ﬁhe éuthor, rewarced zppropriate

responses with praise and a demonstration by the children »f particularly

o

good responses. The teacher made every effort to =void reinforcing\

inappropriate responees by ignprin% those responses and paying partiéﬁlaxl'

v

attention to the good responses.. During the teabhiﬁg of "fish gobler"
. - ‘ 4

(see Appendix A), for example, the teacher stood in closg/proximity to

i
N . . . . ., . “
the children who were hanging on to each\pther and encouraged those child—i

'rescue' as loudly as they wished at the end of each segment of the game. -
. . :

Children who were not involved in the group were for the most parc/ignored.

Oﬁe;cﬁild wvho was particularly aggressive'when making contact with ;he

others was encouraged to "swin" (crawling on the floor) in making contact.

-
|

~

-
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This behavior was then’ passed on to all the‘children and the child who
was originally exhibiting inappropriate behavior was é%inforced by
praise and attention when he performed the appropriate response

In games such as "frozen bean—bag " the children were rewarded
for assisting the other children, and not for how long they managed to
balance the bean—bag Every attempt was made throughout the game playing
sessions to Jn‘ ourage and reinforce behaViors that are outlined in the
definitions- of categories 5 to 8 of the play interaction instrument.

In games such as bgan-bag’ balance, children .were rewarded not .80 much

for novel ways of carrying the hean~bags between the various parts of
their bodies, but for how well they coordinated to. perform the task.
Eramples of comments made by the teacher woul include "Now that's
cooperation, John” You and Sam are really oving together well
"Good, Sally:. That was nice of you to help David."

On several occasion% the teacher presented a new game to the
children through one of the Sesame Street characters, in this instance
Grover. It was apparent from the outset that the children were very fond
of Grover, and he was used frequently to explain the rules, and issue outa
the praise and rewards. No actual puppet figuf/ was used but the author
merely imitated Grover's voice.

In summary, it might be said that the teacherbused‘all the princi-

ples of good teaching behavior to instill cooperation in the children that

one might use to teach any skill. A very definite attempt was made to

l1ink the reward -*in most cases. 2 pat on the back a positive comment,

L.

or’attention - to a specific cooperative behavior.

2 i
4

#



AN

It will be noted from the day to day report in Appendix A that v

certain games were played more frequently than others. This is becahse'

the children were free to choose one or two games a class, and they invar- .

iably chose 'mon-elimination hot potato", or yfiéh gobbler",

|

Data Analysis

&

NN - :
The analysis of results will be presented for the group as a whole

as well as for each individual. It is realized fhat certain liberties

¢

are being taken in preséﬁ%ing group results from an experiment using a
’ 4 . .

- single subject design. It was felt, however, that the group could be

-of the experiment. Demographic information from a teacher, ﬁlus‘graphf

tréatéd as a single unit, should the group mean and the median be of rel-
atively the same magnitude. This proved to be the case for all phases

)

resultsléﬁ changes\in the frequency of categories through 5 - 8 ;hrougdouc
4 phases of the éxpefiment,'will‘be preéented for each child a{& for the
group albng with a discussioﬁ’of those results. A percentage breakdown
of each cﬁild's obseryations over the 10 categories will be presented

and‘discussed.' A similar procedure Qi;%bbe used for the results of the

group as a whole. A final table for each individual will provide

information on the average number of cooperative play interactions

A he/she had with each of hié/her‘classﬁ;tés during thé play period in each

‘interactions.

o

of the fbu; phases of the experiment. Iﬁis;iﬁformation will provide an
indication of the extensity ' (the number of other children involved)

as well as the intensity/(ahd~with what frequency) of cooperative

N
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There will be no statistical analysis of the results to deter-
mine the significance:  This author will .consider results to have
prractical sigqifigance" should these vary by 10% from treatment to

T

treatment, or between categories within the same phase. The results‘°

are presented in such a mannef that the reader may himself decide on’

1] ' :
the significance of the finding.

v

Limitations

*

It is necesséry to -acknowledge the following possible limitatdions

on this study:
(1) This étﬁdy couia ﬁave been limitea to a small degree-
| in that no first—hanqyaudio recording Qas possible
e#qept on phe s;idé area camera.
(2) This study was very slightly llmited in ghét supporﬁiﬁg _
piilars in the f(ge play room preéenfed.ﬁinor intérfer—
ence with some of the videotaping. | .

-

Delimitationé

59

It is necessary to acknowledge the following delimitations on this

‘ study:

(L) Thé study was delimited to an 8-week time.périod, April 6
" to May 25, 1978. | |

(2) The study was&Helimited to a sample of thirteen Canadian
‘children between the éges ofn3 yréQ 10 months ;nd.S yrs.

10 months attending the mofning classes at the Department

of Elementary Education Kindergarten at the University of

Alberta at Edmonton, Albéfta, Canada.



(3) The study was delimited in.that the analysis of the free
play was done with three VIR units and behaviors were
tecorded in ten pre-determined categories based on 10-second

observation intervals.

Definition of Terms

¢

The definition for each category of the instrument to analyze

‘play is found in the first section of:Chapter III.-

\ .

Independent Variable in this study is the games program.

Dependent Variable is cooperation as measured in categories

'

5 to 8 of thexinteraction instrument. . ;

Gamesf?rogram 1s a series of cooperative games given in physicaw

education class to the subjects. These games are outlined in

o
-

Appendix A.
Subjects Qere 13 children attending the kindergarten program con-
, ducted by the Department of Elementary Education, University of

Alberta, March 1, to ﬁay 24, 1978.
PREP oom is a playroom in which free play periods were held A
detailed description of equipment and dimensions is given in
Appendix -D. | |
Free Play occurs when the chiid directs. .his: own play, deciding

i - . which toys he will play with and how.. He is influenced only by
his peers, the play environment, and the teacher (when safety or
another child's welfare hecomes a'factor). The teacher is present

in the room but tries to remain uninvolved. When,he/she is

&

approached, an ‘attempt is made to break the contact as soon as

possible without directing the child's activity



CHAPTER V
THE COOPERATIVE GAMES - FREE PLAY EXPERIMENT

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Introduction,

G

The first'set of results to be presented and discﬁssed in this
chapter are those of the group as a whole. The“group information 1is

presented in advance of individual re$u1t§ tq facilitate comparisons
&,
-2”"& . »
between each subject s results andgtrend# %s&ablished by the group.

PR

Tt

The second portion of this chapter will present results and

T

discussion for each individual subject. "Background information,

provided by the two teachers, will precede the discussion of each

g

subject's results. The background information,is taken from é tape ﬁg
recorded interview with one of the teachers. %It is,_for the most part,
a transcript of those tapes and has only been edited:slightly.

_The teacher, 'who holds an M.A. in early childhood education,
was .asked to provide a little background information on the child
that might be helpful in interpreting free play (pre experiment)

-
behavior. It is nqt presented as a complete portrait of each subject

and'his/her socialization to date. The material is presented in order

to provide the reader with some background information which might assist

in explaining the behaviors exhibited by that particular child It is

presented with the hope that, when coupled with the results of the: analysis
of each child's play, a reasonably ‘clear pictsre and more informative

analysis will emerge. _ "

61
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Group Results

N The results for the group are presented’in Tables 3 and Z,

and in Figore 1 and 2.'\Tab1e 3 1is a-suﬁmary of the number of observa-
tions of each type of piay recorded during eacﬁ of the four phaaes |
ofothe experiment. This information was then collapsed into three
main categories of play (Solo, Cooperative and Competit{ﬁ&)-from the
teo basic categorieé.. This, and tbe percentage of time spent in each
Aduring‘the‘four phases of the experimeat,’is presented in Table‘4.

v Figure 1 graphically presents the percentage of time subjects
were observed in each type of cooperative play for the four phases of
the experimentf_iAiso presented in Figute.l'are bar graphs depicting
the mean and median fordthe gfoup cooperative score (cateéories 5—85.

The main focus of‘this regsearch, as outlined in thebstatement_of
the oroblem in the first chapter, was-to determine the effects of coopera—
tive gamea partictpation on theanature of social interactioa amoag the
subjects. The collapsed categories in Figure'l and 2 are used to
indicate changea in the cooperatiﬁe category of play which is of par-

ndticuler interest tofthis study; Figure 2 preaents the collapsed data
for coooerative-play behavior of the group for each testing day duriné

the four phases of the’experiment,
Discussion of Group Results

It seems clear from the'inqumation presented in Table 4, and

Figufe 1 and 2, that the games programfhad a stroag effect on the amount

' of total overall cooperative play observed in the free play setting..

The baseline group mean of 13.2%- indicates, as Barnes (1971) pointed out
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.

that cooperative play is at a relatively 1ow tevel when compared with
solo or independent play (77.47)

Figure ‘2 indicated that the percentage of time observed in
cooperative play increases dramatically during the first treatment period‘
to a magnitude of 51.17 on‘the last day, with an overall mean of 47.17
for the five test days during the first treatment phase.

The exact nature of the effect the gamee program'had on the
children is not clear at this point. Howeuer, the sudden drop to a
group mean of 27. 7% during the reinstated baseline condition suggests
that the games are indeed the i@fluence. The reviewfof literature
stressed that cooperation was a learned response (Azrin & Lindsley, 1956;
Cohen, 1962 and Cohen and Lindsley,’l964), and the subsequent rise to a
new high of 53 OZ (group mean) during the short three day second treatment
phase clearly~indicates an improved performance establishing a connection
between the g;nes and the increased cooperation between the children.

Several: other facts support this contention.l Prior to the second
. baseline phase, it could have been argued that rehearsal was the only
factor influencing the quality of free play, but the fact that a fairly ‘
high level of cooperation was retained and the rise to even higher leveis
during the second treatment suggests a pattern similar to that followed in
most performance inproyement situations where a condition is introduced,
removed and re-introduced again. ‘ . i e

Ancexamination of the four bar graphs at the top‘of ?igure 1,
however, indicates that the increase in cooperative play performance was

primarily due to category 5, associative play, during the first treatment

v



phase, &nd category 8 during the second treatmenf phase.u Categories

6 and 7 did not contribute at all to the increase in overall coopéfative
play. There appear to be several ﬁossible explanations for fhis finding.
First it can be argued that cooperative assisting behaviors are of a

higher ordeE in the hierarchy of cooperative behavior thaﬁ either of the
fother categories. Behavior of this type‘is péimarily intrinsicéily motiva-
ted and thus requiresAsemE type of internalization of the coﬁcept of co-

operation.

1

A second possiBle'explanation, which would also help explain the
low level of behaviors in.categbry 6, is that the games did not emphasize
category 6 type play behaviors. 6nly one of the‘games played contained a
clear assistive orientation (Froﬂen Bean-Bag). None of the games were
specifically ditected at phyéich;contact behavior (category 7) without
some task coordination Being invélved. ‘

Anvanalysis of the games very quicﬁly yields the conclusion thaF‘
tb§y are almost entirely geared towards categéry 8, cooperative task

&

coordination, and to a somewhat lesser extent, category 5, assoclative
]

play. The most plausible conclusion, therefore, is that the cooperatfve
play behaviors exhibited by the children closely resembled those reinforced
within the games setting. There was no apparen{ transfef to othér forms of
cooperative play that were notlso directly and héavily reinforced. There
is no way to égtablish if time‘was a limiting factéf. Perhaps if the game
‘playing had continued, a transfer to higher order coopefa£ive behavior

would have been more evident. ' -
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Table 3 gives a more detailed analysis for all ten types of
play. There are several points of interest. |

There was a reduction in behaviors observed in solo categories
1 and 2 (unoccupied and onlooker).during both"treatment‘phases. During
the first treatment phase the major portion of the increase in play may
be accounted for b§ the increase in associative play (category 5), wherej

as during the second treatment phase a more advanced form of cooperative

» .

play, that of task coordination (category 8), accounts for 32.9 of the
.group mean of.SBZ cooperative play. ‘ |

As discussed above,vassistiVe or.helping behaviors (category 6)
are constant throughout the experiment, and appear to be unaffected by
the games program. The same may be said of‘cooperative physical contact
behavior (category 7). ‘ : R ,

>

It was expected that the games program.would have\a side effect
of reducing negatiye social interaction. This was true for'the first
treatment phase where the number was cut to‘ES less than half the 52
observed during the same: number of observations (866) during the baseline
geasures. During the second baseline, however, the percentage was up‘
to 6.8%7, slightly above the 6% first baseline measure, ano climbed even
higher (7.17%) during the second’treatment phase. There were 25 negative
social interactions during this second treatment phase. An examination
of individual results suggests some possible explanations for this apparent
overall rise of 4.2% over the first treatment phase.

of the 25 negative interactions observed, 23 may be accounted

for by 4 of the subjects.' Subject LlO) had 10, in the two test days;

‘
ot
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’“L:. . Y

e o , ‘ .
Subject (4) had 5 in the only day she was present during that phase,

“and Subjects (6).and (13) had é petween them. Thére are several possible

-causes for this observation. Subject“(4) was classified as a hyperactiVe'

child, and alaerthe teacher noted on rainy days that all the children

’

~

went "berserk indoors' and on the 1ast‘test day it was raining heavily: ,
There appears to be’an inability for subject (10) to deal with \_
;the increased socialzcontact during the treatment phase. This-wiil . 5
“be discussed when the individual results jare presented in the second |
ﬁDsection of| this chapter. it is sufficient to note here that this s&%ject
accounts for hO?hof the negative social i%teraction. | .
Subjects”(6) and (12) ccount fqr ost of* the increase in the
'cdmpetitive play‘behaviors_(category 10) Furingkthe\experiment, and on
eight occasiops auringrthe finel phase thy cémpetitive pley Behaviors |
observed;snifted in natdre te become negative social interaction (category)ﬁ).-

,,‘ . o

4
(category 9) The majority of the eightlinteractions resulted from what K

,.(

started out as fun competitive wrestling\or chasing activities but changed v

\

when one of“the children was overly aggre(sive or’rough.‘ Subject (10)

was involved in most of these instances
‘Table &4 presents groun means for the three major types of play
It. %s interesting t;\note that there is ‘an increase in competitive’
play behavior in the last two phases of the experiment, lending suppo t
ubfpr Meed's (1941) cotitention that the tw cqncepts:(competitive"and co-
?ﬁerative) are not incompatible opposite~-5nt are to some degree rglated.

" A'rigse in cooperative behaviors does not ensure avsubseqnent drop [in

. observed competitive behaviors. .
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Y

In gummary, the results clearly point out that the céopérative
games program in<1eased cooperation, as measured by categori;é 5 - 8
in free playfperiods. The fact' that the group ‘pedian (figure 1) are
within 3z of the group mean indicates that this increase is not due to a
drastic increase'on.the paz} of a few subjects but is. due to.a general
increase in cooperétive pléy”?or most of the sample in the play setting.
The reSults for individual subjects will be more closely examined in

r

" the séction that follows.

@



Individual Results . - i

.»The results for each subject are displayed in the Tables 5-30

and Figures 3—15n There are 3 sets of results for each individual.

The results, for each subject, are presented together to provide easy

access—and reference to the information for any one individual. ~

The first figure outlines in graphic form-the percentage of
observations during which that individual was observed in cooperative
play (categories 5 - 8) for each free play period. The table that
follows each graph displays the average number of cooperative int:r—
actions, per free play period, a subject had with his twelve class-

" mates during each of the four phases of the experiment. It should be’
noted that this information is -provided to help determine the extensity
(number of different playmates) as well as the intensity (strength)
of cooperation. Because the table uses averages which are sometimes ;
comprised of relatively few observations over a few days, no conclusion
Vill be drawn from this chart alone without reference to other informa-
tion. It is provided to help shed light on the more substantial informa—
tion fOund in the.first_figure, and to a lesser extent, the second table.

The second table-in‘each set 1s a detailed analysis of the time
the subject spent'in each of‘the‘ten -categggies of play for each of

wthe four ~phag=r of the experiment. v L |

Following the 26 tables and 13 figures (3 per subject) the back-

“-;ground information on each subject, prov1ded by the teachers, will\/

' be presented The discussion of the results, in light of this information,

. . \ A

will then be presented. . . . P
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Teachers' Background Information: Subject 1. : ' ' :

”~

The following information 18 a transcrip: of a tape recorded in-

terview with the head kindergarten teacher. It has been edited slighfly

c e/

by the other kindergarten teacher and the author.

i 4

Subject 1 is in her second year of the kindergarten
program. Her parents are very supportive of the program.
Her mother is a homemaker and her father a plumber.

She has 1 older sister who 1s 7 years of age. She very

- much disliked the teacher last year and was quite negative
towards the new teachers in September and never so much as
-showed a smile, She was very young for the program last
year so that might have been a factor. The only real ,
information that I can think of is*that we've (the teach-.
;rs) seen a tremendous chang from absolutely aloof,
having nothing to do with the children, only Subject 9,
to absolutely rejecting (9) at one stage because of her

; nonsense. We've tried to bring them into the group
separately and now. they are an active part’of the class. '

She lives a.couple‘ofshouses down from (9) so they've
played together frequently and spend = great deal of time
with each other. ‘

Discussion: Subject 1 - Female (5 yedrs 11 months)

Sdbject‘l was present for all testing and gamés' déys throughout

-

tae experiment. It was_clear,from her active involvement that she very

_much enjoyed the games.

[

- It is obvious from Figure 3 that this subject is a model of the -

gfdup_results but the level of cooperative play is.of a much greaﬁer

A

magnitude ﬁhan that of the group. Her final level of 93% cooperaﬁive

~

play is second highest in the claés, very slightiy behind her.frequent--

playmate (9). «‘ o : o T
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The teachers provided information that indicated her close ties

with (9) and this is reflected in Table 5. She was also instrumental
g <
in bringing (2) into the play group of (7), (5), (9) and herself.

The high increase in cooperative play for "all the%e éhildren is
in part alfesult of an "extended family" role-playing situation. This
grouﬁ, without (2), also engaged in many forms of higﬁ task ¢oordination,
some of which were é;pied by the group. One such inﬁovation was the use
of skipping fopes to pull friends around the room on the ramp scooters.

Tagle 6 iﬁdicates that this !subject followed, and indeed Helped
esgaﬁlish, the group trend towards céoperative task coordination as the
main component (57%) of the cooperative index in thé second treatment
- phase. In the firét treatment phase, associative play acc0untéd for 442‘
of £he 73% cooperative plé? mean for this subject. 1In fhe‘bpiﬁion of thei
author, fhis reflects an increase in the quality 6f cooperative play
over that of the first treatment phase.

It can. be clearly seen that she is notAan.aggreséive_qpild.
Following the baseline measuré, no competitive or negative social inter-
actions are‘teéorded. That shé is an aétiﬁé child, however, is shown

by the low, and in some phases nonexistent, frequency of behavior in the -

Solo Unoccupfed and Solo Onlooker categories.

Teachers' Background Information: Subject 2

- The following information is a transcript of a fape recorded inter—,

view with the head kindergarten teacher. ‘It has been edited slightly by

.

the other kindergarten teacher and the author.



Subject 2 has only been in the program since )
February. Both she and ‘her younger two-year old »
brother are adopted. = Her father is'currently com—
pleting work on his Ph.D. and her mother is a home-
maker. She was born with & lot of physical problems~-
stomach troubles and the like - and d 3 major »
operations in her first year. She i§ a very shy,
quiet girl who doesn't frequently converse with many
‘of the children.

She had traumatic experiences as a child chat
included separation anxiety due to the fact that she
had spent a great deal of time in the hospital. She v
was still, going into 'z hospital after she had learned
to walk and this had cet her back a fair bit as at one
instance she came home and she could just crawl.

She did not talk until recéntly. Part of the
problem is that her brother is & v::y. outward-going child
and tends to organize the family. He talks and he does
a great deal of things for (2). She has been having a
lot of clinical help for her speech as well as help from
some psychologists. They classify her as a passive
child with a tendency towards rebelliousness.

The parents really didn't indicate any misbehavior
problems at home and the father has given me a good '
indication of what they expect from her. . They are not
pushy parents at all and all'they‘want is for her td be
happy.  They are willing to give her a lot. ° They
really 7on't have any ideas as to how clever the children
are but they put a lot of time in with them.

‘I have been amazed at the number of professional
people who have called up to ask how much of a behavior
problem shé is. We have worked with her for months and
‘never had any idea of that at all. It's been a matter
of building confidence in her and she has adjusted
tremendously.

In terms of talking, she isn't the most outward-
going child in_the class. It is true you could count

the number of words she says each day, but she has learned

many things. She knows the whole routine of the
kindergarten. She has learned to select activities
and things that we thought she wbuld never learn to do
and she has learned them in a couple of days.

We (the teachers) find her to be a very sensitive
child. Apparently she really loves kindergarten and it
has brought out a lot more language at home because she
18 stimulated and has things to talk about and things she

wants to tell. The parents are very pleased. The
‘other day, however,- and it was partly bad planning on my

114
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part, we had activities that were too difficult for her

and I lost track of her. I found her standing sobbing e

at the door, waiting for her mother. We (the teachers)

had decided that we were going to emphasize some work

we hadn't done for a while with the five year olds. —~_
It is hard to accommodate the whole group due to the
age range. It took a lot to get_her back in-and it set
-her back-a couple of days She is very sensitive like
that,

[
|

Discussion - Subject 2 - Female (4 years 3 months)

Subject 2, as the'teachers' information indicates, was a shy little
girl who was not overly involved with. the other children It 1is evident
from Table 8 that she spent 977 of her free play in solo activities and
had only two incidents of social contact, both of which were of)no signif-
‘igance. In the one instance, she was picked up by Snbject 7 and in the
other she passed Subject 6 the/rope. The high percentage of Independent
.Play (category 3 - 76%) and Parallel Play (category 4 - 16%) indicates,
however, that she wag far from inactive.

| The games program effectively channelled this activity into the
associative and task co-ordination categories. She very much liked the
games and it was most interesting to watch her and recognize the joy on her
face at holding someone s hand, as in retrieving a bean bag to release

l

a classmate in "frozen bean bag'. From‘the first day she was involved,
initially with great caution but soon with the same abandon as her
classmates.

Her mother was pleased with the teacher- reoorted progression, and

came to watch the games and 1ater free play (from behind a one-way mirror).

The results, as Figure 4 indicates, were dramatic. During the first treat-
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ment ;hase; her mean cooperétion per class rose from an almost non-
existent 3% to a most respectable 56Z;

When the games were removed, she dropped to 15% but éeveral dife-""
- erences in her play were recorded as compared with the first baseline
phasé. Table 8 éﬁows an increase to 16% in solo onlookgr behaviors.
‘What this table'does pof shpw is that she was now onlooking frpm ¢close
range and approaching magy different groups of chiidren and watchiné and
lisfening to.their play and cqnversation.

In the second treatmené phése, Fhere was ah important shift in the
nature of her pléyvalthough, as Figure 4 indicates, her mean percentage
was SSZ,Vabout;thé sara as’for her firét treatﬁent phase (567%). Table 7
givés evidence of t ': shift. |

In the first treatment phase, her cooperative play was primarily of
a role piaying varlety and was éomewhét.codtrolled by Subjects i, 7 and 9.
Because of her sizé, she was aséigned to be the baByvin the famiiy of role
‘ players. 1Indeed, on the last day of this phase; heﬁ cooperative play dropped
to‘27Z,‘éé she f£;a11y becéme dissatisfied with the rather passive:role and
béing.kandled by the .children. Ip several observations an this d%x,_the
teacher, provid&ng audip for one of the‘taméras, éommented oh Subject 2
.leaving the scené and on her shift in'intefest.' Duriﬁg the second tfeakment
phase éubject 2 began to seek out‘her own play coﬁpaniods. As is evideht
from Table 7, she still played in the "exténded‘famiiy" with (1), (7), (5)and
(9), bu£ this was now at her own initiative. She chose, more frequently,

(7 times per class) to play with (12) in a '"take turns" type of game on the
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trémpqline and in other areas of the room. More wi%l be saidvof this
cantaéﬁ in the discussion of Subject 12's results.

‘Finally,ﬂit is interesting‘to note, in light of the background
informati;n, %%at at no time in any of the four phases of the experiment
did the subject engage in‘any competitive ‘play or record a negative social
intervention. |

In summary, the games program provided this-subject with an oppor-
tunity to‘inte;act with her”ciassmates. At first, this was reflec;e& in
free play interactions which were suggested by others, but in the second

treatment, the interactions were more frequently a result of her own

initiative.

Teachers' Background Information: Subject 3

¢

The following information 1s'a transcript of a tape recorded inter-
view with the head kindergarten tééchép. It has been edited slightly by_

the other kindergarten teacher/ﬁ%d the author.

U The third subject is a somewhat different child. He
' has an 18 month o0ld baby sister at home. His father is
currently completing his degree and also working full-time
as-a truck driver, His mother is a teacher and a home-
maker. He 1s the one child "in the class that you ¢an forget
about. As an example, the other day when we went down to
gym, I didn't realize he wasn't there. He is very quiet.

He has a definite pattern that he reverts to when some-
thing happens. When he first started to come to school,
he stayed for about one week near. a ‘toy that was similar to
one he had at home. He was only using it as a comforter
because he watched EVé}yone from that point. One -day, while
he was gone, I removed it. He was very upset the next day and
ran in circles trying to find it. I had to bring the toy
down again. From there, he gravitated towards the other
children. ‘ "
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He is very funny when he first comes to school every
morning and usually it is the same every day. He used
to come in about ten to ten instead of half past nine.
1t was at the time when I (the teacher) wasn't waiting
at the door for the latecomers. Sometimes he and the’
parent had taken all that ‘time to. get from the car to the
door. He would come in, very shy, hang back behind his
mother's dress and tBat sort of thing. When he got in,
we might be in a circle involved in some activity and he
would stand right in back and only come towards the child- . -
ren in the circle one foot at a time. However, the parents
say he very much likes school. : '

S . e ‘

He is having quite a lot to do with Subject 8 as of late.
If you get him by himself, he talks non-stop. He is on to
this idea that he has got to have buddies and he likes
approaching (8) and also (11).

The reason for his being somewhat different as of late
is that he is very sensitive about his mother. He doesn't
like her going to work at all but he likes her being at"
home. She has just started a full-time job this week (&
weeks into the experiment). This morning he had a belly-
ache. He said he would be okay. Today, his excuse’was
that he had a belly-ache but he thought it would be gone
by gym time. . )

You can put pressure on him though if you insist that he
must do something. He'll object but eventually he will
say okay and he joins in. '

Discussion: Subject 3 - Male (4 years 8 months) ) BN '

P

Subject 3,w§s initially a most hesitant participant in the games.
:1 During the first treatment phase he would not play several of the games
or.oniy“play for a few minutes and then fade towards the sideline. He
Qas absent on<«3 of the 12 days duriﬁg this phasef The<bn1¥ game he .
gxpressed a real desire in playing was Non—ﬁlimination Hot Potatoiwach
was p1ayed:ét his request (ﬁpch'to the author's surprise) towards the end
of the first treatment p%ase. In the seégnd treatment period he was much
~more active in all games but still tended to shy away in the more fast-

paced games (e.g. Fish Gobbler). r~
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From Fig;re'S it is evident that there %s no appreciable increase

T cooperative play until the mid—poin; pf the first tréatment phase.
Insufficient data in the secbnd baseline does not allow any assessment,
but.there is an appreciable gain during the‘second treatment phase
to a‘mean of 38%.

Subject 3 never did-estabﬁish an extensity of social contacts 5ut,
as Table 9 indicates, the inteﬁsity of his relationship with' (11), and ta
a lesser degree (8), increases drastically in the second treatment period.
They began to form a small "mountain climbing" social group in the class.
Table 10 indicates tgat in the earlier phaéeé much of this beﬁavior was
parallel piay (category 4) buf became associative in nature. Towards the
end of thevfirst treatment phase, and into the second baseline, he began
to imitate (1D)'s pléy, as (8) had been doing to some extent., He gradually
workgd‘himself into this group in the second treatment phase. Theif main
activity, mountain climbing ekpeditions up the,climbipg apparatﬁs in the
free play room, was initiated by (il).

'The shy behavior indicated by the teachers, coupled with his

absences, retarded his progress till very near the end of the program.

The absences during the second baseline restrict a more thorough analysis.

Teacher!s Backgrouhd Information: Subject 4

-

The following information is a transcript of a taﬁe recorded instrv

view with}the‘head kindergarten teacher. It has been edited slightly by

~

the other kindergarten teacher and the author. b

Subject 4 1s a very active child. She has two brothers,
one 10 and one 7 years of age. Her father is working on
his Ph.D. in education; her mother works on a Bachelor's
degree in education in the mornings and at a nursery school J
in the afternoons. She attends her mother's program in the
afternoon and our's in the morning. )

.
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She was very used to an extended family back in her
home cobuntry and has been somewhat homesick since her
arrival in Canada a short while 4go. She was very com-
placent at the beginning of the Program but had quite an
outbreak in December. She was classified at birth as
hyperactive, so lately she has been kept off food
coloring and the like. Her parents are very busy, always
on the go. She 1s in her mother's program in the after-
noon and her mother says that she's very aggressive ¥
towards the other children. We (the teachers) don't find
her too bad that way, but she will stand up for herself,
She can be very sensitive to other children and she is
very bright and very quick. o

Discussion: Subject 4 - Female (5 years 8 months)

- Subject 4 was a very active participéqt in all of théléames. The
same high level of energy is evident {in fhe free play setting where éhe is
in constant motion around the room. Table 11 shows an indicati§h of tais

: o ) v
in the resul;s from the first 'treatment phase. She made contaptlwith every
class member bu; Subject 5 in the fogr days she was present.. All of these
- contagts, with the exception of (11) are Qf low intensity.

FolIowing a baseline mean of 10%, she shows an.increase of 30 per-
centage points to a 40% mean in the first treatment phase. Missing data
during the reinstated baseline condition phase and the second treatment phase
make- further anélysié impossible,

Table 12 provided some-information on the natﬁre ?f (4?'5 play. /}.
Cooperative tagk coordination, negative Socialvinter;ctién anb gdmpetitive
Play all increase as the experiment progresses. Her play contained a very ¢
definite physical dimension. Her coopérative acts in category 8 reflect
this physical dimension. She, and Subjects 6, il and on one occas;oh 8,
set up the "tube 'swing" game. Two people held a giant truck tire tﬁbe while

the third swung on the climbing rope from the bench or trampdlineﬁﬁnd

k!
>
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bashed into the held tube. She could be most cooperative for this physi—
cal type of activity but at no time was ghe’ observed in any low energy
level cooperative venture, k

The teachers background information on this: child s hyperactivity
1g vital to a clear understanding of her play. At times she was a whirl-

wind of activity around the room and, as indicated in Table 12, a disrupt-~

ive force engaging in a high percentage of negative social interactdions

(367 on lyst day).
Talle 12 also indicates'that'BOZ of her activity duriné the baseline
Phase was of the solo variety (categories 1-4). She had but 47 negative
social interactiye and competitive Play during this two and one half weeks
Period. It seems. apparent that the games emphesis on social contacts and
interaction had an effect on her play, but her energy level was not con-
ducive'to many of the low.activity 1evel interactions modelled during the
ganes. It would be most interesting to have observed the effect of a
program of highly active cooperative games on the behavior of this subject.

The wost ap game, energywise, wasg Fish Gobbley and, without question,

her favou {te, as she requested it each day games were played

ggggbgsglfgéckground Information: Subject 4 //)

L

The following. information is a transcriﬂt of a tape recorded inter-
! .
view with the head kindergarten teacher. It hag\heen'editedvslightly by

the other kindergarten ‘teacher and the author.

’

Subject > has 1 younger brother. fig father is a theatre
prodycer and his mdther also works in drama, His parents
sUgBest that he has been a very different child from the time
he wgg born. They don't think he isg brillignt but they do

/
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think he is different. He seeks out adult companion-
ship as well as attention, but he likes to have a
conversation with you and he brings up many questions.
The pParents suggest that he is very attached to the child-
ren and he talks of them a lot but, until recently, we
haven't geen this and we haven't been that successful in
getting him to play with the other children. He would do
anything but that. . : : -

1f you introduce some sort of an idea, such as a theme
- playing shop or ‘doctors - he is quite anxious to get
involved. He stickssto an idea and he is very methodical.
When we first introduced him to the gym for instance, he
stood back but would not try anything. He stared at the
trampoline for days and then, one day, he got on and
stayed with it all day. He's been like that with a lot of
things -~ words, numbers and reading.

He doesn't really have the means to continue a rela-
tionghip with a child while -they are playing, so he
reverted to hitting a bit. You can explain to him how
you can talk-about what you want and tell the other child
because he has. tremendous language and he knows how to use
it, but he hagglt had the practise. He is the youngest .
child in theg#ogram so that may have a lot to do with it.

-
He taught “himself the alphabet at 18 months and he
could read "anything" at 3 years. He makes up words;
he plays with words. He makes up stories and yet he is not
into fantasy. He 1s a very factual child. -The other day

he asked his mother "Why is it that the sun is out sometimes

and the moon is out other times? Why can't they both be

out at once?" She gave him a funny sort of answer which he
knew 'wasn't right. He kept at her and at her until he found
out the right answer. He chewed that over for weeks asking
questions about it and mow he'swgot it all worked out.

Discussion: Subigpt 5> —~ Male (3 years 10 months)

- Subject 5 was a fairly quiet child'but he took part in all the games,

and ﬁgedback from home received through the teachers indicates he enjoyed

them a great deal. Figure 7 shows his results are in line with those of the

group.

The teachers' backgrotnd information helps to give a clear pic?ﬁ;;
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of his pley: An analysis of Table 13 indicates that he was part ‘of the
role playing group with (1), (2), (7) and (9) that was alluded to in the
discussion of Subjects 1 and 2. The teachers indicated that (5) was

much more interested in being involved.with other children when an idee

or theme was involved{’ Iﬁis was clearly the case as all of the cooperative

interactions (Table 14) occurred through his role as the '"dog" 'in the

Y

"family" group.

There are‘several interesting trends within his play as‘the exper-
iment progressed. As was the case with'Subject 2, but to a lesser extent,
he initiated more social contacts on his. own towards the end of the second
treatment phase. He has only a 207 cooperative 1eve1 on tﬁe lasé day of
the second\treatment phase, but none of these are connected with the role
ﬁlaydng group. For example, he has 2 such contacts with (12) in gtbat end
ball game.

A second trend is a shift away from the teacher and.soio involyed
activitieefkcategories 1 and 2). Subject 5 is the youngest, though not
the smallest, member of the class. ﬁe spent a fair adount'of time with
the'teé%her (e.g. 7 observations on one_day) during the Beseline period
and 277% of hisdbbservatidns were in solo unoccupied or observetkcategories.

There are no observations in either of these behaviors in the final treat-

ment phase.

Teachers' Background Information: Subject 6

The following information is a tramscript of a tape recorded inter-
view with the head kindergarten teacher. It has been edited slightly by

the other kindergarten teacher and the author.
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Subject 6 is\aﬂ£§§gipating child. - ﬁi:(mother is a
- librarian and thomemaker and his father a psychologist.
He has a younger sister who is nearly two years of age.

He 18 a very dominant child and he has superb lang-
uage and 1s very interesting to listen to. I find that
he is one child who gets all my attention if I don't
watch out. He is always in there with the other children,
very loud and yet can be very sympathetic. He seems to
have all the roles worked out, but he does not always use:
the right one. He can be very obstinate at times.

i There is some conflict that goes on between him and
(11). He will at times play off (13) against (11).

He didn't use to hit very much and it has been quite a
recent thing. He seems to be following (11)'s pattern.
Recently they appeared to be working as a-team. One of
them will hit (8) and the other will comé over and join in.
His immediate reaction is to explain it to the teacher.

He will never lie - he just explains it as. it happens.

The other day someone was looking through a hole in
the box. Another person came out and pushed her out of
the way to have a look through. He went up and rammed into
‘that person. He thought that it wasn't right and he took
the time to explain it to the child. He'll hit a child
and run away and sing out to you while he is running
"I'm sorry, I said I was sorry.".

He 1s a real leader and is very social. You can work
with him individually, but when he:3s with other children
you can't pull him out to do a specialiactivity. He likes

" to be with other children - where the action is. His
- father would classify him as a rambunctious child.
- . N

Discussion: Subject 6 - Male (4 years 11 months)

3

Subject 6 was an active participant in mbst of the gamés, althoﬁgh
‘/ggltimes he wou;d suddenly decide that he didn't want to be part of a game
and would sit quietly on tﬁe sidelines until that game was over.
The results in Figuré 8 do not show the clear-cut tfend evident in
the results of most of the subjects dis@ussed to this point. Dgring the e

initial baseline phase, data for the third testing day was made up from -
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extra observation on the fourth day ‘as it was felt that the subject had
\
been absent for too many of the baseline measures.\ Although this

w

certainly shows consistency in the measuring tool (47% to 50%), 1t may

<

. have caused the,meannfor that period to be slightlyvhigh as the made-up

"+ data was done on a day when the subject was, in light of subsequent data,

@ !

very cooperative.

i

During the second baseline phase, the results on tes@ day 11 v

-

(Figure 8) appear to. be badly out of line (734) It~was on'thié~day that
(6) discovered the swing-tube game alluded to in the report on- Subject 4,
‘ and he stay”i with that game for virtually the entire class while other
‘people rotated in, got tired and moved on to other activities. .
It is evident from Table 15 that Subject 13 was his most frequent
cooperative playmate. Not included ‘in these figures are six incidents’

B

'during the second treatment phase where he and (13) cooperated to competev
against Subject 10. All of these were- recorded as competitive\pl;;.

~The low incidence of cooperation with Subject 10 does nbt indicate a low
incidence of contact with'that'gubject:as almost all negativevsocial inter-”
actions and competitive play activities were engaged in against (10)

throughout the experiment.

r It is interesting to note, in Table 15,_that Subject 6 had'no

-

interaction whatsoever with the somewhat 1ess aggressive and milder chilren
(Subjects 1, 2 3, 5, 15 and 9) with the- exception of one interaction with

(2) and (9) when he entered the role-playing situation.

L5

There appeared to be no conflict between he and (ll), and they

maintained a steady cooperative 1evel throughout the experiment as indi—r

r ‘,/

// ‘ ’ /" . -
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r

cated in Table 15. They maintained activity in separate groups with

w L -

the exception of the-rope and tube game discussed earlier.

R

Teachers' Background Information: Subject 7

The following information is a tranacript of a tape’recorded inter-

view with theée head kindergarten teacher. It has bégn edited slightly by
A .

'the other kindergarten teacher and the author ,
ly
Subject 7 started in the kindergartenjprogram‘at
,Christmas time. Her father is a coach and her mdther
is a2 homemaker and a swim coach She has an older
brother who-is 7. years of age and 2 younger sister
who 18 3 1/2 years of age.

She was in another Kindergarten program before

. Christmas, but she lost interest and was bored. She
was okay to start with in our program, but then she
had all this’ funny business of looking spaced out and
crying at times. I didn't know whether she was 111
in health or whether it was an attention-seeking device,
so I had it checked out. There was nothing wrong with
her health and apparently you have got to be a bit
stricter with her. I didn't want to be cruel to her
but there was something drastically wrong with her.

She has worked in with the other children very -
quickly. She can be somewhat dominant at times and
tends to take a leaderehip role when it comes to organ—
’izing activities.

@:

‘ Discussion?'_Subject 7 - Female (5 yeans) .

- .
Subject 7 was a most active participant in all of the cooperativé

;’;:ﬂ".a {:‘\”
games during the treatment phases of the program and was present on; T;- =

A

days throughout the study. The results’ in Figure 9 clearly indicate that
her results are in line with the trend of the group but, as was the case

with Subjects 1 and 9, are of a greater magnitude in both treatggnt phases
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than those of the groupkas a whole. Her-second treatment group mean of
86% is\third highest for the group, only slightly behind her frequent
playmates (1) and (9).\ It can'be seen,from Table 17 that during both
ftreathent phases, she is most active"with those subjects involyed ih the
role-playing extended family situation. "

Subject 7 contributed to the trend of the group in shifting
cooperative activity from associative play during the first treatment
phase to task coordination in the second  treatment phase During .the
‘second treatmeht phase, 697 of her 867 group mean is accounted for by
ihteractions recorded ds cooperative task coordinatlon (category 8).
-Finally,‘it is- evident from Table 18 that, duriﬁg baseline periods, she re—
Verte& back to independent play, as this category accounts for 557 and 417

respectively of her observed play behaviors in the baseline and reinstated

baseline phases of the experiment.

Teachers' Background Information: Subject 8

~

The following information is a transcript of a tape recorded inter-

view with the head kindergarten teacher. it has been editedfslightly by

the other kindergarten teacher and the author.

Subject 8 has one 8 year old brother who is a very
docile chap and (8) seems to have all the energy.  His
father is an instructor at an Institute of Technology
and his mother is a teacher.

When he first came to the program, he wasn't quite ,
four and we wondered what had hit us. He was in a ' \

~ complete fantasy world to start with and was very
boisterous. He would not have anything to do with the

- other children and it is only recently that he has t&}ed

.y

a
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to relate to them. He played alongside the other
children but was completely in his. own little world.

The fantasy world became go - real .for him that the
parentdq thought there was gsomething wrong with his
hearing or his eyes as he couldn't focus on anything

for any length of time. All of that has changed now.

A .lot of the changes came over Christmas. We only

had a week or xtwo off, but it was good for the children.
They came back very, very different. They nee?ed the
break.. : .

About 6 weeks ago, he started trying very hard to

get in with the other children. He's got some great v

ideas for playing around and he's a very friendly child.

Ho was a very social kid before. He would go around and :

with the children but he'd never really stay with

\ " Anywa§, very recently he started approaching other

* child ~but he didn't really know how to do it and he -
gtarted hitting them. The whole class ganged up on him
and it was a scary time for him. I:had a talk with his
mother and, at home, they started reinforcing the fact
that you don't hit other children. Now you hear him say,
"You don't hit. Hitting's a put down and a put dowmn
means you lose a friend." 1It's really coming through to
him so he's trying very hard. o ‘

He's a very sensitive child and the only way you can
get anywhere with him is to give him lots of attention
and be positive. ASs an example, one of the main problems
with him was trying to increase his attention span,
because he is very "jumpity'". When you read a story to
him, you have to praise him to the hilt - "I really like
that. Good bby (8) - what (8) did you bring. today? Put
the bad one in the box....." That sort of thing. We've
geeri a big change in him over the year:} : :

Discussion: Subject 8 - Male (4 years 8 months)

Subject 8 was a very gregarious little boy who pirticipatea?in all
the gameé and was present for all days throughout t?e experiment..tﬂe

very much enjoyed the gameé and was most active in suggesting which games

T
\

sho&ld be p.ayed when the opportunity arose. His results,‘presented
graphically in Figure 10, closely follow those of the group. A review

~ | 9 4
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of Tables 19 and ZQ,,in light of the backgroﬁnd infbrmation provided
By the feachers, presents a most interesting analysis of Subject 8's
play. During the initial baseline phase, Subject 8 had no affiliation
‘with any one group (Table 19). However, despite the fact that only five
coopérative acts were recorded in the period (Table 20), these acts are
‘spread over. 7-of his 12 classmates. Eight hitting'behaviors recordéd as
negative social intefactions (cateéory 9) were also observed during the
baseline phase. During the first treatment ﬁhase, there was an increase
in both the extensity and ;ntensity of cooperative social interactions
with classmates. This is evident from Table 19 as Subject 8 has'social
cooperation with allbbut two of his classmates during the phase.— There is
also a drasfic rédﬁction (Table Zb) in negative social interactions, as |
< “ a
none are recorded during the first treatment phase. Foilowing a re- 2
installation of thé baseline condition, hitting behaviors returned to a

level of 9% of all observations. There was a drastic increase to 207 in

parallel activities and a suﬁéequent reduction in cooperative social inter-

’
'

actions.
- 1
A return to the games program in the second treatment phase of the

experiment saw a shift once more to coéperative activities and a reduction,

again to zero, of negative social interactions, with all but two classmates

included, but one major difference from ‘the first t;éatment phase is eQi—'
dent. Ihefe is a dramatic increase in intenaity with Subject 11 to:an

averagé of 7vcdopefative actioﬁs per class during this phase of the experi-
ment. It was mentioned in thehdiscﬁssion'of Subjec£'3”phat Subjécts=ll énd
8, and to>a lesser exten:'Subject 3, formed é mounﬁéin—dlimbihg c;éw-on the

bars and apparatus in the Prep Room. Evidence of this is aléo preseﬁted in

[¢]
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 Table 20 with an increase to 29% of cooperative task coordination from

the. 8% lawel during the first treatment phase;

‘Teachers' Background Information: Subject 9

The following information is a transcript of a tape recorded inter-~
view with the head kindergarten teacher. It has been edited slightly by

"the other kindergarten teacher and the author,

Subject 9 1is one of two adopted children. She has
one older brother whom I shall call Sam. Her father 1is
a University professor and her mother is a Resources
teacher. _ : » -

She was deaf until she was three and, being adopted,
there were a lot of friends who were making a fuss
over the two children to make the parents feel comfort-
able. None of them could say hew cute she was with what
she said, so they would say how beautiful she was.
The parents maintain that she went through the
"princess syndrome" and used to be a real show-off.

She and her brother became quite overbearing at times
as they were pretty well running the house. The parents
felt they had to do something about it. They enrolled

“him (her brother) in a Behavior Modification program and
thougﬁt that it was unfair to be treating only the one -
child,

It wasn't a very drastic program. As an example, they
might say, "Here is your choice. You can do this or this,
you make your choice. Once you have made your choice, you

.~ stick with it., The food is on the table at 6:00 o'clock;

. if you don't éatJit, it's in the garbage." Once she didn't
eat for about a week. The parents continued to follow
through -with the program. It worked well for him but she
did not respond as well. ~

I didn't really see that much wrong with her before it
started and then we had a lot of attention-getting behavior.
_ We would be reading a story and, even though she 1s one of -
. the oldest in the class, she would be throwing her legs up'
in the_air or anything like that to get attention.

s
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For ages, she and (1) never played with anyone else
and they only talked with each other, quite apart from
the group. - They were both enrolled in this kindergarten
‘program last year. ) '

Since we've started the gym program, she has been pretty °
normal. She is an average little girl, very responsible;
creates no problems, although you must be firm with her at
times., She used to be somewhat sneaky and do things only
when she knew nobody was watching, whereas now she is very
open about it all. I think she is a very good student now.
Her father 1s away a lot and when he goes away, the parents
‘let me know so that I will be able to pick up any changes in
her behavior. I don't think there is anything wrong with her
and you would never know she had gone through any problems.

Discussion: Subject 9 = Female (5 years 7 months)

-
LR
i

T‘.\\

.Subject 9 was a most active participant on all games' days and was

sresent. during all school daﬁs for the experimental periods. Her results,

w

.ike those of (7)‘and (1), are & model exampie of the acquisition of high

levels of cobperation through a cooperative games-playing experience.

Her overall mean of 967% during the seCdnd treatment phase is the highest

in the class.

/’

It is most obvious from the data presented in Téble 21 that during

the first treatment phase, Subjects 1, 2, 5 and 7 are her most frequent

pléymates and that this trend extends to the second treatment.phase.
The extended family situation has been discussed in reference to fhe data

of other members in the group and will not be discussed here. It is of

-

interest to note that Subject 9 engaged in no negative social interaction
or competitive play during either treatment ﬁeriod. She is one of th}g\'~

. ™~
subjects who contributed to the shift from associative play (59%) dur Qg‘\\\

the first treatment phase to cooperative ;ask coordination (79%) du:ing

_ the second treatment‘phase.

3
a
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Teachers' Background Information: Subject 10 , )

'

The following information is a tranécript of a tape récorded.inter—
view with the head-kindergarten“teacher. It has been edited slightly by

the other kindergarten teacher and the author.

Subject 10 started the program in January. He
has one older brother and his father is an architect
while his mother is an artist who works at home.

He played a lot of tricks on me (the teacher).
‘He 1is very sulky only if he knows he is getting your
attention. He can be sick one minute and
cry so authentically that it gets you in. - We have
started being a bit tougher on him and he is working
very well. : »

I don't know what sort of troubles he has with
the other children at times. He tries very much to
be a part of them, but he seems to get bashed around
a fair bit. He likes playing with (12). They are
in the same car pool so perhaps this has something to
do with 1it.

Apparently he likes to play with guns at home
and it very much upsets his mother. She isn't all
that anxious to have him playing with toy guns. He
can be a very aggressive child but I really think he -~
doesn't quite have the soclal tools yet to interact
with the other children as much as he wants to.

Discussion: Subject 10 - Male (4 yearé 11 months) \.
. \
Sﬁbject 10 was present for all of the games periodé, bué\nevgr seemed

, \
to acquire the ability to deal with the physical contact and clogé\social
interaction that we%e part of the games. In short, he éeemgd to e;jpy
the-games very much, but couid not carry out the coopgra;ion required}%
He had particular probléms in dealing withbgames that ;equired a \,
great deal of‘bhysical contact. As an example, in the game of

Fish Gobbler, rather than reaching out and tpuchingfanother person

in order to '"save'' them from the fish gobbler, he was more likely to

AT e e Ny g e T IR e ekt s Ay s e WY
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bowl into them or tackle them and knock them over. This was never done
with malice during the playing of the games Eut more out- of enthusiasm
and éxcitement. He Qas forever coming up wi;h an injury,iéometimes real,
but‘most frequently of.the attention-getting variety.

The results in Figure 12 gte a complete‘reversal of form when com-
pared with those of the nine previohé subjects. ‘The main breakdown occurs
at the midpoint in the'experiment. Prior to that, his results are very
aimilar to those of Subject'S. It is evident frém Tables 23 and 24 that -
following a baseline measure of 187% cooperation and 17% pegative social
_janteraction, there was a reduction to 9% negative social interaction dur-
>ing the first treatment phaseband a great increa;e in the.exténsity of
social cont;cts (Table 23). Duringvthis phase, the subjectvmade contact

with all but one member of the class. A return to the baseline situation

- resulted in an increase to 25% of negative behavior and an increase from

7% to 18% in competitive playt

‘It is apparent that he continued to maké the.social contacts but
lwithout the free play rehearsal of the cooperative gameé. This g?end
continued iﬁto the second treatment phase with an increase to 34% in
negative social interactions and 21% in competitive‘play activities.

- .

A good many of the negative social interéctiops were a direct result of
competitive play with (6) and (13) that changed when one of the parti-
cipaﬁfsvinadvertently'got‘banged around. It islclear from_a perus;l of
the‘video tapes that Subject-lO was mos£ angié&gwto ﬁaké_éociélwéontaqts.

As he moved around the room, he was constantly creating noise and ostenta-

tious gestures to attract attention to himself. When his attempts were
/

y
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ignored , because for the most part‘they'did not fit in with the role-
- playing and cooperative task coordinatioﬁ that were going on at the time,"
-he reacted on some occasions by striking out, at times out of frust;ation.A
Subjeét 10 needed more time in the inifial treatment peri9d and

perhaps more individudal attention sé that he might acquire a method éf ~
making contacts with oth?f children that were not of an gggféssive,-phys—
ical naturet His data, in the early stages of the experiment, closely
resembles thatkof Subject 8 but, in the case of Subject 10, there was

no set program 6f discouraging negative social contact at home and at

the scﬁoo}, as was the case with Subject 8. There 1s no indication whatso-

v eel
AN

ever that this child is incapable of cooperating. \ﬁé“is a very pleasant
little boy who 18 more Ehan willing to participate and does not seem to
act at all out of malice. It is clear, however, that he must be taught

how to cooperate if he 1s to get along and play constructively with other

children.

Teachers' Background Information: Subiect 11

- ®

The foilowing inforﬁation is a transcri:t of a cape recorded inter-
view with the head kindérgartén.:eacher.' It has been edited slightly by

.the.other kindergarten teacher and the author.
o

Subject 11 1s an only child. His father is a Computer
Programmer and his mother is a part-time teacher and
homemaker. :

He goes from program to program. He is here in the
morning, at Montessori in the afternoon, gym on Saturday
and art. lessons on another day. His mother invites -

. children in and is very good at getting .them to work
together, “ut doesn't always know what to do about his
outbursts. She doesn't redlly want him to be over-
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_aggressive, but his father maintains that it is a part
of childhood. '

He is very similar to his father in a lot of ways.
His father was very to the point when I first met him.
"That'll never work with children of this-age...'", and
yet in a couple of minutes later, he fé”a very soft,
pleasant man. I see that in (11).

He was very obnoxious to start with and I didn't think
we would  ever get close to him, whereas now you can talk
to him and he'll listen to you.. You can make him stop
and get his attention and even have physical contact with
him. He used to shy away from that.

He can be very demanding and he loves (6), doing anything
for (6)'s attention. They axe both very similar, dominant
personalities so there is some conflict between them at
times. '

Discussion: Subject 11 - Male (5 years 1 month)

Feedback from Subject 11, his mother andithe téachgrs, indicatéd he
very @uch enjoyed the games program. He was always full of suggestions
as to how we might modify thé games gnd as to what games. should be played.,;
"He was present fd¥ all days dﬁring the two treatment phases.
His'res§lts'are preseﬁted.ih Figure 13 and the meané follow very
closely thosé of thelgroup. Unliké many of_the‘othef §ubjeéts, (il) had
no strong affiliation with any one group, bu; moved from group to group on
his own initiative and spent a great deal of ;ime playing by hiﬁselff
The range and variety of his contacts 1s clearly evidéét.from—fhe data
in Table 25.. In the first baseline treatment, he makes contaét with, every
student but Subject 10, whom he has no dealings with whatsoever through
“he entire experiment. Subjecf 11 was the largest boy iﬁ'the élass and
as a conséquence, (10) hédkvefy little to do with him. "He 1s thg only

subject who fits into the three main groups that operated in the vlay
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environzent. In one instance, he could be performing mountain-climbing”

with (8) and (3) on the bars, move to the role-playing group of (i),
‘(2), (5), (7) and (9) and eventually end u? with (4) and (6) pﬁaying
with the tube and the rope. | ' ¢
His resulté in Taﬁle 26 clearly show the shift from assdciétiveﬁ
play in the first treatment phaée tp task éoordination in the second
treatment phase that was observed in the analysis of group results.
The‘incidence of negative social.interactioﬁ observed for Subjéct’ll:
‘appeared to be féirly constant throughout the experiment with but a verf
small decline. It is, however, important to note thét the nature of the.
. negative social interactions which occ;r shifts fromithose’instituted by
the subjec;(himéelf, iﬁ the baseline observation period, to a reaction
to thdsévwho interfere‘with his play - most notably (10) and (4) in the
remaining phases of the experiment.

‘At no time did he coerce othgrs into playing with him, but mérely
allowed them to work themselves iﬁt; his play if éhéchhose fo do so;
Thére was ﬁo open aggression visible between‘he‘and (6) and for the firét
three phases of the experiment (6) was his most frequent playmate; but not

to any great degree. During the iast phase of the experiment, the second
treatment phase, (8) became his mountain-climbing partner and thus most
frequent playmate;

Subjeét ll's'play was‘most interesting to observe. He displayed a
wide variety of activitiés, soﬁe of them very elaborase and he led the way
to many new types of play for the rest of the children. ft was Subject 11

who discovered that the small chairs used during the cookies and julce

break, when turned on their side, made excellent "cars.' He was fascinated
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by ropes and established the mountain-climbing fantasy. It was (11)

. e ? .
who inventgd the rope swing into thqgiuﬁe game and, at one point, ha

(6) and (13) engaged in a moon landing expedition with small chairs tied
?ehind their, backs with;ropeé;z§imulétiﬂg‘astr6nauts' paraphernalia.>

@

Teachers' Background -Information: Subject 12

The following information is a transcript.of'a tape recorded‘inter—
~ view with the head'kindefgarten teacher. It has been edited slightly by

" the other kindergarten teacher and the author.
J

Subject 12 has an older sister, a younger brother and
a new baby in her family. Her father is a professor at
the University and her mother is a homemaker.

They have. one of the closest families I have ever seen
with a very strong sense of family identity. We have ’
found her to be almost a model child in gsome ways and, on
_the other hand, she sits back a lot apnd waits for directions.
1f you introduce a day in which they are free: to make

choices, she needs help. Not always, but she does need some
direction: - She loves adult attention. During gym or free play,
"ghe'1l do things such as "I've got a secret and I'm not going
to tell you'" so that you will stay with her. She likes
running away so that you will chase her. She likes talking
German, thinking that you won't know what that is.

Ag, far as playing with other children goes, we have a block
area at the school that was a bit below her at first. "The
other children would all be getting into a Star Wars theme v'“
and she was not going.tofcondeécend to that, but now she is
right in there with the others. She is very much loved by the
children, particularly the younger ones. She is very motherly
to them if th-y approach her. She does not approach them
very often. ;

. I've never found her to be any sort of problem, but when
the parents-dame for an interview, they asked me 1f she had
any tantrums. I was amazed. They said that she has a violent
temper.. Obviously she doesn't think school is the place for 1it.

- Her sistef is her best friend and ﬁhey shafe everYthing'
* together. The girls and the mother do a lot-of things together.
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I don't know what sort of program the mother has, but
whatéver she does, she seems to include the girls in it.
They do wonderful things so I ghess she gets a lot of her
friendship at home. ’

 piscussion: Subject. 12 - Female (5 yearé 2 months)

A
LNy
"t

Subject 12 -was present on all testing and cooperative games' days

during the experiment. She expressed great interest:in the games pfogram
, ‘ p .

snd very much enjoyed being active with the other childréen.

Her results, presented in figure 14, show a moderate inorease in

+

cooberation when compared with those of the group. A closer analysis of

the activities during each of the four phases of the experiment is necess-

" ary for a clearer understanding of Subject 12's interactions with her

clasgmates. During the inicial_baseline phase, Subject 12 played pretty

3mUCh‘by-h€rSelf and almost always on the trampoline, her favourite piece

'of equipment, She also used it as a vantage point from which to observe
other children's play and in all phases of the experiment had a fairly high
pérQentage of onlooker behavior. Of the four cooperative play behaviors

observed during the‘baseliné phase, all occurred on the trampoline.

3

 During the first treatment period, there was an increase to a mean of 25%

in Qookeration,‘but all of these interactions still took' place on the
trampoline, or on the border of the trampoline, which was used as a piatf

form for SWinging on the climbing rope. This resulted, as is evident from

‘Table 27, in a sbight\increase ‘in the extensity of the social contacts that

(12) had with other subjects; but in no great appreciable increase in .inten-

" slty, She did on one occasion play -a bouncing game on the trampoline with

P
Subjects 4 6 8 and 13, thus accounting for higher scores f/i those indi-

/,/

viduals. - ’ » ‘

B IR R A T
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A slight shif¢™SWGgSed 1n her cooperative play during the second

baseline even though/sh

these occurred/iniother areas of the rgom as she began to move away from

recorded but seven cooperative acts. Three of

the trampoline. In the final treatment phase, only 4 of her 11 cooper-
ative acts occurred on the trampoiine, theArest occurring at other points
in the<room. Table 27 shows a tremendous increase_in the_extensity of

- her contacts as she Has at-least one cooperative act with all,but one of
her classmates. It is also evident that she became more heavily involved
with Subject 2. She took (2) under her care and played with her at

various points in the room.

Subject 12 was a very pleasant girl who willingly shared the trampo—

line and other pieces of equipment with those around her, but who did not
establish any close contacts during her play, with the notable exception
of Subject 2 during the last phase of the experiment. This contact fits
in very well with the background information giveén by the teacher as to

Subject 12's ability to relate to the younger children."

4 . ’ B T
. i

Teachers' Background Information: Subject ‘13 ‘
The following information is a transéript of a tape recorded inter-

view with the head kindergarten.teacher.' It has been edited slightly by

the other kindergarten teacher and the author. B

!
i

. Subject 13 has an older sister who is 8 years of age.
His mother teaches music at homé and his father is'a i
,University professor. _

At the beginning of the year, he was a very shy boy and
hardly spoke to you at all. He was in the program last -
year and was 'very quiet. This year, theke are more boys
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his age in the program and he is in a car pool with (6)
and (11). He gets along very wellwwith (6) but there is
~a bit of friction between he and (11), althouy. not.that
much. He was a very passive onlooker at first and slowly
got involved with the other children in the block room
of' our school. He likes a common activity with others
in that area. He 1s not a leader at all and, until
Christmas, he followed (6)'s direction. (6) always sets
the pace. After Christmas, there was a very distinct
change in him. He would answer back and follow only when b
it suited him. He now stands up very well for himself.
He'is a very bLeasant child,ﬁith a nice disposition.

Discussion: ‘Subject 13 - Male (5 years 10 months)

Subject 13 was present for all school days during the experiment!
and was a most active participant in the cobperétiye games program.

His results (Figﬁfe'lS) élosely follow those of the group for_thé
first three phases of the experiment, but his ievel ofbcooperative play
(247) for thé second treatment phase is well below the gro;p mean (537).
Onevof the ;éasons for this. decline is a rise in competitive play to 34?
\Table 305. In the discugsién of Subject 6, his most frequent playmate
‘Table 29), reference was qade to thei; dompeﬁ%}ive play,&@tﬁ (10)

“aé"the opponent. There was indeea;great cooperation betweén (6) and
(13) im terms of chasing together,,c&mmunicating as to what to do and 7
where klO) was, coordinating "attacks" etc., but becéuse the nature

. *

~ of the interaction #ith (10) and the activity as a wh. 'e was compet ive,
tﬁese observationsrwereAclgssifie&‘as category 9, compe: ~“ve play.

This, once again; raises the parédoxical nature of the .ationship

between competition and coopéragion. More will be said on that issue in
the conclusion in éhapter VI. £t suffices here to indicate that there is

’

not the clear distinction between the o concepts that many research-

~ N

ers would seem to suggest.
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As was the case with Subjects 6 and 10, thére-appears to be a
connection Between the rise in competitive play gnd an increase in
negative social interactipn. Subject 13 follows a simila¥ trend with
an ;nitial decline to 02 during the fif;t treatment period, where the |
majority of interactions were of a cooperative nature, but a subsequent
rise to 7% and 177 during the last two phases (Tabla_}O). This rise
mirrors”a rise in competitive play behavior, apd a review of the~video-
tape'recorQings indicates that 807 of the negati?e interactions in the
second experimental phase are a direct result of competitive play which
evblved into negative social iﬁteractions. None of the negative social
iﬁtérgﬁtions for Subjéct 13 appear to have resultedwfrom cooperative

interactions evolving intg this type of behavior.
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COOPERATIVE GAMES AND CHILDREN S PLAY:

AN INTERPRETATION

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter . is to comnsider, in light'of the re-
sults of the. cooperative games free play experiment, the three research"
questions presented in Chapter I. A fourth analysis will also be presented

a critical review of the instrument.

Research Question 1

What are the pléy\patterns of kindergarten“aged children and what,
more particularly, is the nature and level of their. cooperative play?
Th¥s question has been dealt with in greatVdetail in the preceding

Chapter,, s.sufficient to say here“t%at'the baseline measures of free

play behavior are very similar to those found by Barnes (1971) HIn par-
ticular, a 1ow degree of cooperative play and a very high degree of solo

or independent play was evident in the baseline measures in this research
as was the case in the Barnes Study:' - _-.,fﬁ

Fiur

Research Question 2

. 7 . ' ;:“‘.4” ~“ .
What is the relationship between cooperati§e, competitive and indi-

vidualistic free: play behaviors? (".v A

<
- _,x..-_y

It is of interest following ‘the completion of the study, to once

' ‘II
_ again look at the nature of the relationship between competition coopera-
'tion and individualism In t&g review of the literature, the presentation

“=on this topic was drawn mainly from the work of Margaret Mead (1961).

Lé '
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She suggested that there was in fact a trighgular relationship betwegh.jn,

the three concgv* . This relationship is presented in Figure 16 along

Mo
v

with an attempt : ¢ author, in light of current feseafch, to locate o
the ten’categofies of play on the sides of that triangle much as Mead

located different cultures (see page 14), It should beYﬁa&ed‘here that

E *
! |

"the midpoint on each side of the triangle is taken as the most intense
development of that emphasis while the places nearest the apexés stand

in a more intermediate position.":'(Mead, 1@61, p. 461).

Category 1, Solo Unoccupied Behavior, is iqcated'to indicate L

strongly individualistic behavior. It stems from the definitioq of this

&

behavior that the individual is involved with ﬁo—one else énd? in faé;,
is inacti&e and alone. Likewise, category 3 also. represents a'stfongly
individualistic position as the individual strives for a goal witﬁoué
referenée to others. Category 2 is located at a more iﬁtermediate.;;éi— _
tion slightly towar&é cooperative beﬁa?iq; because, by;definitibn, the
child is watching other children play and is well within-talking distance

o

'but does not in Zﬁ& way interfere with thelr play.K‘Category’4,;Paralle1
-Play, is aﬁ even moié intermediafe Epsition becau;é, although the child
is "doing his own thing," he is sharing space with Othef éhildren and 4n-
deed in,mahy cases, pleces of equipmeht, toys, etc. However, hé still is
. engaged primarily in individualistic behavior because he partici?ates
without reference to the other éhildren's play.

Category 5, Associate Play, 1is iocated in agstrongly cooperative
position on thét side of thé triangle becauge here the child shares in the

-

play of other children. The children are cooperating in’ the sense of

l
-

Ve ' i



Figure 16

10.

@@
< INDIVIDUALISTIC

- CATEGORY CODE

Solo - Unoccupiled Behavior

Solo - Onlookef

Solo —‘independent Play
Parallel Activity

Associate Play

Co-operative Assistxng Behavior
Co-operative Phygical Contact Behavior
Co—pperafivé Task;Co-ordination

Negative Social Interaction

Competitive Play Behavior

144
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getting along together but dre, égeo definitely with each other
e

An even stronger form of cooperative behavior is evident in cétegory 8
. . . - l “hu:_s 7 -

in which, in Mead's terms, ''the goal is sRéred and it is the relation-

ship to the goal which Holds the cooperating individuals together..

d@

(Mead, 1961, pP- 17) The‘arrows, in connection with the eighth cate-

®

gory, indicate that it cenrbe.very strongly cooperative in the sense
suggested by.Meed above, or may begin to show signs of a siightly com~
petitive orientation where the goal orientat{®n of the group takes on

a conquest—type form. _An example might be where children are trying to

build a big honse together to see how big they can make it.- There is,
i ‘\\ '

>~ in fact, some external standard with which they aré comparing their
end result, but they are cooperatiné in the sense that they all build it

. together, and are not .competing against any other individuals.

~

Category 8, Cooperative Task Coordination, is then seen as being

on a continuum from intrinsic satisfaction and fun at the more coopera-
;) “q:

tive centre position of that side dtgfhe triangle to conquest over some

"external goal or comparison against some standard at the other end of
the continuun whichfie closer to the top apex of the triéngle.
"Categories 6 and 7, in Mead's terms, would be.referred to as
heipfulness "The goal is shared only through the relationship. of the
helpers to the individual whose goal it actually is. (Mead 1937, p. 17)
Categories 9 and 10 are located on the competitive side of Mead's
triangle. Category-lO, Competitive Play, ranges-from a more cooperative

stance, towards the upper apex of the triangle, to a more competitive

stance towards the centre portion of that side of the triangle, in direct
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proportion to the degree to which the loser in the qompetition loses
face. At the upper end of this continuum, activities which are
primarily goal- oriented, such as which group could build the biggest
house, are located, whereas the other end of‘the continuum is reserved
for one—on—oﬁe, "winner take all' activities. /7/
Category 9 is also seen as running on a.cdntinuum frqm satis-~

I

faction in beating'someone (at the centre point on the competitive side

AN
.

of the tfiangiej, to the building ﬁp éf one's éelf at the cqmplete
expense of others (at the apex of the‘triangle formed by,fhe individual- -
istic and competitive sides). This category iS‘cgnsidered_completely
nggative, in that the degrading of the other per;;; or persons is the
primary goal while the object itself Becomes secondary.

Research Question.3

What is the naturg of the effect of'a'coopéra;ive‘gaﬁes—playing
‘- ‘ ‘
experience on the free play behavior of children?

It is clear from the results of the case stpdzﬂpresente@ in
.Chapter V that the games have .a most definite effect on the nature of
the cﬁildren's free play. The most obvious change was an’ihcreaS;
in two of the four categories of cooperative play that were recorded.
The question to be'answered here, however, is: what*was the nature of
the 1link betWeen-cooperatiQe game playing eiperiencevand the rgsulting
4increase in cooperative ffée play? |

B.J. Skinner (£953) labelled.a study by Azrin and>Lindsley

(1956)- as esseﬁtial, because it established, in human behavior, the

principle that cooperative behavior is acquired when it is reinforced,

S
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and it can be extinguished when reinforcers are terminatea. In this
eayly work and in later investigations by many behaviorists, the

N . ’ \ .
general form of reinforcement was some type of candy. Later studies,

.

by Wahler (1967), Hart (1968), Serbin (1977) and others, demonstrated ~

and in using peers. to reinforce appropriate behaviors. .Altman (1971)
investigated the effects of a cooperative response learned in a labora-
tory situation, and social behavior during free play. "M. an M.'

were used to reinforce the behavior in a laboratory setting, but there

was no experimenter- given reinforcéer to maintain the behﬁ@ix in the

~

free play, yet he concluded "this study demonstrates thatva soclal

. response (cooperation learned in a laboratory setting) influenced the

»nature and -the frequency of social interaction in an extra-laboratory

situation (free play).’ ‘(Altman, 1971, p. 394). Sherif (1956) was able

" to reduce hostility between competing_groups‘by establishing overriding ‘:
als which appeal to both groups. The tasks were such that both groups

ffpﬁédto get together and cooperate to reach their‘end goal.'

‘ Although these studies, which are reviewed in much greater detail

in the’third section of Chapter 1I, employ 4 wide variety of methods

and occur in very‘different‘settings, they all have one thing in common:

they all have shown that'cooperation levels can be increased through

reinforcement, and they provide clues to the understanding of the results

of this current study .

The games, much-as was the case in~ Sherif s work, provided ‘over-

riding goals for which the group's members had to cooperate to achieve.
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The children's cooperative efforts during ﬁga}mes vre%%%t in 1) o
. - & A

social reinforcement from the teacher, in terﬂ§ of pogdt il

. ) . ) #3 «'“.: ;

back and praisé; (2) reinforcement ftfom peers, in terms of'p6@4t~

) o o o .
feedback and expressions of affection; and (3), intrinsic reinforce- |

ment, through self-satisfacfioq and a feeling of achievement when‘the
endhgoal is reached. 'Sﬁccessful exéerienée in these envirpn@ents
increased the children's overail feperto?re in cooperative behavior (see
discussion of sﬁb—problem‘l), and thié appears. to have beenﬁdréwn from
in the free play se&tihg. ’

Iﬁ this research, the free plﬁy setfing_does.hoildlffer drastic-
ally from the~gyﬁnasium environment‘in Whiéh the gaﬁés were taught. Both
are pérceived by the children as play environmentsf' There 1is 1i§t1e

. question that phere may be some response generaliiation, in ﬁhat'the

«ichild sees Eoth environments as being similar. “Because hé féceivg§
praise for sharing inﬁthe games' environment, it 1s not inconcéivaﬁle that
he expects similar types of reinforcement within the frée.play setging.
It'¥s also poséiblg; as Orlick suggests, tﬁat "the peers would become
botd models and mediators of'a.respoﬁse‘paradigm" (Orlick, 1977;, p. 34).
Serral of the studies (e.g., Wéhler, 1967)_reViewed in Chapter 11,
c{farly indicate that péers'are very powgrful sources of reinforcement

and, as such, certainly help maintain the behavior that was heavily rein-
forced by the teacher in the game playing environment.
A most difficult question to answer, however, is whether the

increase in cooperative behavior in the free play setting is 'due to some

{nternalization of the overall value of competition, or due to the fact that

<
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there has been a transfer in contingencies of reinforcement from the
cooperative games envirogment.

Two trendé(found in the results of this researchjg;ggest that,
along with t£e';einf€xcemen£ and response égnefalization arguments
presented above, there may have also been some degree of internaliza-
éion: (1) the accommodation/assimilation argument presented in the‘
discussion of.sub—problem; and (2) the fact that cooperative 1evelé
did not drop to first baseline level when baseline conditions were

re-introduced following the first treatment phase. There are several
’ — &
other possible explanations as to why this occi¥rred, not the least of
which is the fact that thebgames had only been withd:awn for 10 days,
buE\it'certainly is conceivable that this small retention represents

some internalization of the value of the concept of cooperation -on the

part of at least some of the subjects.

Instrument Re-appraisal

The review of ghe literature by this author indicates that the
instrument.ugea here is probably one of the most elaborate, to date,
for cataloguing and descr;bing children's play_behéﬁior.

There are more categories of play analyzed in this, than in any
) prévious instrﬁment, and the use of videotape makes it superior to any
of the classroom observer models. The high inter-observer agreement
(95.6%) indicateé that it is not a difficulﬁ instrumeﬁt to use.
»There are, however, some ;ﬁortcomipgs to the present forﬁ'that could be
rectified:without any major modifications being necessitated. The

ninth and téyth categories should be reversed. The analysis of sub-

-~
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problem 2 indicates that maPy forms of competition contain strong
cooperative components, an§ therefore, this éategory (1.e., 10)
might more 1ogica11y~preCede the current category 9 - Negative Socia}‘
Interaction - which at no time contains any cooperative element.
-

The arrows that indicate the range of categories 8, 9 and 10 in Figure 3
also indicaté that these categories could be broken down into several‘
smaller cateéories.in much the same way as wa. done with Cooperative
Play. |

The insf;ument appears to have a fair degree of versétility,
in that it served the functioq of a des&iptor of children:s play aé well
as a method of anélyzing the degree of cooperative piay in children.

With variatioﬁs in sampling procedures and methods, this instrument

could be modified'slightly, and used in a great variety of research

in the area of children's play.



CHAPTER VII

'SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

) Summary
The main focus of this tesearch was to determine ghe effects of
cooperative games' participation on theAnature of spcial interactions
among kindergarten children in a free play eetting. This problem Wae
dealt with in, two phases. fﬁe firet phaee was a critical review of -
theory and reseerch a;d the evolution of tools necessaty to conduct a
natural experiment examining the effects of a cooperatiGe games program
on children's free‘play social behavior (the second phase of the research).
The‘major portion of thiS«reseerch'was the use of this interaetion
'instrument to- ascertain as‘to whethet or not a cooﬁerative games playiqg'~
program hae any inﬁguenge on type and"the extent of soc;al interaction - -
between the children in a. free plag sétting.
The subjects for the study were thirteenbchildren (3 years 10 months
" to 5 years 10 months of age) enrolled at the Universit§‘ef Alberta
Elementary Educatig&yKindergarten. Followi g  3-week basel?ne videotape
measerement*of¢§£eir frte play integadtibns, cbildren were given deiiy
vclasses in cpoperative games (for i; days) immediately prior to their free
play periqﬁe Dhring this first experimental phase of the program the
L ,
Vvideotah%mg of the children's free play was continued. Following this
experxmental phase the children were again returned to the baseline condi—

- tion of no cooperative games, but videotape records of theit interactions

durihg free play were continued. This third phase of the projeet lasted

151
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one and a half weehs; During the final week of study, the experimental
cooperatiVe‘games program was reinstit&%ed followed byrthe videotaping
of free play sessions.

All of the Videotape sessions were conducted’in an extensively-
equlpped playroom containing climbing apparatue; slide, trempoline, and

’

numerous toys, The children were videotaped with with\three VIR units.

c 7 _
The ur s took 10-second samples of th%?children; individually

rotating through the class list for a total of(lg observations of each
child during each play period. The play periods lasted 30 minutes.
The third VTR unit, which had a remote microphone, was set up to capture

behavior of the slide area. This portion of the room was not easily-vid-

S

eotaped from the platform on which thQ other two cameras were located.

If while doing 10-second samples,lthe camera person was unable to

A

locate the child, or saw the child moving towards the slide area, he/she

merely recorded the‘foe&%ﬁe that his/her VIR unit indicated, and that

I{-‘fﬂ

eample was taken from Mhe@ﬂidedtape recording from the third machine.

The videotape record&ﬂgs were vieWed by the researcher and a record was
made of the type oﬁ-glay_engagedxin for eachalQ—second observation for
each child. Sampleskpfvthe sheets used for this procedure are located in

‘Appendix,A. Observer accuracy measures wefe‘taken during all four phases

of the project (Appendix B).
The results from these record sheets were then tabulated to exam-

ine whether‘or not the cooperative games'program had‘any effect on the

nature of the interactions between the children in a free,pley setting{
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The results and discussion wer= presented in the fifth chapter

~ for the group as a whole as well as for ‘each individual subject. _The.

.discussion of;each individual subject’s-results was preceded by back-

ground,informatipnvon each child which was provided by the kindergarten _

teachers. 'The resultd of this experiment clearly indicate that the games
[

. . KT

program had a strong effect on the overall amount of cooperative play

observed in the subsequent:free play setting,' Two of the four Categories

of cooperative play (associa%ive play and task coordination) account for

this change. The baseline group mean for ‘the combined fqur cooperative
categories of th. free play interaction instrument indicates that cooper-
ative play was at a relatively low 1evel (13 2%) when compared with inde—“-

pendent play (77.4%). The percentage of time the children‘were observed

a

in cooperative play increased dramatically during the fi-st treatment

period to a magnitude of 51 l/ on the last day, with an overall mean of
47.1% for the five test days during the first treatment phase. There was

a sudden drop to a group mean‘of 27.7% during the reinstated baseline

condition period which lasted for seven days. 1

i

During the second treatment phase the group cooperative mean rose
. . R ’ Co “* :
to 537 in just three days, cledrly establishing a link between the games

and the increased cooperation in the free play setting. A more /thorough.
. )

analysis of the results for both the group and the individuals was pres-.

ented;in-Chapter v. ' _ '

r

(l) A review of theory'and’research on the relationship

! » \c

structurally and sequentially between types of social

behaviors (competitive, cooperative, individualistic)

R
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(3)

(4)

(5) .
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suggests a triangular relationship similar to that

develdpeduby Margaret Mead (1961) between these types’

‘of social behaviors. (see Figure 3, p. 144) o

The ten categof& interaction instrument developed to
describe coopérative play behavior in Ehildrén'éffree play

proved ¢o be a useful tool for this purpose.

Ah anélysis of children's free play socilal behaiigg‘with the

- interaction instrument indicated that play. patterns in this

sample were very similar to those found in the sujects'’

study by Barnes (1971)." The trefld towards individualistic
béhavior‘that Barﬁes (1971) nq£ d when compéring hisvstuﬁy',

with that of Parten (1932) was evident in the analysis of

the resuits of this étudy. Over 77% of the play behaviors -

observed during children's free play were of the iﬁdividual

+

-

or solo type.
An analysig of children's free pléy behavior following a
cooperative games program indicqtes a major shift from
indiviaual play to two of the cooperative forms_bf blay.
Whefeas only 13.22'ofjthe behaviors observed duriné the base-~
line phase of tﬁé stﬁdy were of a ;ﬁoperative qéture, 47.12‘
were in these categories in the first xreatment.phase and

53% during the §econd treatment phase.

: . S
It 18 concluded, therefore, thagﬁthe cooperative games had

e A

" a major effecfop‘increa§15§(;Zi;;;ative bebaviors during

//,//the/édgéequent free:piay period.

BN - y

. . . NS
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Research

, There are several

tﬁis‘current research that are suggested by tBe results.

i

could be done improving the instrument.

to modification

apparently close link (on the basis of this
specific game behaviors that are reinforced,

free play behavior changes.

is that of play sequence.

It was not intended that this research investigate the order in K
which changes from category to category occur.
which was somewhat 1imited,

research and will ‘be presented with that intention in the section that

follows.

specific behaviors would

The investigation into

possible follow-up studies or extensions to
Much work b

The games themselves are open

and research_ﬁight be conducted to investigate the

regsearch, at least) between
and the exact nature of

One of the more interesting possibilities
A post study examination,
yields interesting possibilities for further

piay behaviors that precede or follow

be facilitated by a changeé in methodology from

the 10 second sample'procedure utilized here to a full 30 minute VIR of

each ehild's play.

Play Sequence

7 .

The children in this experiment’were observed approximately 15

times in each 30(pinute play period

The VIR recordings,ythen, represent

a 10 second sample 6f each child' 8 play ‘behaviors every two minutes.

Although

the two—minute”interval between observations;

it certainly may be argued that much behavior may occur in

it is possible to obtain

a reasonably representative notion as to the flow of the child's play

through the 30 minute period.

cussion here is the

\u

&

0f more particular interest to the ‘dis-

mature of this flow in terms of indiyidualistic,

Y
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o B . R

‘competitive, and cooperative play behaviors. A behavior recorded n
. . e H . ’ i

E tategory 1 or 2, botgw;f w;ich indicated that the child 1s physically . 4
inactive, was most frequently followed by play of an individualistic '
nature - ei;her independent play or parallel play. Only infrequently

--was an obserQation in either of_these f%o cétegérigs followed by a

Y

cooperatiﬁe play experience, and then-only if the initial category'was\
cat;gbry 2 (Onlooker) and not category 1 (Solo Unoccupied). This is
not surprising in that the child may first obéerve the play before
deciding whether or not to enter iﬁtg it.

There 18 no clear trend in the sgbseqqent'behaviors’for category 3
(Independent Play). It may be said tha: the subsequen; béhaviors are
generally unpredi;table ahﬁ that there is élmost equal likelihood of
entering into éﬁy of the other nine categories-of play. Childreg who
were recorded as éngagingvin Parallel Play, the fourth cétegory, most’
freqﬁently were fouha to be engaged in either independent play or
cooperat;ve'play during thé subseq;ent observation. Aé‘an example,

on several occasions Subject (3) paralleled the activity of Subjects‘

(8) and (1l1) in their rope-climbing expeditionms on_the climbing apparatus. "

“

On the ﬁext observation, he was most frequently eitﬁervstill paralleling
their activity 6? had worked himself into the gfoup and was engaged in
some forﬁ of cooperative play. -

lThe cooperative play categorieé - 5,i6, 7 and 8,- most frequently.
were followed by a second obsgrvation of coopefative play. The only °
trend evident 1s that category 5 (Assoéiativé Play) is the freéuent

antecedent of category 8 (Task Coordination).

’
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Category 10 (Competitive Play Behavior) most frequently indi-
cates that the following observation will fall within the same category
or, on many occasions, in category 9 (Negative Social Interaction).

It is of interest to mote that in only two instances in the 146
. : .
competitive play observations during the experiment was an entry in

this category followed by an entry in category 8, and on only six

Al A

occasions followed by an entry in category 5. The vast majogity of the

-

time, there is an intermediate step in category 3 or 4 prior to the

[l

child entering into any cooperative play. The same‘may be said for

category 9, but to an even greater degree, of the 137 observations

‘in this category during the experiment, only two were followed by

cooperative acts of any nature despite the two-minute interval between

observations. it should aiso be noted here that observatione in

- )

category 9 tended - as was tne case with the coqperative categories*4

to come in bunches. Two Subjects account for 60 of_the1137'negative

social interactions observed duting the entire experimentﬁ 'Sobject (4)

had 25 such behaviors, and Subject (10) 35 negative social interactions
The whole question of the flow of a child s play from one type

to another requires more extensive investigation. The results presented

above are not conclusive. This study was not designed to investigate

this problem, but =he ‘interaction instrument coupled with a more complete

videotaping technique, could provide valuable information to researchers

' in the area of children's play.

R ST T SRR s
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1) Cooberative Games

The following is a description of the cooperative games which
were used in this study. All the games are a result of Dr. Terry Orlick's
efforts and this entire section is d.swn directly from his work

(Orlick, 1977).

A}

Log Roll (Léughing logs) -- Six or more players (logs) lie next to one
another on their stomachs on the floor. One player lies on his“stomaéh
across their backs. All the logs begin rolling in the same direction

\
giving one player (the rider) a ride across the top of the logs. When -

!

“the rider reaches the other side he becomgs the first. roliing log, énd

‘the last log becomes the rider. This continues all the way across the
b C e, ﬁ' ‘ ¢ . L7
gym. I h?d_originélly’called,the game ‘giant log roll but a five year
§ . B .

old informed me th}t they were really laughing logs. Observations: high
degree of active invoivement; high degree of cooperation; high level of -
.ehjéymeﬁt for ail age groups.

£y

.

Barnzarﬂ -- The class i§ divided into three or four groups of animals.
. This is done by having each person select an animal name or Qicture out

of a hat;%r by the instrpcfof‘whispering.the names of different "animals

8

to deferent.playgrgaﬂe"g., cow, wolf,~snaké)uf'The players are then. oo T
-scattered around the:room and are -either blindfolded or. are aéked to : Cj
. . A O

shut tﬁéir eyes. The dbjgc2~6f the gamé>ié to find all the members of

&

yout:group and link darms with them. The only allowable means of communication
i8 your animal sound. Observations: high degreé of involvement; high

degree of'cobpeyation in liﬁking together; high'level of enjoyment for
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~all ages. Variations: groups canﬁbe formed of equal numbers of different
animals. For example a group must end up with 3 cows, 3 snakes and 3

wolves. A specific order can also be ‘requested (i.e., cow, snake, wolf,

cow, ‘snake!'""j'».etc ). All different groups of animals can link

g
together nakagE "ﬁ.they are all there and then as a group find the
sleeping, snori 4 armer or the‘little lost sheep (both of whom are

stationary bﬁk can make soft sounds). Each group of animals can find

\ -\n

rope, etc. With eyes open and’ voices silert,
his gnimal and claim as his" mate(s) other people imitating the same
animal. Pairs or groups of similar animals can link up and move around

oo b
. the gym together as if fhey were one animal. _The@ehildren guess at

te ) ’ ' [ . .
what . the other groups of animals are. (Good for kindergarten through

grade two.§§

H

‘"Fish Gobbler =~ All the playérs spread out around the gym On?the.signal‘

}« 1~- I3 o i
! SR

"ship,” they;all run towards ohe wall and on the signal "shore” they

quickly change directions and run t0ward the opposite wall " On the signal
, .

"Fish Gobbler" they quickly drop to the floor on their stomachs and link

p to one Or more friends The -fish gobbler cannot get anypne if they
are linked together " (The caller “can pretend to be a fish gobbler )

Once everyone is 1inked to someone’ else, the signal "rescue" is called

.+ and all players remain linked and yell "yah" raising their joined hands
™~
over their heads. Observations: high degree of active involvement

v

good level of -¢ooperation in linking together; high level of enjoyment

for kindergarten through grade 3.
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" Partners/Mirror-Mirror -- Children run, hop, skip around the gym and

on the signal "Partners,' they quickly find a nearby partner, hold hands

~

and sit down or "freeze" together on the spot. One child then becomes

a mirror and must imitate whatever the other child does: The children “

take turns being the mirror. The children then move around the gYmvagain
briskly until they hear "Partners." At this time the children must find
;ﬂﬂew partners. Obsefvations: high degree of active involvement; good

degree of cooperation imitating partner, and taking turns; good level of

O

enjoyment for kindergaften through grade two. ®

LS

Frozen Bean Bag -- Children move around the gym at their own pace with

a bean bag on their heads. The instruétor can change the pace by calling:
skip, hop, go backwards, 'etc. When thé bean bag falls off a child's

head, he is frozen. Another child must‘then pick-up the bean bag and
place it back on his head to free him, without losing.his'own beap bag

v

The object of the game is to help yoﬁr classmates. At the end of the

L . . E .
lgame the instructor can ask how many people helped their friends or how

gﬁﬁy times they he&ped their friends. If desifed,_a cumulative score,

can be taken. -Observations: high degree of involvement; good level of

- o » ) _ e \ Pl .
~ cooperation in unfreezing friends; good-high level of liking for grgde
) . »h - : L . - . ' ‘v )

Qne’throﬁgh four.

e
)

' Frozen"Tag f—‘A few people are "IT" while the rest'of'the children scatter

around the gym running in all directions. Whén a child is tagged he
must "freeze'" in a stride position or with a hand extended. A -classmate

' - T v . ’ ’
must either pass under his 1egr shake his hand to free him. The number

I’8
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"IT" can be adjusEed to keep the game mo§ing.v At the conclusion of the
game the instruétor caﬁ ask how many unfroze their friends. In normal

tag games:there is no opportunity to help somgone.’ Here there is. Can
also be playéd in water where a child must swiﬁ under a person's l;gs‘
to:unfregzé them. VObservations: high dégree of active involvementi

good level of cooperétibn in unfreezing friends; high level of enjoyment
for kindergarten throﬁgh grade five. Variation (Frozen Pair Tag):

Played in pairs with twin "ITS," twin tags, twin Ireezes aﬁa twin freeing.
Partners must run together, freezé together(and unfreeze togeéher with

both partﬁers shaking hands with the frozen pair or going under the

frozen pair's légs. Can also be played in groups of three.

Non Elimination Hot Potato -- The children jof% hands and sit down to

form a potato paséing circle. A hot potato (e.g., bean bag‘or ball)
is passed around the circle from one person to the next until the potato

caller (who is outside the cirqle facing the other way) yells, "hot potato.”

o

Théipersén with the potato in hié hawds, at this time joins a separéte
N _ o 5 '

circle (potato callers circle) and chooses a number -to which the callers., =

count softly together before yelling "hot ﬁbtato” in unison. The game !

continues in this manner until all the childrea have switched to the-

o potato caller's circle and have each had a bhanpe to select a "hot potato"

number to count to. Observation: involvement on‘a rotating basis; good
. " ' N g

level of cooperation in the potato caller's circle, little cooperation in

the potato passing circle; ‘good level of "'enjovaent for kindergarten and

grade one. It is jinteresting to note that the children have no sense of

'
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losing in this game. They enjoy being in either circle as both circles

are in.
R ' _,r.'u
Bean Bag Balance -- Children try to balance or hold a bean bag between

k({

them while moving around the’ gym Or through an obstacle course. They

can use their bodies or they can balance the beankhag on a stick (as long

B

as it is not possible to do without the help of a partner)
i

Popcorn Ball -- Each child is a piece of sticky popcorn moving around the

gym. When one piece of popcorn touches another piece, they are stun%;

together. Once stuck they continue to move around togeqher until rhéyf

end up in one big popcorn ball. A similar type of game can be play
by telling the kids ‘to pretend they are magnets being pulled togetherYH
Wagon wheels -- About seven children join hands to make a circle, which
forms a wagon'wheel. The wheel has tg nove‘in a circular motion so that
it_goes around the walls of the gym. Two or three children (the bottom
of the wheel) have their backs to the wall momentarily as the wheel spins
along thej:jllf Very eooperative and quick sense of.accomplishment.

/

~The wheel orks.. - - (

jBlast Off —- The children are asked if they can make one higlspace ship
which is"cqnnected all over. A few leading questions such as what does

" the soace ship need; may help in its formation (e.g., front, sides, . fire
in the.back, people inside).l "Now let's. see if the space:ship can blast
of f across the room without coﬁing apart.”" If they 1and on the moon they

they can be astronauts linked together with life line.
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L3

Big Snake -- Children are asked to make a two peopieuénake that wiggles
on the floor and hisses, then connect up for a fourgﬁeéﬁié;snake and then
an elght people snake until the whole claés is one big snake. At various
times the children can see if they can tuf; the snake over on its back

without coming apart, or see if the snake can go over a mountain (big mat).

é;ildrén seem to enjoy getting the whole snake together.

Double Bubble -- Children férm groups of two (or three). The children

hold hands to form a small circle and move around the room. They‘begin
by walking.slowly and are careful not to bump into other groups. The
‘object of the game is to work together to avoid coliisién, as each group
is & bubble and they must be careful not to break their 'bubble. Children
can hop, skip, or run around once they become fam£liar-withkthe gaﬁe.
Another-bbjectivé may be taken in the same géme. The'childreﬁ in groups
of twvo: fhree are still bubbles but the objective now is to break the
little bubble to make a Bigger bubble. This can be done by two bubbles

squeezing together until the bubble pops into a four people bubble. This

continues until there is one glant bubble left.

N 3 . . N

. Ballo§h‘£urst (Big Tire)_—; Ehildren get into gfoupgﬁdf'sig or eiéht, join

hands and make a circle. They are éib;l;oon and as the teaqher‘blowé" |
(Qaﬁings Biowing'soﬁnds)‘they éet biggef?énd biggér until the§'"g;;:jback
into a little ball in the center, all still holding hands. Tﬁe teaéhef
can stand in the center of the robm with a real ballon and tell the kids
to pretend they are all this one ballooaw‘ Blow it up slowly, quickly,

2 .
let the air out quickly, slowly. BlowP&t up until it breaks, if you have
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“‘the courage to do SO

The Big Ship Sails --

Oh the big ship sails through

The alley ailer o, the alley alley 0, the alley alley O,
Oh the big ship sails through "

The alley alley © ™

High ho alley alley’g

The children hold hends and form a circle. Two children‘forn'the'beginning
of the shib. One child holds on to the other child's waist and they

weave in and out of the circle, going under the qaised arms of the other
children. when the verse stops at "high ho alley alley o," the ship

stops andlthe two childten with arms raised ditect}y over the end of the
ship join om the back of the ship. .The;emaller circle reconnects~and

Sar

the bigger ship weaves in and'out again as the children sing the song.
& I : i
The ship continues to get bigger i{in this manner until finally all children

are part of the big ship and they sail around the room singing with the

@’>‘leeder taking skort snappy Steps-:
... Thread the Needle --

The thread follows, the needle

In and out the needle goes ) _

As we mend the. clothes g ‘ ~

.‘. . o, . -33‘;5
),A single line of not more than eight children Join hands. The first ‘

child is*the needle and begins by leading the 1ine (thread) under the
RGN

°raised arms pf“the last two children (7th and 8th). The 7th child ends
4 u§ facing the. 8th yith his arms crossed in front of him:. This formst

the first stitch The needle then leads the 1ine under the arms-of the

6th and\7th children which foxms another stitch. This is repeated until

The thread follows the needle o _ : <
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the entire line has been stitched with the leader turning under his own
arm to complete the lhét‘stitch. To "rip" the'stitch‘the_children raise
their arms over head and turn back to their original positions. The 8th '
child now movés to the front of the line to become the new needle. Every—

one should get a turn as needis. Note —-- the children maintain hand

»

-
1

hold cortact throughout the whdle stitching portion of the game.
g T ’ : ~

Turtle -~ A gym mat acts as théftgrtle shell and about 8 childtgn get
unde- the shell and ‘make the mat move in one direction.,,Thé children
can try‘to get the turtle to go over a bench or through an obstacle

course without losing the\shell. .For soft shell. turtl&e vblanket

tarpoline or mattress could be used.

Mat Toss (Blanket Toss) -- A group of 8 or 10 kids gather around a

mat and attempt to toss one child in the middle. With kindetgarten
children the child in the middle gets rolled éround more -than tossed

and they all enjoy it. A rotation for taking turns in the middle can
L1

~

be suggeSted at the beginning. A variationm of this is Mat Pull, (Tug
Along) where the mat is pulled-quickli to the other side of the gym
with one person sitting or lying-on the mat.. Fach person gets a turn

in the middle Mat Toss can also be tried with older kids over a large

v

landing mat or with a webbed mat hip deep in water.

l

, ) X ‘
Caterpillar Over the Moiuntain -- Children get on their hands and knees
’ ' . k4 :
and hold the ankles of the hild in front of them. Four people form omne

16 legged caterpillar and they move .around the room and over the:mOuntain

(a mat draped over a bench). Caterpillars 1ink up w1th other cagsrpillars

\
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until one giant eaterpillar is formed which crawls over the mountain.

A whole class caterpillar needs more than gne mountain to crawl over.

Can You (Do things together) -- This game has an infinite number of

3

variations. The common thread running -through the Hifferent aqtivities

is that children must achieve the objective together, with one or more
v \ : -
friends. S

Can you walk through.a field of sticky glue with your
partner? Swim through jello with your partner; be

real tall with your partner; be real small with your
partner; be one frog with your partner?

e e Can you :do. ayround thing with your friend whlle holding
) ‘ his hand?

Can you bounce your partner like a ball?

Can you and your partner hold hands and saw wood
together like lumber3acks7

Can you make a human chair for your partmner to sit on?
A two people chair,\a four peopie chair?

Can you‘gét behind your partner and wrap your arms
around *his front? Can you walk at the same time as
he does? ‘ '

Can you skip around with three friends7 Can you make
a fort with your friends anc all get inside {it?

Can you go through an obstacle course (e.g., under bench,
through hoop, across beam) without letting go of your
partner's hand?

Can you make a people tunnel that someone can go ! through7
Can you take turns going throdgh the tunnel but keep the
tunnel as 1ong as possible?

Can you find your partner's heart beat? . (After a-quiet
game, after an active game?)

Can you each ‘get a stigk’(or broom) and together with a
partner try to bounce and catch a beach ball using both

of your sticks? ‘
- i
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Can you get in groups of 3 or 4 and see 1% you can :
carry a beach ball acress the gym holding it way over j
your heads using floor hockey sticks or brooms? - o

" With your>back stuck to four partnex's back, can you.

move around the gym? Jump forward ‘towards this wall,
jump backwards towards this wall,. both get inside a

.. hoop and move around still stuck back to back?

* . s N

Can you roll a big hula-hoop on its edge so your _
partner can run through it? Can your partner roll

it so you can run through it? T '

] -

.
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Experimental or Treatment Program . -
{

Not all games were played as fréquently as others

L
summgry outlines which games wer¥ used on each day of the experimental

‘or treatment phases.

First Treatment Phase

.4

_Day 1

Day 6

(1)

(2)
(3)

%)

(5)
(6)

(1)
(2)
(3)

(2)

(3)

- (4

(1)
(2)
(3)
(&)

(1)

(2)
(3)

-
2) -
3) .
. Fish Gobbler

Non E;imination Hot Rotato -

(4)
(5)

’ &

['s

[
-«

Fish Gobbler

Frozen Bean Bag

Partners

Can You
1) Bounce your partner
2) Be a chair

Balioon Burst

Non Elimination ‘Hot’ Potato

Mat Toss

Surfer (mat—pull)
Can You :
1) Make a peopie tunnel

.Frozén,Bean.Bag.
"Fish Gobbler
- Balloon Burst

Doublg Bubble

- Turtle

Surfer (2 mats)

Non Elimination Hot Potato‘

Pairs Bean Bag.
Can You : \

1) Be tall

2) Be small

3) Walk through sticky glue

4) ‘Swim through jello-
5) Be a chair ' :
6) Walk behind

Fish Gobbler ' jﬁ
- Popcorn Ball I

//’

Caterpiliar Over the M:gntain

Balloon Burst (Big Tir
Big Ship

‘The following

(30

(25

(30

(35

(35

min.)

min.)

<~

min.)

min.)

min.)

»
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Day 7

Day 8

Day 9

. , Déy 10

> Day .12

(1)
(2)
(3)

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)
(1)

(2)

3)
(B

- (5)
(6)

v

Blast Off (plus Life Line)
Fish Gobbler
Big Shipe,

Fish Gobbler
Non Elimination Hot Potato
Big Ship

.Balloon Burst -
Big Snake

Barnyard

Fish Gobbler

Non Elimination: Hot Potato
Balloon Burst (Big Tire)
Big Snake -

Fish Gobbler /
Balloon Burst (Big Tire)
Big Snake

Non Elimination Hot Potato

Popcorn Ball
Can You
1) Make a tunnel

Bean Bag Balance
Frozen Bean Bag
Fish Gobbler
Double Bubble
Thread the Needle

Non Elimination Hot Potato

"Wagon Wheels

Big .Ship

Fish Gobbler
Frozen Tag

Thread the Needle
Barnyard

Second TreatmentéPhasef(Méy 22 —“§S)f

Day' 1

LU

1)

eSS

(3)
(4)
/5)

_Magnets (see Popcorn Ball)
‘Big ‘Ship - gl

Fish Gobbler 2 o
Non Elimination Hot Potato
Big -Snake

B R T A



I IV  ah ot neran 3 < s

NN

}{
-~

Day 3 | ¢9)

Day 2% (1)
' (2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
(6)
7
- - (8)

9

(2)
(3)

R L R A T I NS RO

Fish Gobbler
Caterpillar Over the Mountain
Bean Bag Balance -
Can You i
1) Build a people tunnel
Frozen Bean Bag
Thread the Needle
Big Ship
Balloon Burst
Non Elimination Hot Potato

Mat qus '
Surfer (mat-pull)
Fish Gobbler

'*Games were played outside and films were taken.

184
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1) Observer .Accuracy or Agréement'lnformation

2) Play—Interaétion Instrument: Expanded Definitions

[
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ta

2) Play-Interaction Instrument:  Expanded Definitions

<Thé éection that follows 1s designed to give the reader a more
detailed description, with additiqnaL examples, of the ten categories of

the play—interaction instrument. It is hoped that this expansion will

ES : 4

provide, for those readers who wi?ﬁ to uéé the instruﬁent, a more complete

: ' S . o
.and thorough understanding of the intent ofgeach category, and the types

N N : “
of play behaviors ‘'that are classified within“each.

1t

.Category 1: Solo-Unoccupied Behavior -

S~

Definition » : o \ o ;

"iﬁg child is>apparentlyvnot playing butroccupies himséi;\wiﬁh-
watching énythiﬁg that happens to be of momentary interest. When tﬁere is

< ' ' : :
nothing exciting taking blace, he plays with his own bédy, gets on,gnd
off chairs, just stands around, follows the téacﬁer,~or sitg in one spbt
‘glancing around the rooq." (Pa;tep, 1932, p. 249). | | .
Intent |

This category is'drawgtverbatim from Parten's k1932) study? While
it is most difficult to'labéi.a child "uﬁoccupied," this category is a

. A T : ‘ .

necessity in.order to differentiate_between a child who is physicaliy
;inactive, one whp is inactive but is an inookey,_and :hé physically

active child.

Examples ° . : ‘ v ' : X
’ The behaviors that fall within this category are ﬁew.' A child
that sits or -lays head hung might be exhibiting behaQior-typical of this

category. Great care must be taken to ensuré‘that role playing behaviors

(e.g. pretending to sleep) are not mistaken and recorded as solo unoccupied.
-Cétggory 2: Solo Onlooker

Definition =~ o =



v

‘.stands or sits within ten feet of the group so that he can

' category also includes one child in, casual conversation with another. The’

~

S Exam}glés'A
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The child is pbysically inactive. The child spends most of his

time watching the other children play. This type differs from the unoccu-

‘pled in that the onlooker is definitely observing particular groups of

~

e child

éhildreﬁ rather than anythingfthat happens to be exciting:

ot

pee and Hgﬁr

-

everything that takes place (modified from Parten, 1932, p. 249). This

children may be-gtanding or lying while talking to each other. No ‘role

playing is evident and no apparent activity results from the conversation.

: »
Intent

' This category is’alsoidrawn'from Parten's (1932) work. The intent
is simply to claésify any 'watching behavior' as.distince behavior. The
"télking pdrtibn" of this onlooker category definition was added so as

to include inactive“ﬁehaviors Qhere children were in conversation. The

conversations are generally short in nature and no apparent activity

' _.results from -them.

E
\

. 1) A child sits on a gtool focqgging his aéﬁégtioﬁ on playmatés
on the floor.
2) A child lays on a.trampéline, head over the edgé, wafching
| : .
" two children playing with a rope. |
»~35v A child carrying a toy tfactor has étopped en route to the
saﬁd'ﬁox and is standihgﬁwétéhing two children arguing over a
triéycle. During the observation‘iﬁtervalitﬁe‘childvdoesn't\ 
enter into the discussion. I . . ‘ Lo
4) Two children aré in éonvefsation...No role playing is e%ident

nor is there any evidence of major physical activity,'e.g.

" they are standiﬁg,_sitting or walking very slowly.

R P
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Category 3: Solo_Independént Play
)

-Definition

. /ﬁ\kibe chiid plays aléne and independently with toys that are different
ffom those used_by.thg children around him. He pursues his‘owﬁ activitf
without reference td“éhat the others are doing (médified from Parten,

: £932,\p. 250).

Intent

Thig category has bgén.modified from one used by Parten (1932).

Vefy simply the ;hild is playing'actively but is alonme. ¢

Exéggiesb o | 3 . - -
‘ 1) A child is bouncing on the tramﬁoliﬁe.
2) A qﬁild is role playing with toys in the sandbox. . //~“*,

3) A child is bouncing a basketball.

Category 4: Parallel Activity

, Definition-
"The chiid plays independently, but the'ac£iﬁity he chooses natural-
1y brings him‘among other children. He plays with "toys that are lilke
those which the chiid?én around him are using, but he plays with the toy
as he sees_ftt, and_doeéynot try to influence or modify the activity of the
- children near him. He pl;ys béside tather.than;wifh the other children.
Thefe is no attempt to c;ntrol tﬂe coming qp'gb;ng_of childrgn in tbe

- .group." (?arteﬁ?“lQBZ, p. 250). Lm,w“//-

Intent i

-
’

Thisicategory is drawn directly from Parten's work. The child
£ .

continues to play independently but does share spaqe\wiﬁh other children.

He does not try to influence them, and is not considered to be with them.\/J

.
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Examples ‘ ) g L .
1) Children ciimbing on an apparatus'without'Ebmmuhication or
contact.’ N : ' . | : é

.J L3
2) Child playing in the sandbox without apparent contact or
. . L ‘
communication with other childyen,performing the same activity.
3)  Several bhildren playing with scooters coming down the ramp.

- (no appiies "partnership” is evideng)[

htegory 5: Associative ?Iey
Definition o '\'xu

The child plays with other children. All.ehgage in a similar
activity.‘ There is a shari ng of play materials and a taking of turmns

should a single toy or a pilece of apparatus be involveqy The key word

here is with. This category differs from the previous category in that

" the child is playing with the-other-children.

Intent ® ’
This category is different from Category 4 in that the child is
actually'3153_6the;‘children playing Qith'other children.
ﬁxamgles . |
1) .Children playing together on a scooter ramp taking turns going
down the ramp or starting at the same time by intent.
2) Three or four children bouncing 'together on the trampoline.
_3)‘ Chiiﬁren climbing up the apparatus talkir~ to each other and
taking turns as they go across the Sipgle bar section.
45 Two children‘waiting for their turn while one chiléﬁSwiﬁgs
_on the roﬁe i?}f f'. ’ff ~.;  :» : | |
5) Three children "driving" their overturned chaifs around the

[y

room.



‘ance (helping behavior).
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LI . * Category 6: CooperétiVe'Assistiﬁé Behavior

Definition L A . | \
—_— _ ;

One child sha:es)play maferial with another or assisgts in the

L

execution of a task. There is‘a definife division of laBour with the

el

children engaged with some particular task. The key\yord,here is assist- .

’

Intent o e

This category was included.to speci;ically record ﬁelping or
afsisting behaviors thatfoccur:ed>wﬁen one child was not fhysically'
bléying with the o;her child, or to record behavioré that were of ghort

N
duration of an assifting nature.

Examples
1) Two children are in parallel play in the sgndbéx.and-one asks
the other to hold the stick ubﬁ;ght far him‘while:he puts
- sandiaround the base of if to support it. The childreﬁ then
, .
return to paralle; play. If they héd con;inuéd to assist each

a

o ,
other and commenced to work on a sand castle.or a definite
task, the‘BehaviOr would be classified as Category 8 - co-

.operative task scoordination.

— 2) Upbn request one child passes a hockey stick to another. .

3); A child at the top of the slide has dropped one pf her.toYs.

Another child ﬁicks it up_gnd passeé it up to Hher.
Category 7: Cooperative Physical Contact Behavidr
Definition
Two or more children engage in phys;cal contact of an affectionate
nature. For example, linking arms, holding hands, placing arms around

one another, embracing, kissing, or patting another child on the back

(Orlick,-1977, p. 7).

RN

\\
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Intent ’ :

. 3 )
This category‘was‘inclhded to capture physical contact of an

affectionate nature between two children. There is no apparent task

involved as there might,be in role playing, which.WOhld}come under

Category 8 ~ Cooperacive Task Coordination.\ The behavior exhibited
. . i . . . | ‘
appears to be an =2nd in itself.

Examples
- o . \

1) Two_ghildren kissing

N -2) Two children walking with their arms‘around each other's neck.

‘Category.S: - Cooperative Task Coordination .

~

Definition - L _ -"

The emphasis here is on performinéfa singievtask togetheﬁ; (i.e.

lifting a block), working together for a comﬁon goal,A(piling bean.bage),u

or performing a,coordinated action. The keybword here‘is task, There

Category 5 Associative Play (modified from Orlick, 1977, P. .7):,

Intent

[y

This definition is modified from the work of Terry Orlick (1977)

v

It differs from the other cooperative categories in that there is a

definite task being performed, and,most behaviormevidentris in:serv1ce
- L A | - .
of the performance of that task.

Examples A O ARPEEE o o

1D One child pulls two otherlchiidren:around the ‘room on scooters
using skipping'ropes. ) 3
‘2) .de children Iie'on»the‘tranpoline’while a third bonnces.uh
. L e
and down giving the two a "ride. ' ’ '

3) Five children Bit, down to eat"at a tabie and chairs set up--

:Fon.top of the scooter ramp. Each is playing a. definite role-fo

must be a definite task involved’ otherwise the behavior is recordéﬂ)as L

13
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’

" ' “(e.g. mothe}, father,. dog, baby, sister, etc.).

-

4) A child imitates another.

° 'S) Two children 1lift and pile large bc«es to make a tunnel. A

6) Omne child carries another child.

Category 9:” Negative Social Interaction

'befinition

Any uncooperative Lehavior that interferes with a child working
ion nis own task.. It may be of a physical nature (pulling, pushing, fight—
vint\over toys,’etc.) or.of_a verbal naturezéarguing, disruptive criticism,

etC-)- B ' . ] » ! : - *

Intent

X

This gategory was included to record any-negative social inter-

hY

actions that occunréd between chiidten. Tnesé;interactions are considered.
to be of a non-productiveinatnfe in‘the sense that they do not assist one,
"both,‘of ail of the children invoived in completing any task at hand.
. Fighting, sttiking, and arguing behaviors fall into this categery. As a

-rule, behaviors that fall into this-tategory are very easy to distinguish

9 .
-

Examples -iq&ﬁ

1) One child hits another child with a hockey stick

2) One child throws a bean: bag at another child y**ling "I hate
. {
you, I hate you.' )

3, One child takes a toy ftrom another child and doesn't allow

v

him to play with it
4) A child verbally asSaults:another with "Jimmy is a baByE Jimr

is a baby."
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Category 10: Competitive Play Behavior T '
l : ‘ . :
&«
Definition

o

AY
One child competes with another child or children bver anmobject'

(1.e. pulling a Edpé, chasing a ball) or one child is pursued by another,
or tries to beat another in the performing of the task. ‘This category

differs from Cgtégory 9 in that the.childrén'involved do so of their ovn

initiative aﬂavare playiﬁg with éther children.f There 1s, an element of
fun evident in their play.
Intent
~ As id evident from thé;definition hbove; the intention of this \
categorf was to distinguish competitive play behaviors‘from the negative

social interactions. Any beﬁ?vior of a competitive nature was included

in this category. .It is realized that this category could be expanded into

\

other sub-categories much as. the initial category of cooperativé play was
. .

- sub-divided into categories 5, 6, 7, and 8. For the moment at least this

category is a catch-all for any form of play in which there is an element

IS

of competition.

Examples

- .1) Two children pulling opposite ends of a hockgy stick, Yaughing "

>

loudly.
2) Two children chasing a third around the room (all three are
willing participants).

3) Several children pulling on a large rope.

-

4) Two -children sitting on the fioor, each trying to pile more ~

~

blocks than the other. - t ,//
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1) Sample Recording Sheet
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2) Completed Recording Sheet ! |

3) Explanation of Examples from Completed Sheet
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1) Samplg\sizfrdingsaget
NAﬁEf - ‘ '

Intérval Type .| With :

Description

DATE:

197

g

10

11

12

13

14

15

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
~0.

Typés of Play Categories

Solo - Unoccupied Behav?ﬁr
Solo - Onlooker

'Solo - Independent Play
Parallel Activity

~ Associative Play

Co-operative Assisting Behavior
Co-operative Physical Contact

Behavior _ ‘

Co-operative Task Co-ordination
Negative Social Interaction
Competitive Play Behavior

;

;Person'STCode*

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

- 9 .
10.
‘11.
1z2.
13.

- Mary

Suzy
Bob
Judy
Jim
 Larry
Joan
Billy
Margaret
Ricky
Bruce
Marian
Peter

*These names are given as examples 6nly and are not those of the
subjects in the experiment.
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2) Compléted\Recdrding Sheet

St

NAME: - L ol - DATE:
Interval Type | With [ _ _Descriptipn\i - J
1 3 Jumping sn ﬁrémﬁoiiﬁg ii |
2 5 6 Jumping on trampolineif“
3 8 | 10 Setting up "houss"
g : 8 10‘ ;Roie playing - 10 is his dog
5 xy 3 Swinging on rope T
6 6 8 [ Passed rope to 8 upon fequesc
B 7. 9 4 ‘Arguingf6Vér whose turn it is on rope !
Y 8 2 Watching 4 and 8 fightfover‘rbﬁé' )
25' 9 7 8 .Arm ovef S'S shoulde; walking across room
10 4 2,5,7 | Coming down slide ’
11 3 x Coming down slide
12 10 i3 Wrestling
13 : 3 On climbing bars
14 5 13 ‘Playing'bp climbing bars together
15 10‘ © 13 Chasing 13 around room

Types of Play Categories Person's Code*

o e w N

o]

-

Solo - Unoccubied Behaviop” v
-Solo - Onlooker : ’ §.

Solo - Independent Play

.v Parallel Activity

Associative Play

Co-operative Assisting Behavior:

Co-operative Physical Contact
Behavior ° .

Co- operative Task Co-ordination

Negative Social Interaction

Competitive ‘Play Behavior

. subjects in the experinant.

“

Mary C
Suzy

Bob

Judy

Jim
Larry
Joan
Billy
Margaret
Ricky

_Bruce

Marian
Peter

*These names are given as examples only and are not those of the
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3) Explanation of Examples from Completed Sheet
.‘\ : / -
| |
A brief explanation of the complete sheet.
0 B " b
Intervai 1, 5, li’and"lBi‘ 5
" Child is playing alone.
Interval 2, 14 - ,
.~ The child is plaélng with another child (6 in interval 2, and
'13 in inﬁefval 14) but ere 1s no apparent task coordination.
.  Interval 3 and 4 )
Child is playingf/with 1C ... there is ‘a definite task involved.
Interval 6

The child aﬁgisté another child (8) but doesn't stay. to play
4 - .
with him. Assistiive behavior is of brief duration otﬁerwise it might

be considered\ task coordination (Category 8).

Interval 7
The child has a negative social interaction-with 4 over the rope.

)

~ Interval 8

The chifld is watching two other. children's play.

Interval 9
The child shows affectionate behavior ;owards 8. 'There 1is no

apparent tagk involved but he is definitely with 8.

Intervil

child is playing on the slide. Children 2, 5, 7 are also
%
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on the slide but the subject plays.aiong side rather than with thet.

There is no conversation, in this case, between the subject and the

'ﬁoéher children.

Interval 12 and 15

The child, in bothbintervals, is playing with 13. The play 1is
~ . . .
of a competitive nature but there is an element of fun and therefore it

is not Category 9. Neither child is being disruptive of the other's

plaé?gnd both are engaged of their own free will.
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APPENDIX D
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1). PREP Room Diagram
v \
Information on Equipment in

~

Free>Play Environments
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1) PREP Room Diagram

¢ ' >
) ot
(1) (2) l
a
b h
c*
d
’
— 04
(3)
d € /‘
I B g
e (? f
B support pillar ‘ g
gﬁ climbing apparatus
- door ‘
1 main cameras (bn platforﬁ)
3 slide area camera (in office)
a steps and platform to tﬁgmpoline
b trampoline
c climbing rope (*suspended from ceiling)
d igrge'mat (4m x 15m) '
e scooter ramp
£ play house
g washrooms
h observation room (one wéy glass windows)
i large slide (2m ladder,‘3m platform, 3m long slide)

202
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i Z)C\Information on Equipment in Free Play Environments

-

Major Equipment

4 childrens' tablesfgz fr./4 ft.)

24 childrens' wooden chairs

3 gymnasium behches'(iZ ft. 1ohg)

1 1look-out-tower slide (ladder 6 ft./platform 8 ft./slide 9-ft.)

1 stage platform (4 ft./8 ft.) - lS"lhigh

1 24" platform with 2 steps (4 ft./6 ft.)

1 small traﬁbof&ne‘with wedge pa&s (6'ft./10%‘ft.)

1 climbing rope (10 ft. loné)r

1 large gymnastic maé (15 meters/4 meters)

1 scooter’platférm and ramp (4 ft./10 ft.) -

2 "port a pit'"'s (5 ft;/10.ft.)-

2 shelving units (equipment storage) (5 ft./5 ft.)

1 playhouse (5 fts./5 ft.)

‘6 6' pénel.matéu

1 5' wedge .mat

10 _maté (vérious sizes)

3 1atgé wooden cubés

1 1large truck tire tube

e

s

Climbing Apparatus
4. stools (various sizeé)
1 10 ft. ladder S : .
2 10 ft. bars
2 6"£riaﬁgle stands .
2 10' balance ﬁoards

, 10" climbing bridge - 4

=t
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4 scooters

2 dozen balls (yarioﬁs sizés)
9 plastic hockey sticks

3 plastic baseball bats

6 2/1 ft. hand-held mats

4 skipping ropes

2 pairVOf‘roller skates

6 large Hoél—a—hoops

& sﬁall-hool—a—hqqﬁs

1 toy wooden horse

W

1 ,Fisher -Price basketball hoop set

1 TFisher-Price bowling set

2 play telephones
§

Numerous small bean bags

Numerous plastic donuts (approx.

e

2 plastic clothes baskets

1 4' balance board

o

2 dozen)
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1) Data for Subjects
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DATA FOR SUBJECT (1)
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oo , NUMBER OF .
DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINF. 1 {2 |34 |5 |6 |7 |8 9|10
April 6 o |4 |4 1 1 Jo Jo {3 fo'|1 14
April 11 0o }l3 o |o~lo o jo Jo Jo |1 14
April 13 142 2 {111 o Jo {2 |o 15
April 18. 0o {1 4 {1 {o |2 jo Jo. |o 12
April 20 312 |6 1 1 |1 |1 fo Jo jo 15
FIRST TREATMENT N
April 25 |- 0 |1 |5 10 |2 [1 |1 [f4 |0 0 14
_April 27 o1 {211 |5 |o o |4 Jo-jo 13
May 2 o |o |2 |1 17 |o fo ]&a jo {o 14
May 4 o112 ]o }7 {o jo |1 |oO 0 11
May 9 -0 (1 4]0 |1 {8 |0 {1 |3 |o 0 - i 14
BASELINE !

May 11 o |7 2 |5 |o |1 }|o 0 15
May 16 {34 Jo s |o o JoJo |O 12
May 18 Yo |1 |s {2 {4 o Jo |3 o 0 15
SECOND TREATMENT

ﬁ , ) . )
May 23 olo [1 |o |6 |O jO |8 }O 0 15 -

 May 25. o |lo|'1elo |4 |0 jo {8 |oO 0 . 13




DATA FOR SUBJECT (2)
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' NUMBER OF

DATE CATEZORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINFE 1 2 3 5 6 |7 8 9 |10 )
April 6 olofir]1tofo |1 o fo | o 13
April 11 o210 |2 1]0olfo]o |1 o | o 15
april 13 | o |ojis |1 [0 [o-]o jo |0 | O - 15%%
April 18 ol19 |5 |0 jo o |0 |oO 0 15
April 20 . *
FIRST TREATMENT °
Aprit 25 | o |2 |3 |o |3 }1]o |6 |o | o 15

~april 27 . | o |3 |21 {3 o o |6 {o | o0 15

' May 2 ol1)s o6 jo o3 jofo 15 .
May 4 o|4fojofs oo |sJo|o 13
May 9 olofio |13 o ofr o |o 15
BASELINE

 May 11 0 {4 & |2.]0Jo |0 o | o 15

" May 16 oflz2fol2]11]o0 |o 15
May 18 2 118 f1 2|1 ]o0 0 15
SECOND TREATMENT - .
May 23 571 |3 \o 0 0 15
May 25 oo 3 1|7 12 1 14

n

*Absent from program‘

** Make up data from April 18
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i DATA FOR SUBJECT (3)
; e ,

3 o ‘NUMBER OF
DATE. CATEGORY OF PLAY QBSERVATIONS
BASﬁLINE 1 2 3 ? 5 6 7 8 9 10

" “April 6 1217} 2{ofo]olot1.] o 13
" April 11 ofe6|3f{2|1]olofo]o| o 14
April 13 ofo|8|s]1flolofo]o| o L4%%
April 18 ol1}18]21]1 o3 ]o 1| o 15,
April 20 o4 3|a]l3]oflojo {1 0 15
FIRST TREATMENT
April 25 2{e6l1{1]o0 o |21 2 15
april 27 |. olo |8 |3fo]1]o0 o | 2 15
May 2 A *
May 4 1{s5)212fjo0fo]2|1]o 13
May 9 415111310 110 14
. L4
BASELINE | . :
May 11 ok
May 16 oj1f{z]2({3foloo o |1 .
May 18 * .
SECOND TREATMENT-" .
May 23 2{s51o (-2 0 15
May 25 ° 37103 ]0]o o | 1 14

% tbsent from program

| kX Make‘up’data from.AbriI 18
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DATA FOR SUBJECT (4)

NUMBER OF
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DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINE 1 |2 |3 |4 516 |7 18 1}9 10\
April 6 1jofsfol1f1]of1 o 1 13
April 11 of1f10jofofo oo f2 |x 15
April 13 ol 2|6 |4afofolofo |1 ]| o 13%%
April 18 of1f1r | 3fofofofojo | o 15
Apr#l 20 o451 ]3]1]0/f0]o 0 14
FIRST TREATMENT A
April 25 1 *
April 27 olz2t2t1]lel2|0o]ol21]o 15 -
May 2. oj1}seflrie6efoto 1o |1 14
May 4 ojof3}jo}s5|o]o qﬁ 5 1\\' 14
May 9 ol1}l8}l1l1]o}n |2 |1 1 15
BASELINE |
May 11 1lol2}]o s {a | 2, 15
May 16 [ 0| 2| 5 1o 0o {5 ] 1 15
. : i )
May 18 . " *
SECOND TREATMENT <
T \ i
May 23 ) N *

" May 7 “olof2]o]1lofo]e [s1 14

* Absent from program

** Make up data from April 18
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DATA FOR SUBJECT (5) p ‘ &
j . -
~ NUMBER OF
. DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
‘ 19
BASELINF 112 |3 4|5 (16718 }|9 110 |
—3
April 6 3l1{6]2]o]o1]o0oqj0 | 0 ¢ 13
April 11 ole6|s4|2]0]o oo |1 ]| o 13
April 13 o|l4fioj1]ololo oo | o 15°
April 18 ojlo|lef{e]|]ofo |3 ]o|o]| o 5
April 20 2l1]1f{2]ojof1frfo | o grkk
A (e )
FIRST TREATMENT
April 25 ol2l11o0o]safofo]|8 o | o 15
April 27 ol1|{3|2]5]0}o]|21{0o ]| o 13
May 2 ols|3]1]s|ofolofo] o 13
May 4, o|3(2|o)9fojo}jo o 0 14
May 9 *
BASELINE -
May 11 0o|l6]6]1 15
May 16 2 16 4 0o1]o 15
May 18 ojo|lz2]of7to o6 o] o 15
SECOND TREATMENT
May 23 ololo{sa{o o1 ]o 15"
May 25 0 711|110 1 {0.1 o0 10%*%

*** Low number of observations due to subject

* Absent from program

spending much time with the teacher.
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> DATA FOR SUBJECT (6)
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’
| NUMBER OF

DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
April 6 x %% ~ *
April 11 o{2|5|4fo,ofofo {1 | 1 | < 13
April 13 ol 1t4f|1]3]0}0 s |1 1 15%%
April 18 ol 1422|104 o] o 14
April 20 11082200 }1 |1 0 15
FIRST TREATMENT
apriz 25 | 1l.3{sl1lofl1fofz o | 13
April 27 ol 37103 ]o}jo]|2]|o 0 15
May 2 ol 311|630 f0o 1 {0 1 15
May 4 of1l1}t2]l410]o0]2]1 2 13
May 9 ofof1|1|ofo]o]|7 [0} 6 15
BASELINE o
May 11 o|lo0]| o T lo 70| &4 15
May 16 11 1] 3 0o|o0 2 1310 4 15
May 18 ol 21 5fo0|1 o |o 7 "~ 15
SECOND TREATMENT

/May 23 o 21112 3101} 6 14
May 25 3{o|3]0]0]3 0 13

* Absent )from program

** Make up data from April 18
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DATA FOR SUBJECT (7)

. . . NUMBER OF
 DATE _ CATEGORY .OF PLAY | OBSERVATIONS
’ . /‘/
BASELINE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
April 6 1]2fw0jofojo o1 |1 fo L 15
april 11 | o 2|9 o |o o |1 |o Jo |1 .13
April 13 s1s8l2]olofo oo o] o 15
April 18 olojiwo|3flofriolo o | o 14
April 70 ojlojs|1lofr]o]1 |3 ]o 14
FIRST TREATMENT
April 25 o|l1f2]o]sfofo |8 fo o 15
April 27 oflof3|l1l7]1|o |2 {o |1 15
May 2 of1]7|1]afo]ojolo | o 13
. May 4 ol1{2]o]|6 oo ]|s |o ]| o 13
' May 9 ol1f{21o0}7]1]ols lo}| o 15
~ BASELINE ) )
May 11 0311 ]|o |l |o o |1 ] o 15
May 16 1| 2502 211 1 14
May 18 0 2 2 1 3 0 4 2. 1 15
SECOND TREATMENT
May 23 of1|o]o |4 o oo |o]o 15
May 25 ol2)1lo]l1lo]o o o] o 14




DATA FOR SUBJECT (8)

3
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. NUMBER OF
DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINFE 1|23 |4 |56 |7 (819 |10 ,
April 6 2116|100 |0 0o {1 0 14"
April 11 ot1]7|3]o]ofofo |3 |1 15
April 13 O} 3fj5 {3 f1.{1]0 o0 |2 0 15
April 18 ol1]9|3]oto]ofo]o 0 13
April 20 ololefol211{ofo|2]o 11 A
‘ #
FIRST TREATMENT
April 25 o{2|6]3fo]1 oo jo 13
april 27 | ot 2 s {311 ]o {1 {0 | o 13
May 2 ol1l4|ofootofo {o | o 15
May 4 o|3|6 |3 ]3]0 ]o]ofo{o 15
May 9 ololsf21]3]ofo |5 }|o | o 15
y .
BASELINE ‘
May 11 2 (2|3 ]s 0 {o ]2 ] o 15
May 16 2 {213 {1 2 {2 | 2 14
May 18 6 [2{3]|1]0 |0 ]2 |o}1 15
SECOND TREATMENT
May 23 141113 0|6 0 15
May 25 1 2 13 2 o 0 13
~
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DATA FOR SUBJECT (9)
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-

p
NUMBER OF
DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINF. 1 ]2 |3 |45 196 |7 (8119 10 ’
April 6 133|120 fof1]o0o ] o0 11
April 11 OC:'i 4431100 |0 3 13
“April 13 ol1{elz{2f0 o1 241 15
PT =1~
April 18 of1]6q{4f1]ojo 1o ] o 13
April 20 ol1fir|lof1fol1|ofo ] o 14
FIRST TREATMENT '
© April 25 ofol2|o]|e o]z |5 ]0o] o 14
April 27 0ojof{3folsjofof2{o 0 13
May 2 ofoJo}1iu1]o o |3 ]o 0 15
May &4 o|l1|l1]1]9}olo}|1}o | o 13
May 9 olof|l3f[1|7]ol1 (3o ] o 15
BASELINE -
May 11 0 7 31410 0 15
May 16 N4 s 2 14
May 18 213}01]7 013 |0 15,
SECOND TREATMENT
‘ Z
May 23 o|l1lolalo 10° | 0 15
May 25 o|lojo |1 0 M3 |0 0 14
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DATE FOR SUBJECT (10)
, NUMBER OF
DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINFE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
April 6 olola 11 |2 o1 |5 |2 14
April 11 olo |76 1 |0 |0 |0 |1 0 15
April 13 olols {274 {o o2 |1 |1 15 .
April 18 ol21e6 210 {0 jo |1 |1 | 2" 14
April 20 olal2l1]2 oo lo |s |2 13
" FIRST TREATMENT
april 25 | 1|3 |2 {1 |o jo j1 1 j4 |2 14
April 27 oli1tz2!214 o }ojo |2 |1 12
' May 2 ol216|4l2jo o1 )0 0 - 15
May 4 olsl7z1l211{olo o o |1 14
May 9 olotlolz1 {1 oo |1 |0 | 2 15
BASELINE !
May 11 *
May ‘16 1 s ]o oo 3 4.2 13
Mzy 18 ol 215 0 0 |4 3 15
SECOND TREATMENT
[
May 23 0 310 o |3 | 5 157
May 25 ofasal1]1}o o0 |o |7 14

* Absent from program



Fans

DATA FOR SUBJECT (11)
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NUMBER OF
DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINF 1|2 |3 |45 (6.7 {8 |9 }10
April 6 ol3|a 1 ]lo]2]o 1 |3 0 14
April 11 *
4pril 13 1|l6|s5|21o 0 0 14%%
April 18 2 110 [1 |1 o |o 0 14
April 20 | ol1]6 |4 |2 ({0 0 0 15

A

FIRST TREATMENT

April 25 o|l1fs]2|3fo]o o |3 0 14
April 27 1]of4f1]7 o ]ojo o | o 13
May 2 ol2121]1]l7]otof21]11]odo0 15
May & ojofl2f{o}st|1]o |5 |0 1 14
May 9 ol2]5{ofl2]1]o0o{3 |2 0 15
BASELINE

May 11 ol2121213 ols o | 1 15
May 16 4131311 0o |1 1 14

May 18 . ol1|71})5]0 0 {1 1 15
SECOND TREATMENT
May 23 of1l271]1 9 {o 15

"May 25 0 0 6 2 2 3 2 0 . 15

* Absent from program -

** Make up data from April 18



DATA FOR SUBJECT (12)
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. . NUMBER OF - °
DATE . CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINFE | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 18 9 10
April 6 1127130 o Jo o |2 |o 15
aprit 12, | o [1 |8 |.s o.[o o |o |o |1 15
April 13 ol2 19 |11 o ]o o {2 |o 15
April 18 o4 11 o Jo {o o [0 |oO 0 15 -
April 20 1lofe o |21 ]o o |3 |1 14
FIRST TREATMENT
April 25 o|1fwo oo oo fo o |3 14
April 27 ol2]6 1o 1|10 o |o |3 13 ’
May 2 olo |9 |21o {1 fojo fr o | 13 .
May 4 ofl21sto 2100 |o [o | o kA"
May 9 ol1 21113 |0 o |8 {o |o 15
BASELINE
May 11 o |24 |4 0o o | o 15
May 16 5 4 2 0 1 13
May 18 ole 2|0 o |6 5 15
SECOND TREATMENT
May 23 3 1 11 0 4 0 14
May 25 0ol6 144 1 |o, 13
{

spending much time with teacher.

<

~*%% Low number of observations due.to subject

1:‘\-~‘
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L
DATA FOR SUBJECT (13)
<
: NUMBER OF
DATE CATEGORY OF PLAY OBSERVATIONS
BASELINF. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 18 9 {10
April 6 olo |5 lo ls {ofojr}2} 2 14
April 11 o199 |3 |ofolojojo}j 2 15
April 13 olot7 lo {1 |olo]3]1] 3 15
April 18 olols {1 {1 {olofl2]0} 1 13
April -20 ol214te {2 loloj1r]o] o 15
FIRST TREATMENT
April 25 ol21e l1 112 fojofrjo] 2 13
. « .
April 27 olal2 1 |3 {o]lofo}o} 3 12
May 2 o l1l1 1 {9 |ojojrjof 2 15
May 4. olo |3 |1 |5 ofo] 310 2 14
May 9 ol1lolo |2 jojfo}lso|o}] 3 5
_ BASELINE
: —

May 11 2 1 1 7 0 2 15
May 16 1 2 1 0 2 3 5 14

" May 18 o2 |4 |4 0 o| o} 3 15
SECOND TREATMENT
May 23 olo 1|3 |0 3 7 15
May 25 2 1o |1 0 0 3 14

~
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