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The research project: described herein reéresents an attempt to
study the ways in which the frequency and patterns of television-
viewing by 3- ‘and 4-year-old ciiildren become influential 'in their
~Spontameous ‘imaginatiye play and in otner forms of social -behavior
observable during a périad of at least a year of repeated behavior b
Samples in| nursery school or day care settings. The research :

- Project has two major objectives: S T ‘ C,

(1) It seeks to examine the relationshi)y between a particular
diet of television viewing which.'a child manifests within its - S
fanily setting and the ways in which such .exposure to tlie mediun.
may become expressed in the major -activity the child shows during
his third to fifth yéars of life - Ats ongoing patterns of spontaneous
play and imaginative activity, Théﬂstua?'EaE,Atherefﬂre,been-’*‘ 3

following samples of children ‘three and four| years of age-for a =
year, tracking early ldnguage deveélopment, the beginnings:of imagina-.
* tive play, and al5o relating such behavier which have been_uﬁabirﬁsi&ely_%g
~observed to the frequency and patterning of the.same children's" G
television viewing as recorded in a series of television log-keeping:.
periods by their parents. The extent|to which the specific influences -
of the child's natural-occurring TV viewing have been incorporited | | -
- into prosocial or destructive behavior manifested by the child'can . %
. be evaluated through systemati¢ monitoring of spontdneous solitary
or group.play. =, Seew T o

~ . (2) A second major objective of the study is to compare
intervention approaches 'witii families to determine whetier it may
- be possible to provide parents with information and methods that ]
*/ can modify the television-vieving patterns of their children.
The intervention 'is designed to mininize ‘potentially noxious effects,
“or to make optimal use of the constructive aspects of the television
' medium. ‘An attempt is also being mdde to pProvide parents st
./ S8kills in stimulating the imaginative play of children to determine
;' whether such’ play can immunize children to the more aggressive N
o influences of television, wnile helping them to use imaginative e
/!; components from the medium more effectively as part of their own ) .
/., . play and social growth. . _ - o S —

In effect, then,. the research proposal involves bhasic scientific
examinat ion through a longitudinal study of the development of
imagination of children in relation to their television-viewing
patterns and an intervention strategy desighed to see whether particujar_
approaches to families may be differentially affected in modifying the - =
more noxious influences of television-viewing on child development,

b,
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" Procedure : . - o
A detpiled account of the general procedure employed in this
study lnclwdlng the development of participant samples, development
and adm1n15trat1an of research instruments, trdining of observers, .
~ development of 1nterwent13n groups and intervention procedures and d}
. methods of data collegtion .for television logs, observations and
.language analyses is presented in Progress Report #1 dated June .15,
1977. A $tep—by step chronological listing of the procedures of
this study is présgn@ed as Appendix | of the present report brlﬂg;ng
up to date the chrunélag;cal account prcv;ded in the earller progri
! report. '“ﬁf ’ f%-
" : - As cAn be seem from the listing of objectives abDVe, the study
- involves two major divisions, ‘the longitudinal and intervention
_investigations. ' The folIaw;ng is a Eéief'summsry of the procedures
emplayed in. the devel@pmental ‘phase: » :

!

Partlclpant SamE;e

R : oy

@ © . There were. 141 children who SETVEd as the subjects of this |
‘investigation, They were enrolled in eight nirserv schools- oT
daycare, centers within the New llaven area, largely within city
limits. Since there was a one year observation period of these . .

L children, a number of the four- -year” olds moved om to klndergarten.

| - private and-public, and in some instances, some of the three-vear
olds tranyferred to other nursery schools or daycare centers., Thus,
by the conclusion of the observation period in the Spring semester
of 1978, &hlldren were abservgd in 49 sepafate schools .

*

Table 1 presents the basic information on the total sample of
children.. The table is broken down into the four types of groups
used in the intervention phase of the study, an Imagination-training
‘group, a Cﬁgn;tlve -training group, a Telev;s;anutralnlﬂg group, and

Cﬂntrﬂl group. The table also indicates numbers of nmales, fenmales,
ethnlc minorities and indicates ‘other backgrﬂund data such as the
ages of tha children at.the onset of the study in January, 1977 and
the socioeconomics rating based on the‘Hbllingshead Redlich five
point scale as well as scores on IQ gnd vaflaus imaginative pre- _
dispasitlanal neasures. N L. 7 : ,

In genersl, the subgects are snmewhat abcve average in 1ntel-
lggence, ave drawn from a clearly middle-class sample_although .,

" .there, is 8 sufficient range of lower-middle and,upper lower class -
subjects to provide meaningful statistical data, and while the

: sample is predominantly white, there is representatlun af m;nar;tles

j_SuEfizleﬂt to prav1de statlstlﬁal aﬂalyses,




S 1maglnat1ve pre d;spcs;tlan

_ graups on the abave measures . Data did not 1ndlcate an

" various ir

_tralplﬁg ).

L

The fcllﬂwlng iﬂ5tnments were used in carrying out pre -testing
. with children in the study prlar to the un@btrus;ve abservatlnns
of the first prabe- : :

" 1.  Peabody PLEtUTe Vacabulary Test (PPVT) - IQ estimate -

2. Barron anement Threshnld Inkblat Series - Egtlmate of’

3. Interv1Ew on Imaginative Piay (IIP)- - Direct questioning
' of - children concerning imaginative play tenﬂene;es,~
- imaginary campanlans etc, .

4, Television- V;ew;ng Patterﬂs - Direct queétiﬁning of child-

as pattern of V1ewing .

i

\

Slgn;flcant
differences across the interdention group. Random, assignment was
employed to reduce the liKelihood that any systemat;c factors '
initiallygjat play could be involved -in the possible effects of the
ervention stratgglas. . o

Observationil Variables: CF@r detailed account of. the ,bseratlanal

. procedures, training of Dbservers, definitions of ratin ,'and

develapment nf IEllabllltléS Qf‘!hdependent raters see Ap

account nf the develagment of GbSETVEI rellablllty thrnu h fater

The basic data of this study with. respect to the natural nccurrlng
play of ‘the children was obtained by watching children play in nursery

" school and dayﬁare centers in an unobtrusive fash;gn. A pair of -
“trained observers watched a given child for a ten minute period and

wrote down éverything the child dld’aﬂd said during this time: The
child was almost alwdys in a "free play" period, ordinarily early. _
in the nursery schbol day or in the period following lunch. Following
their independent recording of the child béehavior,: the observers,

- without' consultation, rated the child's behavior along 14 dimensions
which included Imaginativeness of Play, Positive Emotion or Affect, ¢
- degree of Concentration, Overt Aggression, etc. The use of the

separate raters, allawsd us to establish the degree of agreement

ST

on favorite telév151nn shnws and charasters.ﬁi TV as well'-;_f

e
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s’;
: between the raters on the abservatlon of a particular child, A - .
. few days later, the child was ,again.observed for a ten$ inute period 7
* " of time by two independent . rﬁters and comparable ratiﬁps obtained.
For 5ubseﬁuent statistical analyses. ‘the average of .the ratlng of
a child Zy{the two observers was: emplnyed as the child's score for
thit Qbﬁ ation period. o ’

.\.

Iﬁe .scores used in the study were based on the behavioral '

var;ables rited from these protocols as well as the actual language

empioyed by the child which had been recorded verbat im b& the * .-

'abéervers Scoring of the language was carried out from the wrltten

prﬂtoccls by .trained ‘raters. Since this was a ‘much more time

- ¢onsuming task and involved some months of going through' the

: hundreds of records, separate raters with SpeClEl tralnlng in
lgmguage 1dent1f1gat;nn were employed.

,bsg vational Varlables* . -

/ “The observat'tonal variables fall into several classes. -These’
- involve overt behavior such as Imaginativeness of Play, DEgTEE of
Concentration or Persistence, and Overt Aggression, The pattern
" of social interaction shown by the child as measured by Interaction
h with Peers and Interaction with Adults. Cnapefatign with Adults
~_-and Cooperation with Peers were separate categories implying a
' process of sharing rather than simply communicating by word of ~
. gesture or participating in ‘the same .activity. Finally, there were
a group of variables which sttempted to tap the emotions or moods.
of the ;hlld:enDZS they played. A general vaglable called Pn§1t1Ve
Affect or Emotioh was employed in.additign to specific emotions!
“including Anger, Sadness, Fatigue, Livelfness and Elation. It is
‘important to note that these variableés were rated as much as possible
~on the basis of actual overt behavior manifested by the child in
« the form of gross physical movements, facial expression or-added-:
‘vexbalization which could clarify the motor behavior p£~the chi-
. Thus, Positive Affect was represented by :evidence of {nterest,

o curiosity, smiling and laughing. Overt Aggression was measured
by evidence -of direct attacks on other children or _an property.
i A list of abservat;cnal variables 15 appended T s
Yme I ) L
~




'Lagguagé‘Variablés

As indicated above, langhage recgrded verbatlm was scored from
the children's protocols. The number of utterances and words spoken:
in the*ten minute observational Sample served as basic information |
and scores for Mean Length .of Utterances, % Nouns, Pronouns, Adjectives,
etc. were calculated for the protocol. More complex forms, e.g. -
Fredlcate ‘Adjectives, Predicate Nominatives, % Future Verbs, etc.
were alsp included. Onomatopeis, Imperatives, and Television references
were ale'Sccredi A list Ef language varlablgs is SPPEndéd.

Tel v1sian VlEWlng Lags and Variables
H . .

A detailed account of the method of develameﬂt and Pracedures
for training parents in maintaining V. logs of theéir children's
‘viewing aver twn week periods is pPEEEntEd in Progress. Repnrt #1.

The TV lags were: malntalned gquite faithfully by parents and
returned weekly during each of the four two-week probe perxriods in
February 1877, April 1977, “Qttuber 1977 and February 1978.' Since
_there wers many changes 1n prﬂgrammlng paTents wrote in actual

shows viewed when'the schedules provided them did not confoTm to.
what actually was being aired. 'As indicated in Progress Report #1,
parents rpcorded actual amount of time a child watched a given
show, the degree of Intensity (that is observation without .
distra:tlb;l;ty) whether the child watﬂhed alone- or w;th others, Stc."'

~ The magﬂr v vaélables dirawn frcm analys15 of thesa prétoﬁﬁl
included: : ’

Ave. No. gf Weekly haurs Df Vlew1ng (Eased on mean of tWstEeks
of logs)
: Ave. No. of Weekday hours of viewing - : {
: Ave. No. of Veekend hours of viewing
Ave, Intensity of Viewing

" Progyam Cétggnr;eg Cartumﬁs Commerclal v Chlldren Shows,
'Publ;c TEIEVLSan ChlldrEH'E Shcws (e g. Ses;me Street), Famlly

B Shaws CGQRE Shnw Danny 5 Harze), Adult Family Dramas (Waltans
House on the Prairie); Action-Detective Shows (Kojak, Starsky &
‘Hutch, ?@llcs Woman, Bioni¢ Man, etc.); Spartscasts and News

BraadcaSES.

B “
Campar;sans of data with Nielsen ratlngs for the 1a:a1 area
were carTlﬁd but as a-check’on group: Paéterns; po .

4




.'Interventlon Studf

%

A ﬂetailed account of the rationale and random assignment of
parents to intervention conditions is presented in Progress Report #1,
Data on- metheds bf tra;nlng and tralning 5&551un5 are «included.

Essentlallr, the. Intervention sought to determ;ne if active
training of the parents in exercises or games designed to stimulate
imaginative play might not only produce increases in the spontaneous
_play of childfen but might lead to reduced TV-viewing. A second
form of active imtervention was emplgyed to check on whether inter-
vention alone way beneficial rather than the emphasis on imagination

~in play. These parents were trained in cognitive games and languageﬁ :

enhancement methods for their: children, A third intervention
focussed speglflually on television~control training for parents. .

. This procedure, suggestedq;a:e by Social Learning Theory, o
indicates that provldlnz parents with direct skills and methods

for reduclng TV.viewing or maklnp it more discriminating shauld be
even more effeqtive than the- 1mag1nat;ve stimulation approach.
Finally, a contrgl’ group of parents metgly kept logs without

- family training,

1

-Imag}nativé TrainimE

Parents particlpated in three two hour 5&551en5 early in 1977

- and a booster se¢ssion in September 1977, They also received ... _. - T

training manuals and supplementary materials regularly during the.
~ year after.their imitial training sessions. Training “focussed on / .
~alerting parents to the. advantages of imaginative play for cogni 1ve
- affective and sogial development of their children, on unblockin
their own inhibitions to such play and on specific methods for

stimulating fantasy play in their children (see D. Singer & J. Singey
1977 for detailed presentation of methods). Videotape demonstrations

of the use of the exercises with pre-schoolers and role-playing
methods were employed. . _ .

- Cognitive Group

‘This group rézeiVEﬂ essentially the same approach as the above

gfuup except that the focus was on conceptual, information-processing

and language skills for pre-schoolers rather than.on- the enhancement
'af ;maglnatlan.' Videotapes demanstratlng particular .exercises

were employed and parents were also given clues as to how to use
material from television programming such as Sesame Street to
enhance further lanpuage skills. In effect, this group was designed
as a kind of contrul condition providing the parents with useful
material to interact with their children around, but not focusing
either on 1maglnat1veness or on strict control of television-viewing

patterns.

1
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effort. Therefore a great deal of the value of the procedure lies
‘ot only in whether or nat the Intervention 'works'' in any dramatic

quavisianafraining _

"This .group was set up to prﬂVlde parents flrst of all with
cans;derable consciousness-raising about the role of television
in the child's life. Basic social science information on the
extent of television viewing_ind some of its possible deleterious
consequences was presented. A variety of television shows were
presented on tape to indicate to parents the possible negative
or positive effects of these shows on children. A set of criteria

were provided for parents in helping them discriminate between

i shows that might or might not be useful or threatenlgg to pre--
school children. .In addition, a set of behavioral principles were .
- provided to parents as part of these training sessions and were

included within the manuwals sent out to help parents. These were "
designed to help them control the’ gmount of viewing the, child
carried on and to help the chlld become a mnre d;scr;mlnatlng

s-indicated" abnve. the cpntrol grgup was s;mply prav1dei with
\lags on a regular basis. This group as might be suspected was

somewhat less dlllgeﬂt in keep;ﬂg of the logs because of the lack
@f involvement in a parent training gruup Nevertheless, it ‘

provides to some deégree & baseline against which one can evaluéteuj

ultinately the degree of intensive attention to parents by’ the
lnvestlgatcrs ‘that might have had some. spe:;al 1mpact

. F

Sg@mafy of Interventlﬁn Training Implicatiﬂns

Tt

The Intervention phase of thls study rEpIEsEﬂtEd a first such

Fashion, but also in the opportunity for developing sets of

‘Ltra;ning materials ultimately suitable for dlSSemlnatlcn to other

groups; .the development of television training tapes which could
be used for these purposes; and the availability of feedback from
parents onan: cngn;ng ba515 about- the nature af the procedures

b’amplayed .

An important outcome Gf the project has already been the
develapment of three extensive sets of materials on Cognitive
Training-for Parents, Imaginative Play Training for Parents and
Television Control Training for Parents. All of these are, @f
Cgurse greared for parents of ‘pre- schaal ch;ldren.‘



In. general, it was hcped that as a consequence af the training
procedures, children of the parents in the Imaginative Training
group would subsequently show increases in spontaneous imaginative
play in nursery school and other behaviors known in the past to be
. associated 'with such imaginative play, specifically, increases _ .
in Positive Affect, Canparativeness with Peers and pOSElbly reduced
Overt Aggressive behavior. 'Improved mature language indications.
: cnuld also be anticipated for.this group. In the case of the
ildren whose parents :ece;ved the Cognitiv® Training, it might
be anticipated that there would, perhaps, be improvements shown
during the children's play in their language productivity and
- possibly maturity, but no other specific effects could be anticipated.
It was also hoped that the Imaginative Tralnlng might lead to
some subsequent reduction in television-viewing patterns for that.
group or at least more discriminating viewing - that is ‘less emph3515
e on cartoons or violent shows, more emphasis on more mature .
© programming .Or on educational TV shows, , No speciil effect on
television viewing.was predicted for the.Cagnitiwe group which,’
. in’effect, was a control in this dimension. The Television- Tralning
: graup was d551gned to see if it would show a EEneral reduction in-
- amount of v1ew;ng by the children, subsequently, and also’ perhaps
moré discriminating viewing. It was felt that there was at least
a possibility that reduced viewing mlght also be reflected in reduced -
. 'OVETrt aggression and perhaps some lncreased evxdenﬁe of imaginative-

" 'ness in play.

9‘ . - _ResuLts

Longitudinal Study

"In discussing the findirnigs in this report, it should be kept

in mind that Progress Report #1 in June, 1977 was based on the data

' obtained for the children from the first two probes, February 1977
and April 1977. The present report is based on the flﬁdings for
the stotal of four probes and in effect, is summary data. ' To save-

- space, no.attempt ‘will be made_to review in detail the findings of
the earlier Progress Repert for that first six mongh period of

‘ observations. The present report will provide final data and will
refer back to the earlier report for certain .types.of analyses thot
were carried out fur those pETlDdS as they relate to the present

findings.




In pfesentiﬂg thg results, we shall focus upon a series Df
5pgciflc questions that can arlse about carly gchildhood play, its
relationship to language and. television-viewirfp patterns. We will

take into account, of course, the fact that spme of the children
were three at the beglnn;ng of the studr and pthers four, 53 that

we have data to look at in the y~av's growth of the. three- -year

olds cﬂmpared with the four-year olds. Similarly we; can compare the
differences in play patterns across Sexes.ass well.™He will also

‘be able to look at a number of questiong that have’ been important

. in general in personality theory in-psychology as well as issues

/ relating to the nature of the television medium and its 1mpact-.

" on three— and four-year Glds ‘ v _

:J‘

~Hhen da'TVav1ewing patterns~emerge in children?

_ An 1mpcrtant initial assumpt1an of this study needs to be
‘Tepeated, It was our -feeling in choosing children who were S
apprﬁximétely three- and four-years old at the outset of the study,
that these ages représen ed the beglnnlngs of telev;s;an v;ew;ng,

'telev151an watch;ng Dur three- (and 1n sume 1n5tan235 twc and a .

half-year olds) and four-year olds were Eép&TlEﬁéEd viewers according
to parental reports and quite gbviously in terms of the total amount.
of v1ew1nga:afrled on. While, of course, the predominant typesof
programming they watched.were child orienteéd shows, the fact remains
that the range of programming viewed by these children, some of

them barely beyond the toddler stage, included every type of
programming avallable befnre midnight to the television audlence.

=

While it is true that Mr. RagegsffhELghbgrhaad and Sesame St:eet~
.were -more extensively. viewed by the.yolnger children than most other
" .shows, and that cartoons predgm1nated the fact remains that a very
“sizable proportion of the viewing time of our sample over the year of
< hSETVatlan was devoted to essentially adult programming. We will
“:-deal with this iSsye Further below, but it requ;reé'ﬁéntlan at the.
outset bégause it relates to crltlcal issues currently before the
public concerning hours of viewing accessible to children and
' whether  regulation of programming or.commercials at, ;ertaln perléds
~ will be effective in reducing drastically children's exposure to.
predamlnantly adult type. Gf pragram or, cammerc1a1 fafmat.

-~
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This issue is heightened further by the fact that hour Vviewing +
- patterns were after all recorded by parents who might have been o
expected to want to. put their "best foot forward'" to some extent.
,Actually, our checks on this suggest that ;hey did not do this to
any great degree, but even if this were so, the amount of adult
LR ‘programming viewing they have reported must be taken espgclally
- ' seriously. = If we add to.this recognition the fact that our sample
. is clearly middle-class in socioeconomic status, and that viewing
patterns of lower socioeconomic have been shown to be more extensive
and more adult. oriented (for older children at least) the odds are
: ~ that a broader and more representative ﬂatlﬂﬁsl sample of pre-school
. children would reveal even greater frequéncy of V1ew;ng and
part1cular1y more viewing during later hours and viewing of more
; clearly adulteorlented ‘programming.

Evaluation bfg;thggliQQiliﬁgipf Raters

, In attempting to study something such as the.normal flow of
. behavior, d number of critical questions first arise about whether
we can, through the use of human observers, gather sufficiently
systematic information. An initial question that researchers must
ask is whether the two observers independently recording what the
child¥en do are actually ''seeirig" the same events and hearing the
same language, or indeed, if they are able to then draw from such
observations comparable subclassifications of this behavior along
particular dimensions. This issue, that of rater reliability
raises an important consideration that must be dealt with, ~ In’
our-‘research, we have attempted, first of all, to define our
behavioral dimensions fairly precisely in advance. ‘e have
trained groups of observers,; themselves unfamiliar with the overall
plan: bf the study or the 5péclfl€ research questions and hypotheses,
to agree in recording and summarizing behavior from written protocols
o and then from movies of children playing. Finally, the crucial test
is the actual degree of agreement between pairs of raters. Progress
Report #1 indicated gencrally satisfactory results in this connection,

For the present report, we have appended a derailed-account of
training procedures during September for a new group of raters and
have described statistical procedures for evaluating the extent
to which the training procedures lead to agreement pr;or to actu.l
observation of the children. Finally, we then report on the degree
of agreement in the scoring of behavioral variables following. the
actual observation of the children in the field during the probe
periods. (See Appendix for detailed report).
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In general, the results make jt ‘clear that training is
effective in leading to reasonable degrees of agreemen}- onh most
variables of the study using a fairly sophisticated statistlcal
method that is rather stringent for assessing this agreement,
When the observers moved to actual field situatiéons with the real

.children in front of them rather than written protocols, th31r-\

levels of agreement increased coﬁ51darab1y and are on the whole,

quite satisfactory.

How Consistent are Children in their Spontaneous Play Behavior?
; , : - (
An extremely important issue in our research with pre-schoolers
involves the extent to which they show sufficient consistency in
their day-to-day behavior. In the late 60's and during much of"
the 1970's, a wajor controversy. has raged in the area of Personality
Psychology cencerning the dejree to which certain personality
traits showed consistency across varying situations or across time .
periods. The present study provides an opportunity to contribute
evidence concerning consistencies in spantaneausiy occurring
behavior adross time for three- and four-year old children. Such
data are otherwise relatively unavailable in thé literature since
most.studies of behavioral consistency have been carried out over
relatively shgrt time periods, or in the-case of longitudinal
studies, have begun with Dlder children and have involved much
longer tlme gaps. ‘ ‘

The reader should keep in mind the fact that with sueh young
children, the likelihdod of behavioral consistency is not very

\greati Tha children are already in the midst of a great perlad of

growth and evolution. They are alsb, because of their immaturity,
especially susceptible to all kinds Qf extraneous influences. Since

- the observations take place in a nurseTy school setting, one cannot
control whether the same children will be in the group from one

day to the next, whether the child had ample sléep the night before

or {s feeling well on this particular day, whether a sudden disrtuptive
child may appear in a group on this particular day, whether there

may be influences from the teacher that might suddenly change:the
pattern of play from what it was like on the previous day or a few
months before,

Given all ot theaec pussible influences, we cannot seriously
expect extremely Ligh consistency across a couple of days or
systematically across a year's time in the children. Nevertheless,
because of the fact that we have ip effect § data points, two apiece
in each of the 4 probes, each independent of the other in the sense
that they are taken on different days (and as a matter of fact by
different observers) it is worth examining whether we can,demonstrate

-,
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any degree of consistency better than chance in the behavior
of these children along the dimensions emylayed n the research,

Table Q!Jndlcates the 1ist of behavioral fariatTes, language
variables and the major television-viewing vagiables drawn from
TV logs alToss the four observation periods from February 1977
through February 1978. The table indicates,the number of cor-
relations between each combination of obseypvations, e.g. observation
1 (Februaxry 77), observation 2 (Fébruary 7/1). observation 3 -(April
77), obsexvation 4 (April 77), etc. By &prrelating each of these
eight observations in every combination gith each other, we
obtain a matrix which "indicates to whatjgxtent the scores on the
variables for tha child at different tznes _relate back to each
other in a comparable way relative to the total group. The
percentage of correlations in this magrix significant at p% 05
are listed in one column of the table., The second column Teports
on the correlations obtained across the two major divisions of the
study, the February and April 1977 pyrbbes which were essentially
prior to the possible effects of intervention and the last two
probes, October 19#7 and Febpuarys 1978 which might reflect
Intervention effe;ts For these gorrelations;“the two observations
a few days apart during a given pfobe were averaged. The data from
this table make it clear that thdre are, indeed, reasonably im-
pressive patterns of consistency in the spDntanEG;$ behavior of
the children, For Imaginativeness of Play, for example, (a rating,
based on the degree to which the child introduces elements of
pretend and make-believe, transcends the immediacy of time and
place) ‘during free play per;nds 100% of the correlations between
the various time periods are SLgHJFlégntly better than chance. The
correlation between the fitst and second half of the year's ratings
is .385 which is significant at p< .001. This is certainly an
impressive result.

=

The findings for 1ndications of Positive Emotionality, smiling
and laughing in the child indicate that 50% of the intercorrelations
across time periods are significant and there is a correlation
between the first two and last two probes of .296, also significant
at p< .001. Especially high is the correlation for simply the
amount of time the child is involved in direct interaction with
other @hildren. Here, again, 100% of all of the combinations of
time periods yield significant correlations and the overall corre-
lation between the two half-years is .520, p {.001, Surprisingly,
even for the amount of Aggression rated for the child 50% of
intercorrelations are significant and the correlation between the
\ first two and last two observation periods is .297, p <.00L, This

Tb
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result is impressive becuuse often aggression may be manifested in
retaliation to the accidental or intentional provocation of another
child. Nevertheless, these data suggest that to some degree we musi
have some Ehildrén who azre relatively consistently aggressive and
that. this pattern of behavior is already established by the ages of
three and four.

i

of the béhavlaiab variables, only Concentration shows no special
consistency. ' This is sonéwhat surprising in view of other results
chtaln’d later in thS study, which indicate that children who are

y/ to watch TV dptensively at home are also likely to show

ggﬂge tration during spontaneous play in school. Nevertheless, we

no satisfactpry consistency across the time periods. Co-

- aperﬁtlﬂn with Adults and Pears does not show that degree of
caﬂsisteﬁzy, but here, since the very definitiom requires the
oceprrence of an Bppartuﬂlty for sharing by the child it is likely
thdt the variable is irtherently more situationally determined at

~at any given probe period. Of the mood variables, only the likelihood
that the child is sad, downhearted or crying is at chance level of
consistency. Again, one might expect that such behavior would be
partlcularly subject to a specific kind of provocation that might
not occur again during any of the other observation periods.

If we look next at the 1anguage usage by the children, we find
consistency only for two very general aspects of speech behavior,
the total number of words used during a particular play period
or the total pumber of separate utterances emitted during an
+obsetvation period. These Tesults suggest that while the child

is presnm@bly showing considerable growth- over the year's time

in the vocabulary and conmponents of language, the overall tendency
of the child to speak is already reasonably consistent by

ages three or four. That is to say, in a spontaneous play situation
some children are consistently more likely to be talking-out loud
and comnunicating either about the game to themselves or talking
directly to others in the course of the ten minute observation
period over the year's time. For number of words, 83% of a}l of

the possible correlatiuns between observation periods were Significant
and 2 correlation between the means of the first two and the last
two observation periods was .523, p(.071. For number of lii;téfaﬂf:esj
the results were also 83% and 46ﬂ p< .001 . ¢

oo
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Of all the other variables, only one showed significant
consistency. This was Total TeleVLSLnn References. Fifty peércent
Bf the observation period scores for this variable were significant
the correlation between the means of the:first two and last two
ﬁbservailon periods was .400, p<.001, This result suggests that
we already ‘may be seeing chi ldren who are especially inflyenced in
= %3 regular way by television so that thev consistently use ‘words
Telating to television character or 1n:1dents in the gaurse of
their spontaneous play.

We can next iank at the consistency of television-viewing,
frequency and patterning in the children in the study. Keep in ,
mind that this information is based on the actual reports recorded
on log sheets by the parents. While it might be argued that we

fare simply obtaining evidence that the parents themselves put down
-y more or less the same thing for their child from probe pEflgd to
i prebe period (and theoretically could have done this even without
paylng the slightest attention to what the child was watching - that
is just to maintain their own chSLSEEﬁcy) this seems unlikely on
several counts. First of all,) we did double check as indicated above,
and inr addition, there do turn out to be significant associations
- between children's television viewing patterns and their overt
behavior as we shall see below. We have already mentioned the
fact that consistency in ipontaneous play does seem-to be associated ,

with the intensity of TV-viewing - that is, the less distractable .
f -

{: -, the child is in watching a TV show, the less distractable he may v
f‘ also prové to be in the course of his play behavior in the nursery
\\ Schﬁﬂl :

InSPEitxén of Table 3 indicates that the carrelatlﬂn between

all of the combinations of total weekly: TV viewing hours for the

four probe periods is significant 100% of the time with a correlation
between the first two probes and the last two of .63, p(.001. The
parents’ report of viewing intensity of the, child is significant

100% of the time for the combinations of the four pﬁnbe periods and
the correlation is .56, p€.00l for the first two versus the last

‘two probes. Parental reports on other patterns such as whether the
child watches alone, watches with parents or watches with other
adults are also highly reliable in comparable fashion.

.. . If we next loak at the kind of TV shows the child is watihlng,

we f;nd again similar consistencies. Thus, the results sindicate

that 100% of the combinations of probes yield significant correlations
for the viewing of Cartoons with a correlation between the means

of the first and last two probe periods of .769, p< .001. For the

» 5
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viewing of Situation Comedy, one gets i comparable result with-100%
of EDTrelaéluns significant and with an r of .81, p¢ .001. -For thle .
tendency to watch Adult shows, the data are equally strong with

100% of possible correlations significant and with an r of .72,

p €.001. For the viewing of the Action- Detective [violent) shaws,
again thereé is 100% significant correlation and an r of .35, p<.001
between the first and last observation periods. -Indeed, the yeakest
eVlden:e of consistency is én the viewing of children's shows sugh

. as Captain Kangaroo or other programming directed specifically at. .
« children and appearing on commercial networks, Consistency of =

- .watching the Public TV educational shows is rZlatively high with

an r of .51, p<.00]1 between the first and last two observation
periods., ' ’ N

In general, therefore, we seem to be finding, again, a rather
considerable can51stengy in the frequency and in the pattern of
children’s v1ew1ng of television. Keeping in mind that we are-
dealing with three- and four-year old children over a year's time,
we.cannot avoid the implication that rather well established habits
are a]ready discernible in these children. This is the kind of
evidence that suggests the serious limitation to our starting
assumpt ion that three-year olds would, indeed, be novices who are ' -
just beglnﬂlng to expand their television -viewing pattems.

Another indication of the extensive cans;stency that the -

childyren are showing can be mentioned. We will .subsequently discuss

data concerning the role of the Lmaglnsry playmate which many .
children develop in the period between ages two and a half and five.
For our purposes now, it is sufficient-to indicate that parents'’
report that the :hlld has an imaginary companion turns out to be
relatively good predictors of /the extent to which the child will,

" in the course of his own spofftaneous play during nursery school,

show evidence of imaginatigh or Positive Emotionality, Ccaperatian
with Péers, extensive Larfguage Usage. 'If we rely on the child's

own self-report at the time of the initial ipt€rview in January

1977 about his imaginative cémpaﬁlaﬂs we DHEE;n somewhat similar

- pesults, Again, when we see patterns that cross from home situations
and that are based on the personal observation of parents in very
different settings and then recur during spontaneous play of the
children, we have some greater evidence that important features of
play behavior have already become established with maderate but
.identifiable consistency by ages of three and four,

b o
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Dgyelgpmental Patterﬁs ~f Play Behsv;ﬁf, Language and Televisiﬂn—Viéwing

We-can next ask what part;zulé; types of sgaﬂtanenus “play behav;pr
‘or features of. language or patteyﬂs of TV-viewing show growth across
the year's time for these three-/ and fou ar olds. Naturally,
one should expect growth in many areas Q?ﬁﬁehaVLQI .just as there are
obviously tremendous changes ff,physi:al growth and motor coordination
for children during the years/between three and four or four and five.
\E There may, however, be differential growvth rates for certain patterns

f play behavior or language and for the oTrientation to television

which have never been looked at systematically withe samples of this
size before,

Table kindicates the averages separated by boys and girls and
by initial age, three or four, for subjects. Keep in mind that the
intervention, that is to say the training of parents, has taken
place in the pEILEd from April through September and tthEfDrE
.any pass;ble changes influenced by parental training of ch;ldren may
be coming into play here. We will look more Elasely at,speclf;t
effects of intervention later.. _ S .

Inspectlon cf thése tables and also statistical analy=is of
age and-probe period effects on' 'scores in these variables indicate
that there is relatively modest evidence of growth on the behavioral
ratings. It is, of course, possible that since ratings were
carried out by dlfféf&ﬁt ﬂbservers and they themselves had no sense
of, contlnulﬁy of a glVén child, they" mlght have been making their
ratings reldative to the ﬂurrent pool of chnildren. Therefore these
ratings may be relative rather than absolute. We are currently
looking at the actual protocols and detailed descriptions of the
play behavioy and of the imaginative performance of the children
and a more molecular analysis. of specific play patterns which are
rated as imagiriative may reveal more clear evidence of growth-
patterns. The four-year olds, boys and girls, show considerably
nore make-believe and lmaglﬂatlve play than do the three-year olds
and that there is a general trend towards increase, but that it
is considerably variable. Especially puzzling is the drop in
imaginative play for four-year old girls, a-finding which is also
consistent with a surprising drop in their language usage during
the fourth probe. At this point, it is not possible to determine
whether we are witnessing perhaps a change in play style which the
g;rls are evincing.

3



A variable like Concentration clearly shows an increase for the

bays even with some variation if we divide the four probe periods into

first and second halves. This result while also evident in the
. three-year old girls, again does not show up in the four-year old

ﬁglIIE because of the puzzling drop in Concentration during the February,

1978 prabe The finding of an increase in Concentration is also
reported in the data of parents on the Intensity with which the
children watch television. Thus, the degree of <¢hcentration which
the children show at home while sitting in fronmt «of the TV set does
also seem to increase somewhat roughly like the 3§§Uﬁt of concen-
tration they show while spontaneously playing in the nursery school,
We would not necessarily expect any particular changes in the
emotional variables with age. We do find some trend toward in-
creased CDﬂpETathEﬂESS ‘aCTOSS age periods especially for the.younger

= ' : . . i N N
Some sex differences may be mentioned at this point. In
general, the boys seem to play more imaginatively than the girls .

“although these results are not very dramatic. Nevertheless, they

are statistically significant over the four probe periods fnr

the variable of Sex (p =< .015). There is as has often been noted, a
sizable difference in.aggression manifested by boys and girls: with,
again, a highly significant result across the four probes with the
boys showing more aggression than the girls.

With respect to language development, it is clear that
obviously three-year olds are less advanced than four-year olds and .
that girls initially, in our study showed considerably"more language
than boys. The ev1d%nte indicates that boys increase significantly
more than girls do during this period in number of utterances and
in number of words used during the probe period. Inspection .of
Figure 1 indicates, for example, that if we look at the number of
words used during ‘tén minutes of spontaneous play, four-year old
boys are significantly higher than three-year old boys who use only
about 60 words during a ten minute period compared to more than 100
by the four-year olds. Four-year old girls are obviously far above
the boys using close to 130 words during the period while three-year
old girls are speaking approximately on the average of 18 more
words during a ten minute period than the boys. What follows, then,
during the year is a dramatic acceleration in language for the
three-year olds of buth sexes with an even more striking increase
for boys than for girls. By the fourth probe, the initially three-
year old boys use actually somewhat above the number of words spoken
by the four-year old girls who showed a puzzling drop mentioned
before, while the initially three-year old girls are just slightly
ahead af them. Indeed, the acceleration is marked and. the contrast
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Figure 1. Age by Sex by ObLservation Period Trends for Number of Words Used in
' ¢ Play Speech.
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. between the 1n1tlally four- YEaf’Old boys and four- year old girls is
so great because of the drop in this fourth probe that we see the
four-year old boys speak;ng approximately 190 words in a ten minute
period while ‘playing, while the four-year old girls are speaklng
only 112.

In general, language data suggests a much greater spurt for
* the boys during the year's time and the indication that for girls’
who are now five-years of age, they may be entering into a new
phase of socialization that leads to less overt verbal behavior
during spontaneous play, less spontaneous play activity and the
- other indications that sets these girls having started initially
well ahead of the boys are now ready for a more organized kind
of. experience. "It may also be that certain socialization pressures
on girls are also bepinning to emerge. In general, this pattern
seems to go along as we shall see belaw with a cnange in television-
viewing by tie older girls,

Table # indicates the pattern of television-viewing for the
subjects divided by age and sex groups for total viewing and also
for type of program watched. The data presented dramatic contrast

. between the sexes. Boys at four are generally heavier watchers

than boys at three and wnile both groups declined from an initially

- somewhat higher level (perhaps due to experimental influences) the
initially four-year olds by the end of the fourth probe are watching
somewhat more on the average than the initially three-year olds.
The girls, on the other hand, show a rather different pattern.
Initially, three~year old glrls are even heavier viewers than boys
of the same age, but there is a decrease in the viewing trend so
that four-year old girls are watching far less than four-year old
boys and by the last two probes, their rates of viewing are by far
the lowest of all of the groups. Again, we find this puzzling
change in behavior patterns of the four-year old girls,

- We have some indication that by the age of five, girls are,
indeed, beginning to be socialized more and drawn into relationships
with their mother. For example, four-year old girls show an
especially large drop in Saturday morning TV-viewing, while four-vear
old boys are showing a relative increase in amount of time spent
viewing at that hour. Inquiry from parents suggests that mothers
are taking girls along on shopping excursions leaving ‘boys behind
to watch TV. In general, we may be, again, pitking up part of a
change in the orientation of the girls toward a more clearly
identifiable maternal identification around age five. For some

reason, this seems 0 be reflected also in the change of language
usage and in thc spontaneity of nursery school play.

£y
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In looking at televisionm effects across the four probes, we
¢annot avoid consideration of séasonal variation. It is very
Clear that the lowest TV- ~viewing for our sample cameduring the &\\\
April probe when the c¢hildren wére much more likely to be outsid
playing. Unfortunately, study design did not permit sampling of
B sufficient range of seasons to balance off this dramatic effect.
~9till another accidental factor must be taken into account. While
in géneral we see' an overall drop in television from the initially
high levels (perhaps as a cvnsequence of some experimental influence on
the Parents); the bllzzard vf February 1978 shut down schools and
kept children indoors to a greater extent than even was the case
in the previous February. Keeping that in mind, the relative
drop 'in viewing against that initially high level at the beginning
of our study may suggest. that some possible experlmental effect
s indeed operating.

Table 4 also presents the data on type of programming watched
by the children during the year. It is evident that for boys, if
anything,. there is an increase with respect to Cartoons in the
pércentage of boys watching these within each age group over the
yoar and across age groups 50 that it is clear that as boys get
older in the period. between three and five they spend an increasing
sgmount of time watching television cartoons. With respect to
Children's TV shows, the results do not reflect any great increase
#% & function of age. For girls, there is also a more modest increase
in television cartoon viewing and no really special effects with
réspect to children's shows. Boys show an initially very high level
of watching programs like $esame Street and Mr. Rogers at both three-
amd four-year old levels,. There is a trend towards a decrease in the
widtching of these shows by the older boys, however. For girls, there
i% a high rate of watching such shows for the thrée-year olds, but
# fairly steady drop for the girls, although the girls in
general tend to watch educational television more than the boys.

While the children Ju not spend a large number of hours watching
the Action-Detective shows during the week, it ,is clear that a majority
of them do watch such shows and that there are no really sizable
changes for the boys in the pattern of such viewing. Girls do show
# distinet decline in the watching of these more violent TV shows
¥rom age three to age four or from age four to age five. With |
respect to viewing trends, again the four-year old girls show a
dealine in the amount of time spent watching TV with parents or other
neylts compared to the three-year olds while the change for boys does
not yreflect such a pattern clearly. Boys do show an increase with
watching with siblings while girls show a decline in this respect.
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In general, the developmental trends with-respect to television-
viewing are somewhat masked by major seasqnal variations with
indications that children are more 11ke1y outside playing during April

@snd October and show the least viewing at those times. Nevertheless,
our subjects, who at the end of the year have reached the ages of
four or five are averaging four hours a day of viewing and this is
approximately what the average is for older children according to
earlier statlstlcal reports. It seems clear that the television -
habit as suggestedrabOVE has been well establlshed fcr ‘these children.
f’Surprlslng Aamount cf th51r waklng dav 15 Spent 1n TV- v;ew;ng.

Y' : ThgrDimgggions of Spontaneous Play iniPresSchbgieys

A major objective of this investigation was to examine the
characteristics of ongoing play in three- and foug-year old children.

' - There has been surprisingly little systematic research particularly
over any extended period of time which has looked at the natural
occurring play behavior of young children. Our intention was to use.
this set of behavior as the basic, medium for evaluatlng evidence of
the ipfluence of television upori the developing child. In doing so,
it was especially necessary to- devise a set of definitions of
categories of behavior which could be extracted from the flow of
behavior and used for further quantitative analysis. As indicated
above we placed our emphasis on relatively observable behavior including
imaginativeness as an index of the child's capacity for generating
transformational sequences - that is introducing elements into a

. situatjon that wére not immediately given by the physical environment.
An extensive discussion of the presumed value of imaginative play
for child development has been presented elsewhere (J. Singer §

D. Singer, 1976, J. Singer, 1977).

_ We are also interested in the social interaction patterns of

the child as manifest either in antisocial behavior such as aggression
or in sharing and what have been called prosocial behaviors such as .
cooperation with adults ard with peers. In addition, we sought to
evaluate the affective or emotional state of the child. There is an
increasing body of research which suggests that human beings possess

a limited but relatively differentiated set of specific emotions

which are themselves closely related to the information processing
tasks which confront the person (Izard, 1977, Tomkins, 1962, 196,

J. Singer, 1973). This study is one of the first to look at the
patterning of emotions during the children's spontaneous play and

to see whether these emotions relate in any systematic way either to
the dimensions of Imaginativeness or also to the pattern of home
television-viewing.

L I
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Imaginativeness nf _Play
B

In the present study there were two general methods for obtaining
information about the imaginative capacities or manifestatioms in '
these three- and four-vear olds. One approach involved direct
interviews with the children about their earlier patterns of play
behavier and also about whether or not they had imagthative companions, . ’
This approach also included the use of a2 set of inkblots that in the
past have shown relationships to overt imaginative behavior in
children. A third technique within this category involved questioning
of the parents about the presénce or abasence in their children of
imaginary playmates such fantasy play was viewed as an indication , .
that the child.at home is making responses either to thin air or to '
inanimate objetts, The transformation of these objects by means of
image:y into companions or sources of interaction at a playful level
suggest a potential for other forms of spontaneous 1mag1ﬂat1ve§§22y,\

These methods sought to obtafh evidence that the child at home
again under natural circumstances, was showing signs of developi
inner life, capacity for pretending or for the use of imagery.

The second major approach to studying the imaginative dimension .
was to look at the ongoing play behavior of the children and score '
this behavior for evidence that the child was introducing pretend or y
make-believe cpmponents into the play, changing its own role or that '
of its companiops, pretending to be in different places or time
periods; etc. .

The first Progress Report indicated that measures derived from
direct inquiry, or tne inkblots had yielded,only modest to negligible | P
evidence that such supports related to the gpentanecus overt imagina- B
tion of the cnildren. There were indications that girls were more
likely to report imaginative play at home than did boys, while in -
the overt behavier of the boys, there was clearly more indication
of spontaneous imaginative play than for the girls. -

Subsequent to the analyses of the first Progress Repﬁrt we -
have carried out more extensive work on the parent questionnaire ’
data concerning the play patterns at home of the children as manifested
in their use of imaginary playmgtes. This data along with the child's ,
own report of imaginary playmatés turns out to be among the mdst.
significant indicators of our study. A specific report on the results
obtained with imaginary playmates which was reported at a prafesslonal
meeting, is appended (Caldeira, Singer § Singer, 1978).
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'Imggiﬁéryg?laymate§¥gndfQvgrt Behéqié;rq?.Langgggejﬂgye;Qﬁment in. the

;+ Pre-Schooler

T a

! "' /Im response to a questionnaire mailed to-parents (sze Appendix
for sample questionnaire)- it was possible to develop a number of, -
méasures ‘concerning the nature and pattern of imaginary companions
in our-threce- and four-year old children. Fifty-five percent of the .
~ parents reported that their children had imaginary companions. In
', response to direct inquiry of the children themselves, 65% hads
ot - indicated that they had some form.of imaginary playmate. This -
' discrepancy is in the expected-direction since presumably parents
would not be privy to all of the possibilities of children having .
' private fantasy companions. R ' ’ '

S Anaﬁyses of imaginary‘playmates-wergfgarried out in the sample
separately by sexes. While girls. tended to show a slight pre-
. - dominance of frequency of imaginary playmates over the boys,

" 'differences were more to be found not in the frequency alone, but
in pattern of playmate. - Thus, while boys almost invariably chose
male imaginary playmates, girls were more likely to choose both
male and ‘female imagimary playmates. There are indications’ of
considerable television influence in theé list of such pldymates..:
Girls were 1likely to choose male .super-heroes ‘such as Superman oOr.
Bionic Man ‘along with their preference for female super-heroes such
as Wonder Woman or Bionic Woman as imaginary playmates. . Boys,

- however, almost exclusively limited themselves to the male fantaSy'

characters. This finding of a movement by girls in the direction’

‘ of Loth male and female activities, while the boys remain inflexibly,
"masculine” in their orientation even at such an early age, is 7
consistent with many earlicr findings. on changes in choices of play

_ thing¢. ' Our results again indicate the relative inflexibility of

" the boys, perhaps a reflection of the persistence of "macho' or

. fears of “sissy" identification in boys as young as this.

Children without siblings, as might be expected, show
significantly more.imaginary playmates (Chi Square (1) = 7166, -
p<¢.01). . The result is even more striking in the case of girls., .

: In general, children whose parents reported them as having more
V< jmaginary playmates at home also showed more imaginativeness in their
. . spontaneous play, more positive emotionality during this play and
" 'somewhat more cooperative behavior’ with adults in'the nursery school

“setting. Children who had.imaginary playmates at home were also -
much more likely to show more extended language usage during. . _
gpontaneous play, They also turned. out to be watching significantly |
. less-television. This result is one of the few indicatiochs we '




had of evidence supporting the more genefal hypothes;s *of. th;s
- research which had proposed that a more develaped imaginativeness
--in the pre-school child; would Iead to.less resort to watching’
televi51nn ‘
This imag;nary playmate variable 15 part;cularly 1mportant ;,
when we look at the multiple regression analyses for the behavioral *
: : wvariables. Again and agalniﬁthe evidence from the child's home
‘ behavior that he or she is involved with imaginary playmates turns
" . ‘out to be-one of the best predictars of the specific overt behav1aral
pattern observed in the children's play at the nursery schaol " For
example, of a group of variables predicting whether or not bcys will
show spontancous . imagination if play, the indications of imaginary
cﬁmpanlon is one of the major predictors. This is also true in the
" case of the predictions of whether or not .children will show positive
-emotions such as smiling and laughing during Spontaneous play. -(These '
data are based on zumulatlve scores over the years'’time for the
chlldreq ‘Thus, we are talking of a child's year long average of °
.. -behavior in SEhODl as predlcted by a. report of spontaneous imaginative
o play provided by the parent at lcast six months to a year beforehand).

4

. A slmllar fesult emerges for the degree of cOﬂcentratlnn shown

by the child during, play. Of only four wariables that, predlct the
© occurrence of Aggression in overt behaV1Qr,_two of .these are imagina- -
“tive pred15p351tlcn measures in bcys the pumber of imaginary '
companions reported which is:negatively associated with -Overt
Aggression and the number of ‘humahn movement responses to the Barron
Inkblots (presumably a measure, also, of .imaginative pred;spas;tlan)
also negat;vely related to Aggression. , l

*

In ‘other wnrds‘ these data support (fﬁr the bgvs) f;ndlngs
already indicated with older children (Singer, :1973) concerning a
potential inverse relationship between -indices of private- 1mag1nat;ve- .
" ness in children and the likelihood of overt aggression behavior.
The number.of imaginary companions reparted turns out to be a strang
. predictor of the, amount of social interaction a’ child will show - ,
“and also the extent to which the child shows cnaperatLVEness with-
adults. The Imaginary Companion variable also is negatively associated '
‘with the likelihood that the child‘will show sadness during play, A
indications of fatlgue or sluggish behavior as well, and it is E
positively linked in the predictions QF the child's liveliness and

ind;catlens of elatlnn o . : ‘ .
, . S

Althnugh the results are slightly different in the case of girls,-
essentially a similar pattern emerges. The number of imaginary
compdnions-at home links to Cooperativeness with Peers and with Adults
‘and is negatively associated w1th the prEdICtioﬂ of Overt Aggr2551an

'behav;ﬁr. '
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In summary, our.data indicate that three- and four-year old
5chi1dren who, according to parental report, are playing with - oo o

. imaginary cﬁmpanlans, turn out in their overt observable behavior’

. during hursery sgchool ‘to.be more imaginative on the whole, more
inclined to be cooperative, to show more.generally positive emo-
tinnallty, and also are Iess likely to evince agpgressive behav;ar

. Or negative ematlnns such as sadness,. They also seem more 1;kely
to be using more words and.to be less likely to be extensive

~watchers of television. : These findings do’ suppart the original
hypothesis of this 1nvest1gatlcni-

;m,g nﬂtlveness Df Plgy in th§ Nursery Schcﬂl %ettlﬂg

As indicated above, the llkellhagd that a child wauld be’
scored as - 'showing imaginative play turned out to be one of the most
"consistent .of behav1ara1 variables. In.other words, the Ehlld who
'by three ‘or four years- of age is showing ‘spontaneous play -that
includes introduction of make-believe elements, is likely to continue
 to show such behavior over the years' time. . Thus, a tendency: ° :
towards make-believe as a’ part of a play pattern has already’ been
established in quite a number of children by the third year of
_ lifE; Thé tendency to play 1mag1nat1vely 15 als@ Elesely llnked f

tlons Df JEY in" the ;h;ld Tha cnrrelatian betwean Imaglnatlve : ) \
Flay and Positive Affect ave: the years' time in boys is ,666 :
o and for girls it is .522, ' The correlation. between Imaginatlveness
; - of Play and indications of per51steﬁce or Contentratlon are .393
S ' for boys and .417 for girls. If wé keep in mind that Concentration
e is one of the least ‘reliable of our variables, this level of corx-
relation is even ‘more impressive. Children who reflect imaginativeness o
of play also turn out to be more likely to interact with peers and to °
share with’peers.  Correlations, again, are quite high and significant. . s
The same pattern snows up for the emotional variables with Imaginative- -
ness of Play negatively related to.evidénces ‘of Fearfulness and,
‘Sadne’ss or Fatigue and positively related to measures of ‘Liveliness -
- or Elation, .. Children who play more imaginatively are also more
~ inclined to use more words, to make more direct utterances, and to .
shoWw a higher Mean Length of Utterance. They are more likely to
use more complex grammatical constructions such as Predicate
Nominativesfand to make more use of Future Verbs. . '

It might be argued that. the correlation of Imaginative Play
and Positive Emotion might 51mply be a function of the fact that
children who speak a great deal will evoke more positive ratings
from abservers and alsa that the score of Imaglnatlﬁn depends to

-
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some extent on the use of ‘language. ‘Thus, it could be argued that
the relatlﬂnsh1p ﬁf Imdgination to other variables may be part of
‘a general verbal expressiveness. As it happens, when we correlate
Imaginationjand Affect, partialing out the correlation between
each of these variables and the number of words: 'spoken, the

. correlatiofi of .67 between Imaglnatinn and - Affect drops only to.
+83, (p< .001). Thus, the effect of eliminating the impact of the
vgrbal prﬂduEt;Vlty does not make a really major difference in
the occurrence of a p951t1ve correlatlon between Imaglnatlcn and
Pasitive Affect. . 1 . ; , ’,

Another issue that mlnht be raised is the extent to which 1Q
may.be a controlling variable and that imaginativeness and verbal
express;veness may be both reflections of the general intell1ggnce;
of the child. The correlation-between imaginativeness and number
of words spoken during a ten minute play period ‘averaged across
the entire year for boys-is .64. 'When the effect of 1Q is partialed
out, we still obtain a highly- 51gn1f1cant correlation of .63. In
.the case of girls, the correlation between Imaginativeness of Play e
and number of words used is .64 and with IQ partialed out, is.still

. an 1mpress;ve .59. N i '

Df interest, -also, is the fact that’ Imag1nat1veness of Play
s also assaclated w1th somewhat more complex language usage such
s the use of forms such as the predicate nominative, the beginning
af metaphoric ‘language use, and also the use of future verbs as.
parts of speech in the children's language, ‘It might be argued
' *again that in.order to rate Imaglnatlveness of Play we must gount
to some extent on the occurrence of certain parts of speech to
‘help us understand what the children are doing. The fact remains
that in our data we find evidence that Imaginativeness of Play during
one probe period can predict the llkely gccurrence of Future Verbs
1n the next probe period. . -

g
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What seems more llkely to be active here is not a simple causﬁ/
“effect relationship, but a complex feedback process in which the /
child in the effort to express imaginative possibilities as part
of a game, draws on available knowledge of new forms and word ’
structures. In sdydoing, he or she is further prazt;s;ng the use
of these forms so fthat the ultimate prapens;ty for VQcabulary
differentiation id heightened. - | N .
Figure »~ presents the results of a ‘correlational anafgsis across.
the four probe periods of the study representing the Ielatlgnshlps
' ‘between observed imagination in the nursery school and the number
of words children actually used during these ten minute play periods.
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Figure 2. Diagfam'nf Sequenéial Simuitaneags. and Gféss 1agé Correlations,
- Across the Four Observation Periods for Observed Imaginatimn and
Number of Words Used in Play Speech
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The dlagﬁnals of this diagram indigate the correlation between
- observed: Imagination at Probe 1 and Number of Words used at Probe 2
or the Number of Words used at Probe 1 and the score for '
Imaginativeness of Play at Probe 2. We woiild expect .that if the
-number of words was 1nvaf15b1y the '"'causal' factor, the dlaganal Y
from Words 1 to Imagination 2 should consistently be higher for A
all three comparison than the correlation from Imagination 1 to :
Words 2, etc.  Actually, the data are mixed in this respect. The
correlations of Words, and WDTdS;LWLth Imagination, and
Imagination, tend|to be. higher bfit notappreciably So than the
reverse corfelation. For the fourth Probe, Imagination, correlates
‘much higher with Wards than the reverse, These data’ wéuld suggest
the much more likely p3551b111ty that we are dealing with what )
Pervin (?577) woulld term a transactlonal effect. . - S

Dther hypotheses of thls study inltlally was that children
'mare l;kely to play imaginatively would also be less likely ‘to-
be interested in television or to reflect some of the more noxious -
influences of that medium in. their play. Data P»re are nat especially
interesting. In general, Imaginativeness of Play in the nursery .
~ shows relatively little relationship to the pattern or frequency
- of tElEVlSLDﬁ-VlEWLng * There is some:relationship between degree - o .
of Concentration on TV . shown by boys at Epme and their imaginativeness - S
of play, but if anything, that relationship is reversed for girls. -
On the whole; we see little tie between the ongoing ImaglﬁativenEss
‘of Play and Television-viewing frequency or the content of the..
shows watched. If we look a little closer at the predictions from -
.. -a multiple regresslan analy515. we do find that children who. watch o
. the -Commercial Teley ision- shows qriented to children or who watch
the Adult Family. non> v1nlent drama are more: likely to be imaginative
while those watching the more “"'hyped-up" Var;ety or Game shows are
less’ likely to be imaginative. The imaginative children are, R
however, - also more likely to be Cartoon watchers. In the case of -
girls, there is contribution to the multiple- reg Nession predictlnn~
.of Imaginativeness of Play made by watching of S; -uation-comedy
and a negative relationship is found between Weekend Television-
Watching and Imaginativeness of Play. In gener . therefore, the
best we can say is that children who play imaginatively are .some-.
‘what more likely to be watching what might be termed the more
. "benign'" programming,” family. dramas’ like The Waltons, situation
comedies like Happy Days or I Love Lucy or The 0dd Cauple, commer-
~ ¢ial TV children's shows as nggain Kangarno and do not appear i’
_ be.especially watchers of the more active "hyped-up'' shows such as
The Gong Show or the violent, detective shows. These results are,
. however, not tremendously impressive by any means, and the
hypﬂthESLZEd inverse link between imaginativeness, television-
viewing patterns and aggression cannot réally be supparted from
our data based on ongoing play. - \
. Y
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ThE Playfulness D;mcns;on‘ A Faétér Analytié RESult: ;

‘ Factar Aﬂﬂlyses were cafrled qQut (separately by sexes) f@r each

- probe. period to ascertain particular major dimensions which could
- describe the basic data of this study, the p:ed15p351t10na1 variables

such-as Age, 1Y, SES, Ethnicity, Iﬂaglnatlve Predisposition measures,
the Observed Behavioral varlables, the patterns of Language Usdage .
and the Television’ Fréquency, Intensity and Program Content pattern,

“An important caution in factor analyses of this kind is the fact
- that since.data have bcen collected by very d;fferent means,

e.g. parent questionnaires for imaginative companion data, direct
testing of the child for IQ or inkblot respﬁnses observation of
the child during play fnr Imaglnétlveness or Positive Affective,

“etc.. and recording by parents over a two week period of time faur

dlfferent tlmes dur;ng the year af‘dally TV v1ew;ng by the chlld .

) determlnant uf haw varlables aluster tagether. As can be seen,

however, from the factors in Table 5 the occurrence. of instrumental |
determinants does not eliminate meaningful clustering on the same

- factor of variables in which data has been .collected by quite S ‘3};'

different methods. Thus while one of the ‘three factors which- - - e

" emerges is clearly a language factor, specific categories of

language also load with the behavioral variables and 51m;Larly'

- specific behavioral:vdriables load on the ‘factor which 15 dominated-
. by the television varlables : : A . .

The factgr ‘analysis presented here is a three factor solution
which for girls accounts for approximately 37% of the variance in-
the sample, while for the boys it accounts for almost 39% of the’
variance. The three major factos are relatively ‘easily labeled.

* The first with its highest loadings for Interaction with Peers,
}Pas1t1ve Affect, Imaginativeness of Play and Liveliness and Elatian

ell as with high loadings for Number of Words Employed and

Numb r of Utﬁeran:es by the child clearly'represents a general’

expressive E%ayfulness factor. It is very much like that obtained
1

in earl&gr ygsearch by ‘Lieberman (1977) using quite different
neasures, gg t is almost. identical with the factor reported-with a
group ofMiddle-class South African white children by '‘Shmukler (1977)

.employing the same behavioral ratings and ubser?at;unal prgcedures

emplayed in the present studyi L i )
A seccnd factor w;th whlch we will deal in greater detail
belaw contains its highest loadings an_Fréquency of Television
varlables, and, of cdurse, for .the types .of television shows
watched. It also has sizable loadings on Overt AgngSSiVE behavior
and on the emﬂtlans of Anggr as Hﬂll as certain 1anguage varlables.

&
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A third factor: 1s mre eleerly a Laﬂguege inetfumen;el factor

Lxemining :eetqr 1, ve see a vefy clear indication thet a high
scorer on variables of this factor both for boys and for girls would -
be characterized as a kind of happy -child who ie likely to he

:pleying a maxe-believe game, is erobaely smiling ‘or lsu“ﬂiﬁg ovs

intense interest, eesperetee 1n play witih other:children and
rarely shows signs'of fear, fatigue or sadness. In the case of
boys, there are also some indications of an association between
these .behavioral indices and the evidence from interviews witn

. child or parent of imagination as measurzd by the imeginefy

. companion questionneire, tak imagination interview with the child,

. play in the scnool setting is not "in evidence on. this factor, and it
".may well be tirdt girls becausz of their demenstrably higuer verbal

and the:Barron Inkblot scores. It is also noteworthy that the”
intensity with which the criild stays with the program once it =

- starts to watch it, also loads sizably on this factor for boys.
- The. factor seems to be picking up a pattern of consistendy botn

at home and:in ‘the play situation of imaginativeness and of a
generally positive orientation. Age loads on this factor

- suggesting ‘that we -sea tnis patterﬁlng more etrilingly amonegst

older children. IQ aleo loads modestly on it. For girls, tie
carryover of imagination from tine nome situation to, spontaneous -

capacity may have moved more rapidly towards .the internalization of
some.of their imaginative skills and are less likely to Tepresent.
tanls directly i eeentaﬁeeue play or in overt. vetue;izetlen

. Tﬁi, leyfulﬁeee factor -appears in ehe feetar analyses of each
of the 4 probes as well as in tife summary factor analyses presented

here seeams to-call for more intensive expleretion and future studies
of children. We seem to be finding evidence of a gettern of a '

kind of "happy playful' child that is alreddy clearly in evidenca by

_the ages of three and four and tiaat includes a strong component. of

imagery and fantasy as well as strong elemcnt of sharing and
helpfulnees or otxer prosocial behaviors.

Some might arpue tihat this factor might represent some type of
Y"halo" effect in the way observdrs react to- the cnildren. 'This -

|, position seems hard to support because the definition of the

variables clearl- eeparete out 1n their presentation -the neee*billtv
that children ean be playing imaginatively all alonc using some.toy
cars or blocks, using .onomatopeia and other indications of fantasy,
and yet not-be interacting, pertieulerly witi peers or suowing much
in the way of actual pesitive emotionality otne: than perhaps “the

t,\\?

‘excepc that it does not show jquite. the hipgih loadings for some of~ tlE__‘
‘more advanced 1enguage verieblee che: elee ehow up on Faetef 1.



) concentration over a period of time. The results rather. appear to
T .suggest that we are dealing with the genuine clustering’ of intrinsic
_ variables that have already evolved and have become relatively
' erystall;zed by the third year of life. Of interest, also, are
- the particular. patterns of language associated with this kind of
_ play - not only thé sheer productivity of verbalization, but- also
the use of Predltate Nominatives or Future Verbs., In the case of
the girls, we see, also, a negative loading for number of pronouns -"
" uses such as "I want thlS" or '"That's mine'" which might be linked
to more PrlmlthE self- cf;ented patterns of cammuﬂicatlnn.

. In general the results of the factor analyses stranglﬁ’
support a major initial hypothesis af the study. It had been =
. argued that 1maginat;veness of play in chlldren would be associated
~ with more ‘constructive and gnjnyable behavior. The finding here -
. replicates previous work’ which dealt with a more limited range
~~  of.variables and limited samples, based on data drawn from enly a
i single ¢ross- se;t;ﬂnal view of children's behavior. Here.we are,
. after all, dealing with the cumulative results of a year's ob-
e servation of these children. Also keep -in mind that an intervention
" study has been underway ‘during this period and it was intended to
modify imaginative play pattegns. Clearly, if it did, it has not.
‘changed the overall factor structure. The 51mllar1ty of these
-~ data to, not ohly earlier findings by the principal investigators
- - (J. Singer & D. Singer,. 1976, Tower, Singer, Singer § Biggs, 1977),
- but to quite independent research using similar instruments by
Shmukler (1977) and to a study with kindergarten children using
very different instruments by Lieberman (1977), suggests that we.
" are dealing with a major dimension of early chlldhaad experience
and behavior. ‘- Future research might want to look at children who .
, - - obtained’ particularly high or particularly low factor scores on
- . . thls Happy, Imaginmative Playfulness dimension to-see if we can
' pin down more precisely earlier childhood origins of such an
orientation, and also to look ahead towards later implications of
this pattern in the school years. Chapters by Singer (1978) and
Tower and Singer (1973) have explored some of the broader theoretical
‘and research implications of the association between positive affeas
‘tive experience and- imaginativeness in the spontaneous play of -
pre -schoolers. v . K : ’
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cen _ " TeleV151en Vlew1ng and Aggression

A mejor finding whleh emerged in the first Progress Repert was
the consistent association between aggressive behavior and the’
frequency .and patterning of the children's television-viewing. With
, the data now a¢cumulated .over a full year, the indications are that

this finding was, indeed, a robust one. Inspection of Factor 2 of
the factor analysis, yields a clear faeter with highest ‘loadings
for Weekday and Weekend and Weekly . 4sjon, the other television
variables such as Situation-Comedids, Veriety and Game shows and
Action-Detective (violent) shows also loading high, .What is’ .
especially striking is the extremely high loading of Aggression
(.603) on this factor. Also loading of course arg at least for

. the girls; a mederetely negative association with IQ and a positive

~ relationship’ to socioeconomic status. - Language variables. that load
on this factor include the use of Onomatopeia ‘and, the use of .
Imperative Sentences. For boys, we see on this factor the same hlgh
~ loading for Aggression (.553), a negative loading for . Cooperation =
with ‘Adults (-.334), a positive loading for Anger, (.525), as well
as indications -of positive loadings for.SES (indicating that lower
'SES classes are more llkely tocshow both ‘the high TV-viewing and
aggression) and a score ef’ethnielty (indicating that Hispanic or
Black subjeets are more likely to shew high TvV- v;ew1ng and evert )
aggression in thIS eample) S o -

~These dete seem extremely 1mpertent They represent essentlelly'
the first data we have fer children.as young as three and four who.
have been followed over a a period of time and who show the link between
frequeney of television:zviewing and actual overt aggressive behavior
in the course of’ nursery school activities. The findings reported
in the-Surgeon General Committee's report were baSe&’essentlelly
on responses of children to relatively short exposures to television
and no sampling over-extended time was employed. In the present
study, we heve, in effeet, watched these children over a year s t1me

Anether way of looking at seme ef the major linkages between
‘television-viewing and aggression in dur .sample is to divide the-
meles into these whe are ngh end Lew in Aggreesxen and then te

varlebles ef the study Slmllarly, we can le1de the subjeets
from their means into those who are High and Low in Weekly Television-

view1ng and look at the way the other verlables fall out, Table 6 i-x
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indicates .that for males those ligh in Aggression also show
‘51gn1£1:ant1y less ability to Concentrate during play, less ..

' Cooperation with their Peers during play, more evidence of the
emotions of Fear or Anger and Sadness during play. With respect

‘to parents' ratings of their home viewing patterns, these same
children atso show significantly more watching of Weekday Television,
Weekly Television and they also reveal less persistence (Intemsity)

" -in how they watch television than do their less aggressive. peers,

0f the types of shows watched, these groups differ significantly

‘only in three categories, the wdtching of Cartoons, watchlng of
Situation-Comedies and the watching of Action- .Detective or more
violent shows. There are also; it should be noted, 1ntell;gence
~differences batween the two groups, with the more aggressive cnlldren
: AYlEldlﬁg significantly lower IQs on the average than the less

- aggressive children, althcugh in both cases, the IQs are well above’
average. There is also-a trend for.the more aggressive boys to -
“show slgnlflcantly fewer Rorscha:h Human Movement ‘responses to the

‘ __inkblot tests, a result that for these three-and four-year, olds is

surprisingly comparable to a large number of- studies with older .
children and adults that indicate the inverse. relationship between
aggression and prgdugt1an of these Human Movement to 1nkb1§ts
_(Slnger & ‘Brown, 1973) e : S

For girls, wne in general shcwed ‘far less aggress;an than did
the boys, we find a similar pattern of differences between the High
and Low Aggressives. The High Aggr2531ves show significantly
more:Anger than the Low Aggressives. They also are watching more
TV during the Weekdays as well as Weekends and, of. course, more s

total Weekly television than the Low Aggressive girls. With respect T

to type of programming watched, the High Aggressive girls are
especially watching more Cartoons, more Situation-Comedies, more

gf the Variety and Game shows with their hyperactive actlv;ty,

in general more of the -Action-Detective shows, Almost every . category -
reflects the difference between these groups. Again, we find that .
the more aggressive girls cone from lawer socioeconomic status

grnups within our sample

: If we next look at the dlffETEﬂEES betwggn thgse sub;e:ts who '
are High TElEVlSlBﬂaVlEWEIS versus those who are Low television-
viewers we find, for the”boys, that the High-viewers are somewhat
more- likely to show more imaginative play, are hlghly significantly
more Aggressive, 51gn1flcant1y more Angry or Annoyed. With respect
to TV-viewing, High TV-viewing goes along as might be expected with
all of the various categories. The IQ difference is present again
with “the Low-viewers being. 51gnlflcant1y brlghtar than the High-
v1ewersr'althauwh again both groups fall into a well above-average
category. Again, the SQCIQECDHDNLC class drfference emerges and

]
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falsa intereatingly, we find evidence that those gh;ldren whc rep<§
f

Low Television-viewing are also more likely to. report a number o
imaginary companions. For girls, Low Television-viewers are

significantly less Aggr2551ve than High viewers, and they are
also ljXely to be somewhat older and of a higher socioeconomic

w
t

status. .So far, the results, while clearly indicating a connection -

between TV-viewing and aggression, m;ght well also 51mp1y be

"reflecting the fact that children from lower socioeconomic status

are also .more likely, on the one hand, to be allowed to watch a
good deal of television of all kinds, and also are more likely to
be -exposed to and model violence from families, siblings or
peers. Are there ways of pinning down the relationship @f aggress;cﬂ;
more dlre:tly to the television- VIEWIRE patterns? . L

TR
¢ L

1f ane lnnks at the fagt@r analy515 1t is elear that 50cio~
economic ‘status and to a lesser extent,. ethnlclty, ‘ay be implicated

. in the factor linking aggression and TV-viewing. The cultural

ba:kgraund varlaELES seem to show lower general 1uad1ng than «do the
llnkage af tElEVlSlDﬂ and overt aggress;nn to each other.
I
We can apprga:h this questlan even more effect;vely by looking
at what cnmblnatlons of wariaobles best predict the likelihood that
a child will show Overt Aggressive behavior dur;ng play. - In earlier
probes, the data consistently indicated. that the best predictors of '

- Overt Aggression were likely to be the television frequency variables
or the watching of specific program categories such as the violent
or Action-Detective shows.' We will now. look at the data accumulated

a:r@ss the four probe per;ads over the year.
l .

For.boys, it is p9551b1a to generate cnly fcur varlables that
accumulate to yleld a multiple corrélation of .595, 51gn1flcant

L A

- at ﬁwf 001 and accounting. for 35% of tne variance in the grouping

of variables employed. Of these fou#, the first and strongest”is
the viewing of 'Action-Detective shows. ‘This is followed by the
watching of News broadcasts, and we then also get negative relation-
ships for imaginary companions and the Barron Inkblot responses,
as suggested already. Thus, desp;te the possibility that variables’
like Age and IQ might be important, it turns out that the best
predlcturs of Overt.Aggression are specific types of programming
and especlally the more violent aCtlDﬂ detgct;ve shows. ’

L

1f we look at the llkellhﬂﬂd ‘that the :h;ld w;ll show. a gaad

- deal of Anger during spohtaneous play, we-also find that the only

tWo varlables contributing significantly to the multlple ﬁgrrelatlan

S 9
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y . of .58, account.for .339% of the variance, -(p<.001) are watching
* : of News and Actiof shows. i " : - '

. For girls, the initial results are a little less clearcut for
this analysis with the heavy watching of Situation-Comedies, Sports
.and Cartoons being particularly linked to overt Agpression with a |
negative linkage for the watching of the less violent Adult /family
dramas like The Waltons. ~Again, the Imaginary Companion index is
negatively related to Uvert Aggression. ‘For girls, again we sece
the Action-Detective shows and Cartoons negatively linked to
‘ratings of Positive Affect'during play, while the watching of
shows like Sesame Strcet and Mr. Rogers are positive predictors
of enjoyment during play. = o T

o 0f the dnalyses that were carried out for prosocial behavior,
such as Cooperation with Adults, we find for boys, that the ‘
watching of Sports or News broadcasts are negavively:linked as

~ predictors of Cooperation and the watching” of the Educational
TV shows like Mr. Rogers or Sesame Street are more positively
linked. Again, the Imaginary Companion variables come into play
here. For girls, in general, the trend is similar although not.
as clearcut, For example,.in Intergction with Adults, watching
the Educational television shows or less Weekly TV turn out to be
the better predictors of Adult Interaction. - For Peer Cooperation,
we see negative predictions for Action shows and Sports watching
among other TV variables. Increasing our N by including boys and

" girls, we find that Weekend TV watching and .the watching of Action
television shows are amongst the best predictors of Aggression.

- It might still be argued that despite these findings, .the’
linkage of aggression and television-viewing may simply reflect a
general social class factor since, much survey research points out
that persons of lower socioeconomic status tend ‘to be far moye

. frequent viewers and watch somewhat more of the Action-Détective,
~ shows and also are somewhat more likely to be Overtly Aggressive
" in their behavior. Most of those data, of course, come from older

' age samples. For our three-year and four-year old boys, the
overall correlation between watching Action-Detective shows and =
the occurrence of Overt Aggressive behavior is .43. If weé partial
. out the correlation between each of these variables and Socio- '
S - economic Status, we are left with a significant positive correlation
of .38 between Overt Aggression and the watching of Action shows.

13
-
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, ‘If HE laak at the relat1nnsh;p between Aggressinn and Weakly Television-
view1ng, the correlation is .32. If we partial out the correlation
of each of these variables with SES, we.are still left with a .
significant partial correlation of .31, Thus, it seems unllkel that
- . 8ES can be viewed as‘a prlmary determlnlng*fa:tar in the assnc;atlﬂn
~ .we are Bbtalnlﬂg . : :

Sl .
et

much in the same direction. The :orrelatlan betwgen Aggr25510n and
--Action-Detective shows is .34. With the correlation betwéen SES
- and each of these variables partialed out, we'are left still with «
8 slgnlf;ﬁant correlation‘ of ,26.betweén these variables, TFor
the association between. AgngSSLDﬂ and general Weekly Television-
‘viewing, the correlation is .47. Partialing out SES, we still.
" obtain a significant r;of .38, ' o T
- - AR R S
Still another, way Df appr athlﬂg the questlnn of cauSallty is
- through the use of’ sequences of correlations. ' Tt could be argued
that ‘children who have already developed aggr3551ve "tendencies
$imply are more’ llkely, concommitantly, to develop a diet far more
' frequent TV- -VieWwing and even more specifically, for the watchlng
- of the Action-Detective or violent shows. This argument is-
sorfewhat less- convincing since we are talking of three- and four:
year old children. They are not as likely as older children to
'have a direct say in what programming they will watch. Action-
Detective shows come '6n presumably after ‘their normal bedtime.
‘Therefare, it-'seems much more likely that parental indulgence.
permitting the children to watch the action shows may:be
gritical here, and this might lead to the further,develapment of
aggressive tenden:les.x Figures3 and 4 represent diagrams indicating
the patterning of correlations across different time periods indicated
#s one and two or one, two, three and four for combinations of
S variables such as Aggre sion and Weekly TV or. Aggr3551gn and Action
’ - shows and presented 53parately for the boys and glrls,

1f Aggression is 1nf1uencad by Weekly TV- v1ew1ng or by the o
watdfiing of Action shows, then one should expect a hﬂpher correlation:
along the diagonal llnklng the Actlon shows at Time T to the
océurtence of aggression at Time 2, than along the diagonal linking
gssion at Time 1 to the viewing of Action shows at Time 2. -

y orrelations along these diagonals are close together in mag- -

nitude. We can either dssume that there is no clear cadusal possibility

or it remains p9551ble that we are, indeed, dealing with a more camgﬂé
feedback circuit, and this might become manifest if we follow the

pattern over several different probe periods. ‘If we look at the

diagram for the first two probes, February and April of 1977, the watcﬁing of

i
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Figure 3. Diagram of Sequential, Simultaneous, and (ross-lag Correlations Across Probes (Feb. and Apr. '
versug Oct, '77 and Feb, '7B) by Sex for Observed Aggression, Total Hours of Weekly TV Viewing,
. and Hours of Weekly TV Viewing for Action/Detective Shows,

, ' g0
; , 4




\

;”7 B o ! B - -
. ————~———=0bservation Period-— bt ttmirmtmtteeoorremne)

| Y
(Feb. '77) (Apr. '77) (Oct. '77) . (Feb. '78)

m— ;"777 '*}7 3 s """"",,,"' e b Y é}

Observed
_Aggression 1

" Hours of .

. Weekly Viewing
- of Action/

Detective Shows

Observed
Aggression

Hours of
‘Weekly Viewing
of Action/
Detective
Shows

Figure 4. Diagram of Sequential, Simultaneous, and Cross-lag Correlations Across
the Four Observation Periods for Observed Aggression, Total Hours of
Weekly TV Viewing, and Hours of Weekly TV Viewing for Action/Detective
Shows.
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data af:éafrelatinns clearly suggest that the correlation for both
"boys and girls from weekly television leading to aggression in the

second probe period is consistently higher for each of the comparisons

across boys and girls than the correlation between the initial
evidence of Aggression and later indication of either Weekly viewing
. or watching of Action shows. This pattern does not hold up so
strongly in the period between the second and third or third and
fourth probes. For boys, there is a ‘comparable trend for the cor-
relation between Action shows at Probe 2 and 3 to be higher than

the correlation between Aggression and Action shows at Probe 2 and
.3, but.this reverses by the time of the fourth Probe. For girls,

the relationship of Weekly TV as a predictor of Aggression from the
second to the third probe, again, is stronger than the correlation
between Aggression in the second probe and the likelihood of watching
a good deal of TV in the third probe. This result does not hold
up well in the shift from the third to the fourth probe.

In general, inspection of this figure tends-to suggest that at
least at the beginning of our study, those children who were
already watching a good deal of television or a good deal of the
violent shows would be more likely*within a few months to become
more aggressive. The findings over a langer period of time are
less conclusive in suggesting this causal direction. The-same
. general trend emerges if we combine all subjects and look across
the four probes. If we combine Probes 1 and 2 and attempt to see
how well these patterns predict for Probes 3 and 4, thus in effect,
dividing our four probe periods into two halves, results for the boys
indicate relatively little difference in the correlations at the
diagonals, For girls, with respect to Aggression and Weekly Tv,

a similar result is obtained. The association ‘of Action shows and
Overt Aggression, however, does suggest a possible causal link
with the Action shows yielding almost twice as-large a correlation
with Aggression in the second half of the year then the correlation
between Aggression in the first half of the year and the watching
of Action shows in the second half of the year.

On the whole, the data from these somewhat primitive path
analyses is in a modest way 5uppart1veﬂf193551b1l1ty that the
watching of the more violent television shows is linked in three-
and four-year olds to subsequent aggressive behavior. Levels of
correlation and the patterning are not too dissimilar from those
reported in their review of the general area by Lefkowitz, Eron,
Walder § Huesmann (1977). It also seems even more clear. from
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AR
tnese data that the argument that ciildren wno are initially ag-
gressive are more likely to watch a good deal of aggressive 1V
is largely ruled out by the pattern of correlation,

In effect, tien, our examination of tue linkage we find
between aggressive behavior and frequency or tvpe of television
watcined seems to fall within the general group of results that
suggest tiat some aspect of tne viewing situation, its content or:
arousal value, may be-influential in fosterinn aggressive benavior
even in caildren as young as tnree or four years of age. Within our
data, IQ. socioceconomic status and ethnicityv as well as the
possibility that aggression leads to a particular appetite for
watcaing violence seam to ve leys influential factors than the
sheer amount of time speut watcning TV and particularly Action-

vetective suous.

Family Interview Study
Home-Life Style, TV-Viewing and Aggression

Is it possible that certain characterdstics of the family
lead on the one nand, to tae encouragement of agpressive behdyior in
the child (perhaps through imitation of parental aggressiveness) and
at the same time to tie encouragement of tne child's watching aggressive
material on television? In order to examine tils question further, we
have carried out a series of ‘intensive nome interviews with tne mothers
of caildren wao nave been identified over the year's time as representing
extremeg in botu tnelr awounts of television viewing and in the degree
of agpressive beinavior manifested in the nurserv school setting. If
indeed, there are fairlw clear stvlistic differences between families
which may botn foster aggression and excessive TV-viewing, then these
should beceome appareat once we get into tne home and have an opportunity
to explore in greater detail the daily routines of the family, the inter=
action of fatner and mother in nousehold routine, tae patterns of
punisnment employed iy tne familv, tne possible occurrences of life-
stregs situations 1iu 392 home, etc. ‘

Forty children were ldentified wuose observational ratings over
tae 4 probe periods consistently rerlected either extreme aggression
for pur sample or a mlidmum of aggression and wio also differed as
extremes in tue total weekly television-viewing based og_ the 4 proc=
period logs. To meet our criterion, a cnild must have been above tné
group median for aggression in at least 3 of tne 4 probe periods.
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Wherever possible wg cnose those children wao were consistently above
tne group median for all prooe Derlads and also above or belov tne median
in TV-viewing for the 4 periods.' Tius, we emerged finally with 4 groups
of 10 children, 6 boys and 4 girls in each group, who represented ‘the
following categories: '

1) Low aggression-low TV-viewing

5

2). Low aggression-nigh TV-viewing
: 3) High aggression-low TV-viewing
4) ligh aggression-high TV=viewing

Table 8 presents tne means for TV-viewing separated bv sexes and

then cunulated for groups for the TV-viewvinp and aggression behavior -

ratings of the sugJécc: in tue sample., Inspaction of this table

indicates tnit 'on the wiole the groups are well- -balanced and repre-

sentative of tieir categories. Tue nigh aggressive- xigh TV-viewing

group 1s periuaps someviat wmore agzressive in scores .han the low

TV-viewing-nign aggressive group, butithis should be expected in view «

of the consistently positive correlation .between IV-viewing and aggression

in our sample. wevertieless, tiue differences on the TV-viewing dimeasion
~==———-between-these -pgroups are quite extensive witn tae aigh TV-viewers averaging

on the wholé, more than 50 liours a week of watcning while the lov vievers

record leéss” than 2 hours a day over the week's time,

The interview procedure was based on a detailed schedule of
questions wnich wére prescnted bv tue interviewer to the mother at the
home in a semi-structured interview format. Ffollowing the narrative
report of the mother, the interviewers indicated appropriate ansvers
within the schedule and also where feaslble, rated characteristics suca
as the relative disorderliness organization of the housenold, tlie presence
or absence of books, musical instruments, guns or weapons, etc. A further
rating schedule was prepared and ratings carried out bv staff who had
not necessarily themselves carried out the specific interviews but wno
drew on the narrative accounts of the materials presented. Interviewers
were not familiar, on the whole, witn tue category from which the

- chlldren were drawn. A copy of tne interview scnedule 1s appended.

In addition to the interview, a Television Character Regagnitian Test
was also administered to tne cnild in the home, This test consists of
a-series of 4 pictures of persons or cartoon figures drawn from current

"television fare eacn presented on a page. The child was asked to pick out

N
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I

wno on the page was "The Tonz" or "Kojak'. The format was much like that
of the Peabody Picture Vocavulary Test. Taie test was run through once
forwards witih one answer per page and then repeated with a new

cnaracter askzed for from each page.

The purpose of tnls test was to ascertain the extent #o which parental
report through logs of TV-viewing frequency in tne children were also re-
flected by thie cuildren's awareness of characters from television, It was
anticipated also that even low TV-viewers would show a wider range of
character recognition vecause of broader cultural peer influences, tue
availability of picture cards of TV characters, the sale of tovs based
on TV cnaracters, etc. The cnaracters showed also lent tnemselves to
«separation into the same categories as were used in tne analvsis of the
TV-viewing patterns of tue children. Tnus we can ascertain the extent to
which children are more prone to recognize certain types of characters,
e.g. cartoon figures or educational TV figures, than others might be.

Results ; — ‘ ;
Analysis of variagce vere 'carried out for the various categories .
employed in the questioning of the parents. By looking at the
patterning of the means across the 4 categories and at the systematic
trends, it is possible to develop, at least to some extent, a picture of
the special characteristics of the family of children who fall into each
of the 4 groups. If an innerently aggressive family styvle is the critical
factor in influencing the likelinood tiat a cnild will be aggressive in
the nurserv school setting, then ve should find that aggressive children,
irraspective of amount of TV-yviewing tnev show, should be coming from
"families in waich there is considarable evidence of intrafamily fighting,
perhaps physical punishment, evidence of stress, disorganization or the
other signs reported in earlier literature as assoclated with the occurrence
of violence in ciildren. Uf course, one must-keep in mind that the ciildren
in this sample are pot bv any reasonable definition, antisogial nor
pathologically aggressive and that, indeed, their level of angression
relative to tue total possible range of scores is modest even if decidedly
higher tnan tnat of tne lov aggressive cnildren. If family stvles of
aggressive bLehavior are not critical determinants of the child's aggression
in nurserv school, then we siould gee more clearly indications of greater
TV=viewing toderance in the familles of high aggressive-high TV-viewing
children.

T o=

In general, the statistical analyses of the studv suggest.
if anything, greater commonalities across the 4 types of families than _
differences. We do not find evidence of gross differences in the degree L
‘to which there are signs of disorganized or broken families in our groups, .
nor are there differences in general, in types of punishment, in evidence

.
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of family fighting or otaer indices of stimulants for aggressive behavior
b that vary systematically across our groups. 7The pattern of systematic
difference that does emerge 1s focused chiefly on the High Aggressive-liigh
TV-viewing families which are chiefly characterized by a considerable
laxity ‘in ‘control of the television set on the part of the parent and
in a gencral family lack of varied outside interests. The following
family charactaristics seem to identifv the High Aggression- Uign TV -
children: (wnere siguiticant F-ratios nave energed across the 4 groups
tnese will be indicated by p-values in parentheses). ' 7

, The family and nome setting of the child who is characterized as
high aggressive-hign TV-viewing shows the following pattern:

It is somewhat more disorganized than the other families, it has
less toys in evidence around the home.than the other families, it sitovs
by far the least evidence of books (p<.0007), thare .s less evidence of-
musical instruments or records (,<.05), children are allowed to stav up
later at nigat and wake up later in the morning than other children,

" and, indeed, their fathers are more likely to wake up later in the

. morning both on weekdays and wéekends (p<.03, p<%.07) than the fathers
in the other groups. Mothers vake up time tend to be earlier for this
group than for tie otier. .In general, the High Aggressive-High TV-
viewing fanily seems to reflect a somewhat more conventional male-female
relationship with the father showing relatively -less interest in houme-
making activities than the fathers in the other groups. (p{.02).

Especlally striking for the lign Television-liigh Aggressive child is
a kind of looseness of control around the whole television-viewing situa-
tion. The family is likely to watch television wnilé: tnay are eating. '
As might be expected from the TV logs, the mothers reports indicate that
both High Television-viewing group children spend more time watching
television botn in the morning.and at night. Tie children in the High
Aggressive- igh 1V group are alloved to stay up latest (p<.04) are less lixely
to have a regular bedtime routine (p=.07), aré less likely to have stories
told to them at bedtime (p=.02), are less likely to nave a calming down
period before going to bed (p=.0Y), but are wore likely to engage in bedtime
prayer (p<.008). Tne High Aggressive—~ igh TV child is nore likely than the
other children to be watching television with his or her mother (p=.02).
Striking is the fact that the child from this group,is much more likery to
be reported by tue parent as controlling the TV set (p=.007). In keeping with
the general pattern of less varied interests in this family, there is a trend
for children in tnis group to be more likely spending time with parents golng
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shopping but less likely to be taken to parks or picnics or to museums,
Children from tuis group are, however, more likely to go to the movies.

with their parents., In respect to family sports interests, the father *
and child genarally siow greater orientation towards team sports that
involve contact or aggression (although these results are not statistically
significant). With respect to joint television-viewing patterns of

parents and children in tuese groups, as might be. expected, both low and
high aggressive nipa 1TV groups show the most viewing. tiere are interesting
differences that emerge. The high aggressive-high TV-vievers are much less
likely to be watching educational television children's shows than are for
example, tae high aggressive children who watch very little TV. They are
watching more Situation-Comedies with their families (p=.03), and also nore
Variety and Game Shows tnan tiie otaer groups except the low aggression-aigh
TV-viewers (p=.00). Botn of the aggressive groups. high and lov TV-viewers
alike, are less likely to be watching the Adult-Family shows such as "The
Waltons' than are the other two groups. Similarly, and much more
strikingly. tne nigh apgressive-low TV watcaers as vell as the niga aggressive-
nigh TV watcaers are both more flkely to be watching the Action-Detective
shows. Indeed, if one loo:s at.the means across the 4 groups. the average
viewing of Actilon-Detective shows by botn hign aggressive groups 1is more

. than 4 times as preat as the viewing of those sihows by both low agpressive
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groups! It appears that even for theose children who are relatively lipht
viewers of television in our sample, but who at the same time, manifest

a high level of aggression in their play, they turn out to be somewihat more
likely to be watcning the Action-Detective shows relative to the other
types of shows avallaple. In keeping with the general, somewhat con-
ventional, masculine patterns of tne family &tyle of the high aggressive-
high TV child, the father is especially likely to be watching Sports on
television (p¥.002), and least likely of the various groups to be watching

i

the News: (p=.12). t ; o

As:might be expected, there is greater evidence 'of argument between
childred in the familv for ‘the Loth nigh agrressive groups with tne aiga
aggressive-high TV group sunowing clearlr the largest score in this regard.
The relative emphasis 6n pnysical vs. verbal fighting is greater for the-
high aggressive groups wita tne, again, higu aggressive-hipgn TV groups
showing the hignest scores in this respect as well (p<.0l). It seems very
likely that the aggressive behavior 6bserved in the nursery school is also. .-
clearly in evidence in tne aome situation. Indeed, again, tnhis is one of
the first studles that has been able to show continuity of behavior in such

very different seteings. | |
- -
v =
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While there are indications that the ehildren in the aggréssive;gfgupg ire o
more likely to be spanked by Father anqmgy mothier (p=.08) and also are less
likely to be rewarded by pralse (p=;DlL are in general few other ipdigatians
of gross family style differences with respect to pihysical activity, fanily
fighting or other possibillities of modeling that could differégtiallyripfluenee
the children. Rather, we find indications that the high aggressive-aigi
TV ciildren are distinctly above the other groups in tineilr general activity
level and also especially in the likelihood that their mother will describe
them as having a "fighting problem" (p=.001). These caildren are clearly tne
. least shy of the groups wiile the low aggressive-low TV-viewers are the
é'n most likely to be say (p=.06). The high aggressive children are reported by

gheir mot.ers as less likelv to show humor in their day to dav pattern of
be.aavior, a result t.uat seems genarally in accord with our findings of the

association of positive affect and lmaginativeness of play with no relation
to gvert agsression. The high TV-viewing-nigh aggressive children are
reported by their pareats as somewhat less sociable and less likely to show
specific talents. In keeping with the generally conventional or conservative
style of cthe family tnat emerges for the aigh aggressive-hiph TV--viewing
group, we also find this group as rated as lowest on family autonomy. in
relation to relatives,

Children's Responses to the Television-Character Picture Recognition Test

As was expected, the nigh television-viewing groups irrespective of

aggression snov tne nighest recognition scores \on both '"passes" tiirough
the series of pictures (p=.01, p=.008). As mignt be expected, the high
TV-viewing groups 'show more racognition of Cartooh characters, of ]
characters from Children's Television Commercial ghows, but also supportive

- of the mothers' report, the children from the high aggressive-high TV group
show less awvareness than tue other 3 groups of cflaracters from the LEducational
Television Children's shows! high TV-viewers aré more aware of chlaracters
from Situation-Comeédies (p=.04) and the high aggressive-high TV-viewers are

~clearly the highest of the 4 groups in recognition of characters who are
Involved in the Variety-Game sinows which include tihe hyperactive "Gong shouw’,
As might be expected, tnese nigh TV-viewers are also more aware of the various
Adult shows (p=.003) and tue characters from the Action-Detéctive shows
(p-,DDB}. With respect to the latter types of show, the high aggressive-high
TV-viewers are the highest in awaréness of tnis type of show, Another striking
result 15 the fact tuat tue high aggressive-higi TV-vievers shov a recognition
by far larger than the’other groups of figures from Wews bfaadcaStSL(pﬁ.Qéé).

S
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In general tien, the results of tne famlij interviews
do not provide any strong support for CWE possibility that
intrinsic indications of conflict, overt aggressive behavior
by parents or otier aspects of family life suca as trauma,
stress, broken nome of otier indications can aceount for the

‘aggression manifested by tae caildren in tue High Aggressive-

High TV sample. Rather, tihe indications are that this group
is e3pecially distinctive in tue fact that there' is a general
laxity about parental control of tne TV set and thatr the
family, waile somewhat convantional, is semevhat disaré%nizéd‘
less concerned apout the child's routine, and more limited
tnan the other families from this sample in variety of hobbies
and interests. Television-vieving secms to be a major outlet
for the families of the Hign Aggressive-iiign TV-viewing
children. The special relacionship between the Action TV
snows and aggression is,once more pointed out since even

those caildren in tihe High Aggressive-low TV- riewing groups .
are more likely to be watching this tvpe of show relative -

to other groups. :

¢ In cpnﬁluslgn, tie evidence from this lce& into the hames -

Qf auf children fails to support the argumaﬁt titat the linkaﬁe
between TV viewing and aggression is a cemmon outcome of an
inherently aggressive family stvle, Rather, the data seem

to suggest that tne major distinetive characteristics

of the families of High Aggressive-Hign TV-viewing children

i3 simply their willingness to allow tihe enild fo watch a

good deal of television and the failure to provide a variety
of other patterns of stimulation for the child. It is hard

to see how one could attribute the aggression taese ciiildren
shov simply to the conventionalitv and restricted interest
range of the family. Rather, it seems more likely that the
exposure to extensive TV . and particularlv to shows like Variety
and Game sihows or Action-Detective shows mav have an arousing
effect that leads these cnildren to be more aggressive at home
as well as in the nursery sciiool setting.

/ .
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_ :amilias of children rated as High Aggressive-lLow TV-.
viewing seem to reflect more internal possibilities that miffht
foster aggressive behavior. While tiese families show n
considerable range of interests, cultural and intellectual

. for botn parents, they are also conaracterized by the

interviewer as 'nighest activity level'', "mnsi competitive"
"most autonomous -~ eacn going separate ways' dnd-most . .
disorderly. Tius these families seéem to show a good deal
0f self-directed, varied activities that preclude very

oucl the wa\:cnlng of television (although they sihow a
relatively higher proportion of watching Action-Detective

- shows than the other two groups). It is likely, therefore,

K that these families provide models for nyperactivity or
potential aggressive beghavior more clearly than tue otaer
families. The families of the Low Apgressive-iligh TV-viewing
ciildren also siow a greater range of activity but seem .
casual about cinildren's 1V watciing. They do not reflect,
however, tne internal EDI"\pEElElVEﬂESS or disorderliness
that might serve as instigators for aggression and they
also seem to be less likely to ve watening the Action shows.

™
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Intervention Study’

‘E:perlmgntal Expectatlans

" ] The Intervention study: was . designed to. pravidc psrents w1th

means of coping more effectively. with the influence of television -

on the development -of their children.’ Two major strategies were

involved - an indircct but active approach in which stimulation of-

. the child's imaginative play would presumably minimize some of the

‘direct effects of TV and a direct, TV-control- training procedure.

The Cognitive training group was an active approach,.offering

parents something useful but essentially unrelated to the control
, of TV or the encouragement of imagination. The Control subjects
/{ o served as a kind Qf baseline . graup ‘ ' L

“A major feature of this flrst year's wqrh was the development -
~of training procedures and manuals. These are now available for
dissemination, : :

L]

If the tra;nlng approaches werc effective ihere are several )
pracedurcs for obtaining EVldEnEE of this: )

1) Children wh@se parents IEEEIVEd Imag;natign training shguld
reflect this by increases in their spontaneous imaginative play -
during the Post-Training perlad Probes 3 and 4, They should als@ o
show increases in Pns;t* pffect, Fanperat;an with Peers and Language
- Usage. Reductions in: Fil TV-viewing or.at least in viewing
of more 1nd15cr1mlq§te' violent pragramming miﬁht be expected.

. 2) Children whose parents received tralnlnp in TEIQV151an— ,
control should show a systematic: drap<ih TV-viewing frequency and
should also manifest a shift away from '"less desirable" shows
such as Act;an Detective towards the Educational tV.shows or toward
children™s shows gencrally or perhaps toward non-violent Adult B
Family shows if anything. Such viewing shifts might also be re- '
flected in behavioral changes in the direction of more pro-social
‘behavior and in more extensive language usage (if TV-viewing is
indeed assoclated with les’s adequate language develcpment)

_ To the extent that sheer intervention w;th parents is a fa:tar
o < in motivating parentaA action (a ''Hlawthorne' effect) one might
! expeét more behavioral, language, and TV-viewing changes to be .
reflected by children whose parents were in the three interventiun
.- groups. relative to the Control groupy. After all, the parents all
“knew that the study was related to tEIEV151Dﬂ and 1t5 presumed

. affect:.




- parent training, the children whose parents were in Inmaginative
- and Cognitive groups are watching significantly less Variety-
“Game shows, using significantly fewer TV referetices in their

Resules = - = - , -

. In general, the results of the intervention study.can be
described as disappointing. Extensive statistical analyses for
a:per;mental effects carried out using ANOVAs for Boys, Girls
and the groups combined,. employing difference scores rather than
gbsalute scores, etc. revesl little evidence of significant main

- effects or even ant1c1pated interactions, Table T presents the
‘Pre- and Post- Mcans by groups for boys and girls for the ‘

Behavioral, Language and TV variables. They suggest on the whole
little suppart for the expéctatlﬂns from the intervention effertﬁ

Especially unsat:sfactcry were the findlﬂgs for the TV- :éntfal

training group. Examination of. the patterns of results suggests
that this group is often almost lndlstlngulshable from the

‘Control group. The two groups receiving training in interaction

with children around Imaginmation and Cognitive skills do, indeed,

cluster together in effccts and suggest that parents welcomed the
opportunity to learn things they could do with their children. By
contrast, tne TV group (which was actually more resistant during

: traiﬁing) was receiving information and methods for ;ontralllng

or 11m1t1ng their éhlldren 5 behav;ar.

o If we examine our data when we join the Imaginative and
Cognitive Training groups and compare them with the TV and
Control groups, the results are somcwhat more encouraging. While,

again, major clearcut statistically significant results do not = .

emgrge, the pattein of differences are on the whole in the
anticipated direction. This is especially true for the Language
and TV-viewing variables. For cxample, we find that after

language than children from the TV or Control groups. Boys from *
the Imagination and Cognitive.groups use significantly more words:
and make more uttérances and make fewer TV references during play

;thaﬂ do boys-whose -parents were in the TV or Contr9l groups. Girls

from the Imagination and Cognitive groups are showing slgnlflcaﬂtly
better Concentration and are watching 51gn1f;cantfy less Sports

and News TV shows. \ ‘ . e

The overall pattern suggests that for the Behavioral variables

'

- the Imagination-Cognitive group children are showing more Imaglﬁat;vé='
'ness of Play, better Concentration, more Peer and Adulc Interactlan.



=

o they drcpped fo less than the V- Coﬂtrﬂls in: signs nf Eiation durlng

.+ . play while the .TV-Control’ children show more Fatigue or. Slugglshness

" during play. For the Language variables the children-wh@se parents .

. received tra1ning in Imagination or Cognitive skills ave shqw;ng ‘

.-more Words Uged, more Utterances. longer Mean Lengths of Ut terances,-

fewer TV-ref erences, and more us of Future Verbs. With TesJect ‘to
TV, the Imagination- CQgﬂlthE groups have declined more in Yeekly
TV-viewing from their initial levels, but are concentrating better
when they do watch. TV. They are W&tﬁhiﬂg fewer Cartoons, have . .
dropped off less in watchlng Children's shows, are watching-fever
Situation- CDﬂEdlEE, Varlaty=Game Ehﬂws or ﬂther adult faieggncludlng
News and Sparts :

_ Qvera;l the Imaglnatlve and CngnltLVe Tralnlng grnups show -
““antlclpated gr '"desirable" changes in 6/14 Behavioral variables,
9/11 TV-viewing variables and 5/6 Language variables, ' Owerall, then, .
. there are changes in 20/31 variab1e5 of importa.ce which Teflect ‘
the influence of the active intervention methods with parents campared
to the Television-training or Control conditions. ' These effects. . i
are not strong enough to yield many. Ststlstlﬁally Slgnlflcaﬂt Tesults oL,
o but they do suggest that four parent-training sessions aad the e
wwwm o omooo distribution of ‘manuals can begin to have some influence on the _
'subsequent behav;pr of ch;ldren o v R o L

These data seem to support a view that dlrect ef forts at
training parents to control and.limit-children's viewing -
(even when the children:are.just Thxees and Fours) may npt be as
effective as g;v1ng the parents more active things to do with the
children, games and exercises to foster imagination and linguage
usage, Our data as well as qualitative indications from talks
A with parents aﬁd'letters received from them suggest that parents.
. ' ~ are uncomfortable with an emphasis on cnntralllng the child*s - . "
' ' -IV-viewing. It seems :lear that by even three and four, the ™V
- habit is so well established and the’ use of TV;as a "campnnlﬂn”
= " and babygsitter so much ‘a’ part of 'family" llfééthnt direct eETgits :
' ~at change may not only be ineffective, but mayube EEtIVEly Tﬁsisted : '_-1¢
by the parents. It is possible that three training sessimns‘of -
two hours each with a "booster' a few months later may ﬂﬁtt?ﬂ L
sufficient. More intensive training is planred in the next "go- '
- around" of the research program witlx a new sample of children and
parents. The Control group did show (for boys) an-increase in TV-, »
viewing and (for girls) only a very slight decline. compared with —~ S )
: larger declines in over-all viewing for the three intervention . '
.+ . groups, We have reason to ‘believe, therefore, that on an overall
basis, intervention with parents can begin to’lead to Somé- :nnﬁtr1:t1nﬂ
of their children's TV- ~viewing frequency.

Lo
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fQualitative Findings ' ParERtB' _Reports -

! S ~In: gEnefal. as might be EKpEctEdg the parents tEprtEd
o . favorably on tne trainir Hore negative comments came from’
_the Television -training gfaﬁp and corments. from the parents
in the Imagination and Cognitive grnups exfressed general™’
,'Eppreciatiaﬂ. Some parents felt the games and exercilses. were
"obvious" and “inane" but a larger percentage reported:that ' . -
they could enjoy tihe ganes and sSav Some chaﬁges in children.
L SEVEral reportad less Tv—ﬁatcuing bE§au52 'we n-ave more things
ﬂ:fftg do* thEEuET now". A parent from che lma?inativa group
. reports, "Joun is no 1cﬂger in the TV syndrome. lie comes.
in and starts plaving by himself (not too.quietly)."
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=L L  Conelusions andfimpiica;iens
T : . et e

,zhis studj’exéﬁiﬁggﬁthe QJEFEIHS of ongoing play manifested '
over a.year's time by 14l three=and four-year old boys and girls
at nursery;schools and daycare centers. The relationshipé between.
sucn play and, concurrent language usage and the child's patterns

' of television-viewing at home were examined during this period,

' Parents of the caildren were ‘also randomly assigned to one of three
Intervention groups or to'a Control group. Intervention groups
receivad training eitner in stimulating the children's imaginative:

. play (Imagination Group), stimulating thgb:hild's;cégﬁitivefand_‘
"‘a - .language development. Cognitive Group) or in controlling ‘the child's
television-viewing frequeticy and encouraging more discriminating
use of the set (Television Group). -The Control Group merely kept
logs of children's viewing just as did the other parents. -

Major findings of the development phase of the study may be
. sumnarized as follows: L o
1) Training of "hypotnesis-blind" observefs using sample wgitten
: protocols and practice from films can lead to quite satisfactory ‘
" rater agreements wien palrs of observers record the spontaneous play
‘ of children in natural field settings. o ' S

. =2) Children by the ages of three -and four already show
significant consistencies in their play stvles, language productivity,
and patterns of televisioi-viewing. Spontaneous beihavior such as ‘
lmagfnativeness of play, interaction with peers, expressions of
enjoyment are especially consistent, By three and, four, caildren:
also seem to have well-established TV-viewing patterns (frequency,

-+ and type of programming) vhich persist over a year's time.
A '3) Children's spontaneous benavior as well as their language
! gsage and TV-viewving over oneé year can be catégerized ajlong three
, o major dimensions of individual differences. One dimension réflects
' o " a relative emphasis on "Playfulness” and is.charactérized by . _
high levels of fantasy and make-believe play, indications of positive
. emotions.such as inteyest, curiosity-and joy, high levels of :
~ . - 4 interaction with other,ciildren, sharing and cooperation, greater , -
. : . verbgl productivity and use of somewhat more - advanced linguistic
s« constpuctions such as prddicate Nominatives or Futute Verbs. A
v i . sacord dimension. reflécts cniefly the television-viéwing patterns.
’ “~of*the -child, but is-also linked to the degree to which the child
 will manifest overt aggressive behavior at school or will, show _
“tlashes of anger duriug play and useof imperatives or possessives
in langugge, Tae third dimension cilefly reflects general
‘lapguage proddetivity. o " S

7‘\7'!
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4). According to paysnts, somevhat more than half of the ' 5
children show evidence at home of imaginary -¢ompanions or playmates. .
Children’ vho engage in such fantasy play at home turn out also to-
play more imaginatively in school, show more positive emotions and
extensive language usage, Thev also watch less television and are
less overtly aggressive in school. e
: 5)° Children in this sample were vatching between three and
_faugﬁﬁﬁﬁrs of television a day by tue. ages of taree or four. Tele-
vision-vieving frequency incréased over a year's. time, especially
for boys, with some declin¢ for the girls who vere four at the onset .
of the study. Although most viewing was of children's shows,. :
sizable proportions of our sample also watched a great variety of .
adult _programiing including shows that were presented later tnan-
.9:007iL. - Hleaviest watchars were four-year -0ld boys and children
from lower socioeconomic status family backgrounds: Over the
year's time, there vere increases in Cartoon-watching for boys, some
‘decline in watching the Educational TV saows, but, on tne wnole,
‘relatively few general changes in viewing patterns. ileavy TV--
viewlng was associated with somevhat less adv..aced language usage
by the children in their play, = :

: 6) '~ Frequency of television-viewing and the viewing of Action~
" Detective TV siows were consistentl¢ linked to overt aggressive -
behavior by. tie children. : When socioeconomic status, I1Q and othar
background variables were partialled out, tiis linkage still
persisted. A sequential correlational analysis suggested that initial
levels: of TV-vieving or viewing of the wviolent TV shows vere cor-
related with’'later occurrence of overt aggressive benavior. A
similar '‘cross lagged' effect could not be demonstrated for initial
aggression leading to later high levels of TV-viewing., Thus, the
~ possibility of a causal sequence of high frequency viewing and of
'viewing of Wiolent content with the likelihood of a three- or - .
four-year old being aggressive physically in nursery school

over the year is supported in gemeral by our results. :

_ 7) An examination througn parent interviews at home of family .
life styles of those children who are at tne extremes in,TV-viewing
frequency and in aggression has been carried out to examine otfier
possible explanations for the findings linking TV- and aggressidn.

a -



Cgmpariauns wera nade of family scylES of zuilern wha”regf2§eﬁﬁf

- extremes of Low. Aggression--Low TV- -vieving. Low Aggresylon-Hipn V-

- vieving, High Apgression- Law‘lvevLEtiﬁg -and iph Agwressianwhigl
TV-viewing (10 in each group)., On the wole, family- cuarésteristlcs - -
relating to home . organization, daily routines, patterny of
discipline, parental aggressive beaavior, traumatie ev;nﬁs~nt 3

., 8tress in fanily life were more’ ‘similar than different ACTORS - tm; )
4 groups. The hidgh Aggfeggivh Higa IthiewLng children geemed to ~
gone from famili&a waich were especlally lax, ‘about television-,
vieving allowing tue ciiild to control the TV*s&ti These .
families showed a more restricted range of outside incerests,
fever books or records and music, less bedtine story- ~talling

~and a more ganv;ntlanal family life. Aggressive children .
from both ‘High and Loy TV=viswing graups vere far more
likely to be watcuing Action- -Jetective showus with
families than tae Low Aggressives. CDﬂSistEﬂc“ of tha .
child's aggress.iva. behavior at’ uome with -that manifested
in nursery scaagl was gv;dent_ Ciaildren who haccned,mmre

v sccc:ding to parents' reports (botn in interview ‘ : s

~and from the TV-log data) were better able to identify - SR

characters from Action- -Detective shows,' Game siiows .and S e

News braad;asts. . . ‘”‘ L - ) ' L

In genEEal, results of tHe family iiterviaws da not
f suppgrt the possible explanation taat familv aggressive

. styles can account both for nursery igciool aggression

and high levels of TV-viewinz, espeglallv of apggressive
programming.. Ratier, the interview data suggest that the
laxity of control over IV-vieving and‘a general lack of
alternative interests by . the family may expose cnildren

" to greater influence by the TV programming and yield

tne danger of more imitative aggressive or hypgraccive
benauiﬂr.

-
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B) The effgr to madifv overt behavior and TV-viewing
. through provision of parent- trainiﬁg failed to- praduce many.
» 7 very strong, statist.cally reliable effects. In general, <

; : except for some reduction in TV- viewing from an initially
- - high level;“the Tvstfaining wvas-‘relatively ineffective, only
’ ; . slightly better tiian the pontrel, When the 2 morte active .

. : " tralning procedurel, Imafiination and Cognition were linked
o and compared to the otuer 2 groups, there were indications
: Lt of favarable training cffects. Modest, incfeasea in imagihative
”,%p"' - play, peer interaction and in concentration as well as -
SR ' resistance to reductions in jovfulness characterized tae
s children .whose parents received Imaginative Play or Cagnitive

Training (compared to the-IV- -training or untreated Control) .

The children of parents in the former 2 groups also snowed
'-felative improvements in language usage and were also -
ﬁ;sharaﬂterized by reductions in TV-viewing. It wds clear .=

-that. more active interventions were more effective than .

efforts to have parents restrain the alreadv wgllaestablisned"

Ivaiewing habits of their prEEsc%gal cnildrén.

IR Tfaining manuals for usa.by parenzs -in encauraging'
-inaginative play and’/cognitive growth in their children are
" now availavle for furthier use as a result of this study.
The television-control manual is also availasle altiougn e BRI
its efficacy is less cerﬁaiq.‘ A major ;mplicatidn of our :
 intervention study is that TV-viewing habits.in children ‘are
;‘L!- o well-establisned by ages taree and four and are tolerated
o . byparents wao find rae 1V useful as a "baby-sitter'", Tae
effort to :nanga overall viewing patterns may have 'to start
with younger ¢hildren or mdy require a combination of - e
cognitive, imaginative- and TV~ Eraining for parents as well -
~as for nursery scihool teaciiers. An evaluation of such a
.- more massive effort is planned for the continuation’ qf Egia
i . grant with a new sample’ ‘of pre-scnoolers. In view af
. results ofour family interviews, it would appear that” pegial
L attention should be paid to the high risk, more s?greSsive
Ehildréﬂ whose -famidies show a ﬂanbinatlanﬂf llmltéd 1nterést;
and 1axity Qf‘zanttql over Ehe cHildren 5 TVeviewing pattarns,
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Table 1, cont. . . o

oL Intervention Groups < ., STy
—Gogitive TV
~ Mean [ 5.D. [Mean [S.D.:. | Mean |5.0,

~Imagination ,

T Mean, [ s.D.

77777 T V. . Control . . -

o 42| Can.84 | 834 | 46.88] 763 | 49.33| 7,06 -

15 62

Barran M - | 1.88
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Telavisxan VIEWIng and Imaglnatlve Play ln Pre Scﬁgalers _ o

Backgrcund Variables :“'51_ - Language Varlables

- Age at’ :H:‘ud ﬁﬂ‘S‘Et‘“CS’ or” 4)‘”"“‘ R ¥ '._Tot;a"]:“nmﬁbeT;WcTrdsf*

2. BES estimate Cl 5) ; ﬂ;'-’_Z} Total number,uttéranﬁes -
3.f'5exi ' '3, ‘Mean length utterange -
) 4;;,Ethnlc Group (1 Whlte 4, Pergentage de:laratiVe sentences :
. ' . AsOriental, Hlspzmln: A . -
AwBlack) 5. 1mper§t1VE-ssnten;Es
. - Do 6. questions - - i
: P PradispéSitiongté- ' : R o ‘ 1,-iﬁﬁ:m;;;mﬂmm
o : c 7. 'Per:ejtage exclamatory utterances -
IQ (PPVT) LN _ ) ‘ A
- o , .. Ba fper:entage proper nouns:
2. Imaglnatlan Interv1EW (1 4) R IR R E
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Table 3

Correlations of Variable Across Observation Periods’

Behavioral Variable

Percent Correlations Significant
at p s .05

Correlation
between means of first
two and last two

- observation periods

"Im%ginatian R 100% ’ agEews
Affect 50 296w+
Concentration 0 .643
Aggression 50 ;zg%fti

" Interaction/Peers 100 'gzngi
Interacticn/Adﬁlts 50 ,24 2%
Caéééfétiaﬁ/?eers 33 .160
Cooperation/Adults 17 100
Fear-Tense ' 50 L 254w
Anger-Annoyed 67 $i349**;
Sad-Downhearted 33 110
Fatigue-Sluggish 33 236%*

- Liv%ly—Eixciteq 07 ,270%

i‘ﬁléted!Pleased 83 ,285¢%

E mc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'“1Ei§ht observations, during four "probes™ or observation periods, Feb. 1977, April 1977,

£




Table 3

Correlations of Language Variables Across Observation Period

-

Correlation Between

) Percent . Correlations Means of First Two an
i . Significant Last Two Observation
Language Variable . “at p .05 o Periods

* Number of Words . , ' 83  g2gevw
Number of Utterances 83 466% =

Mean Length of Utterance 50 ™ .130

B

Total Nouns (%) S0 ' -.002

. .Total Pronouns (%) _ : 0 | : .009 '
Total Adjectives (%) . 17 p N

Total Verbs (%) 33 ' .069

. 2"6

Total TV Referénces (%) .50 - - .400

Total Adverbs [%3
.155

o

Total Onomatopoeia (%) 17

Repeat Utterances (%) 33 .092

Predicate Nominatives (%) 0o - . ~.003
Declarative Sentences (%) 17 ¢ .070

“Imperative Sentences (%) 0 .072
Questions (%) 0 .
Predicate Adjectives (%) 17

Future Verbs (%) 0 .036




Table 4

Patterns of lelevision Vlelﬂg Across Obsesvation Periods
BOYS lOUR YLAR& ULD

i 101 TIREE YEARS 0L .
Feb) 1977 Apr| 1977 Oct!19?7 i‘fet 197y
Mean | % of [Nean [3 of |Mean |5 of | Mean|% DF
o Llies [ Ss o [Hes, s {lirs, | Ss | s, |5s
W ~ ho, who who - Who
| atched ' Hatched

- Category

Watched

Natched

v
Category

Nean
lirs.

lateh

Feb |

1977
§ of
5s
who
ed

1\p1’
Hean
flrs,

Hatched

1977
% of
s

sho

Oct.
Mean
Hrs.

Hatch

% of
5s
who
ed

LI =
=

1977

Feh.

Mean| % of
lirs.| 53~
| who

 Watehed |

1978

Cartoons

Childrens'
Shows

Edue, Kids'
Shows

'Sit; Comedies
Variety/Gane
Adult Shows

Action/Vio-
lent

Sports

Neus

H

Total Weekly |

Viewing

o i

1,53
210,

.4

64

9.01

2,99

AN 29 62

I

|
6.40 91

4.04'%

|ne |2

4,66

a0
z.‘;{ 4
Ty

Tyt

4

hisﬁ 04"

1,16'47 t‘,i‘ ';;'

zzfzi“fr

1695 [hibeesE

L oai 7
Laae
P

vl s

v i -
LT
i

5.97 71

S0

L0 60

1.55 43

28.90

:,‘}1 ) [ ‘V_‘ v
L7 60, ;Ji;@
G T

s

(artoons

Childrens’
Shows

Edue, kils'
Shews

Sit, (;Q)I’ﬂ&d:l&ﬁ

H‘

1 f
hﬂi Shows
Acflbnlvl

Lilent

.J‘§pnrt3

1 “News

Total WeekLy |

Vieying

17.48

10.2]

7.2

2.84

1.1

560 -

i-'Varlety/Gaﬂe 332

P &

NI

4740

R

6.02

5.3

3,55

M4

86

21,48

B3

027

149

L1l

ks

R
|

5

1
¥

45

b

67 |,
o

9

10.62
4,61

2,60

4,52

191

L9

1,53
69

vl

28.06

86
97

69

76

St

9
09
M

2

- 3,09,62

11,60 90

40N
|

50

79
!
3,45, 62

4.8

2015

I, §3 62
13 24

'R




GI!LS THRLE YLAR.‘: ULL)

,H“

Tabled

Patterns of Television Vle\uny Across Ohsemt;on Permdﬁ

RLS l';DUR YLARS OLD

o] ageJom] oct] 1on] oo fob. 1977 | . }77 et (1077 Feb. [1978 |
Mean |% of| Mean-|% of| Mean [} of | Mean |% of Nean|% of [ Mean [5|of | Mean|% of | Mean| 5. of
3 s, (S5 | Hrs, | Ss- | lrs. |58 7| lirs, | 58  fwsy|ss | Hrs,{Ss. | s, Sg | Hrs.|dg .
W ke ho who who L who " Inho who |~ who
CﬁtEEﬂfY' Natched | MWatched | Watched | Watched (atefoly  liatched | Watched | HWatched gWatchsd
20000 IS P N A I U AR IS S s
%ﬂrtmns 1.54. 854173 . 6.41[81 6.95 | 86, Cartaon&\) 6.23 AL | L9779 | 25| TS
Childrens' g S Childrens! r
Shaw_si,? 5 5,649 | 4.0590 | 4.95 0o Shows 7,58 606091 | 2,53 84 | 35595
T | . Biuc. Kids' |
CShong L7250 L AL | 64586 | 841190 Shows | 7.94) 348080 | 4,000 79 | 4,85 05
), i | “L‘F;‘ : ! i';:‘ ) \ ) ) ¢ ' o ) X_ |
Variety/Gdne |4.29 2 Mb SO 27670 | 34886 Variety/Cane 213 L34 |8 42| 25365
| Adult Shows (379 - . Ik f? J 20w | s 'Admsnaws S/ R B
gar [T ‘ | 1 ol e
Actinn/Via:— i | . Ac.t1 /VID _f | 2‘ ok
it 28 13§ s | Lo 6 lent- 148 818 |95 4 ;:g*oii;;o
' ! . ’ |
spa:ts 07 WAy sots | .5 ST IR T T 8% 35
A . 1 W
Neis LA LI LR | L2 News L85 M| WR 14y s’}
| % | !
Tﬂtal Weekly | . - Total We_yy | -]
. Viewings 41 05 24,90;, (29,00 | 31.52 Viewing 1,20 18.551§ 12,33 21,75




Patterns of 1V Viewin

BOYS THREL YEARS QLD

LI 3 i

*Table 4, cont,

g Across bservation Periods
W;.

¢

BOYVS FOUR YEARS 0D

Variable

Feb, 77

A 7
Mean Hrs, |

Hean lrs.,

Net, 77
dean Hrs,
iy

[ 4 b

"wean s,

.EE§EE‘7B '

Variable

Feb, 77
Viean lles,

fpr, 1
Mcan Hrs,

.
i

Oet, ?7 ‘

Maan 1lrs,

feb, 78
Hean Hrs,

| Neekday TV

lleekend TV
Viewing

Intensity
(1-5)
TY{QIQHE

TV with
Parents

W vith
Siblings

TV with
Other Child

V. with
Other Adult

v ﬂith ,
Any Adult
TV with
Pareiits § |
Siblings

9,26

1,20

saf

11,13

3.3

ook,
13,09

5,28

Lo

20,64

1412
6, 66

3,46

Y.

2,44

15,40
- 6,82

319

&)

11, 30

1A

.9

L

6,98

5.91

5.9
8,07
1.35

!

14,70

L

Weckday TV

eekend TV

Viewing

| ‘Intensity

(14)

Y Alone

TV with
Parents

TV with
Siblings

TV with *
Other Ghild

11V with

Nther Adult

TV with

 Any Adalt

IV with

Parents §
Siblings

11,04

33,0
13,65

4

114,66

11,9

1,60

L7

%

R
£

l;bﬁ

PLC—
f

05

ES

1.48

4,14

T

9,05

1.64

A

|

1,20
8,86

R

§.09

183

.60
| 1.5

3.68

wl
0,03
136

|

{

6,95

591

14,43

6,72

J

o i

¢



~ OIRLS-TUREL YEAR OLDS.

Tahle & cont,

p , Y _ :
Patterns of TV Viewing Across Observation Periods
| |  GIRLS-FOUR YEAR ULDS

R i

| Variable

Pebr, 77

Mean lirs.

Apr, 77
Mean llrs,

et 77
Mean lirs.

Feb, 78
Mean llrs, f

| Variable

i

feb, 77
Hean lirs,

Apr, 77

Meah Hrs,

Oct, 77

Feb. 78

Nean Hrs.

eekday TV
"‘Weekenlev‘

Aviguing
Intensity
)

[TV Alone

11V with

Other Child

TV with
- Other Adult

TV with
Any Adult

v with

| Parents
1 Siblings

Parents |

TV with  !é;.f
Siblings | .

Weith |

o

31,28
9.1

.68
10,36

16,60

586
;7}3 '
.12
1991

2,58

18,29

0,62

5.
637
.05
1,06
0y
209

11,79

2,19
682

3,93

=
A

7,00

9,02

1.14
64
1.05
13.86

2,00

5.9

4,07

0,41
1.1

1,07

- L07

14,79

3,40

25,56 || Neekday

.83 W

1 1V with
Jlmw with

| other Child

IV with
Any Adult |

Weekend TV

Viewing
Intensity
(1-5)

v Aléne

Wwith,

Parents-

Siblings

TV with

Other Adult|

Aot |

Parents §
Siblings

24,09

7,10

1.3

8,87

A
8,30
180
Ll
1047

13,80
4.54

3.96
‘3;87
3,50
5.0

50

. i‘114_8

1,65

3.28

9,00
3.3

3.90

.53

1.95

2,97

a0

5,68.

i
.55

4,19

5,30

145

A

83

R

513




Table 4, cont,

“TOTAL SAMPLE

¥ =iy fe
e

S _ i W
¢ ", Feb. 77 do ApE. 7T Oct. 77, ., Feb, 78

v

TV:Cgtggnry

_ % of
Mean |'Ss
Hrs. | who °

i

| Watched Watched

o % of
Mean | Ss
Hrs. - who

Watched Watched

% of

Ss
who

Mean
Hrs.

Watched Watched

i

% of
Mean §s
lirs. Wwho
watchedWitch

'Cartbané
Chi%d:ens'_Shéws‘tCsmmerciatE?ﬁ
Educ, TV Childrens' Shows

Sit. Comedies

Variety-Game Shows

__Adult Family-Oriented Shows.
,kctiaﬁsDetectiv35Vialent'Shéws-
tSportscasts

News

?S‘--v
.i.ga;/‘f%gﬂ -
o N

7.92 81

7.76 = -94

7.94

1P .as

'4.38 68

A's;ss
3.45 -

L, TS 73

1.50

1.33
15 9

1;15 .

"6.23 80

4.82° 90
75
66

)

1.75% 58

.54

£ 1.68

7476 1 82 -

4,71 94
5.45 "
4.17

2,91 65

1,47

4%§§ailWééE1§mViéWihg o
; Wgékaay Viewing
“ . Weekend Viewing
TV Alone

Tv witﬁnpérent

with Siblings /
with Parents § Siblingﬁ(

with Other _Adult

4 2 3 3

with Dther Child

with Ay Adult

Iél

Term

114,93

6.47
5.58

v 5.65
4.41
2,322
1.08
.58
.M

3.85

4,83

.72
13.77

4.13

EEX%ewingKIntensity (1-5)




e " ‘Table 4 . ‘ <;
) Patterns of Behavior Across Observation Periods '
', BOYS -THREE YEARS OLD . . " BOYS-FOUR YLARS OLD
N 'lv_,,',ii .‘ . o __F 5 - L3 A

- Feb, %7 Apr. 77 |0Oct. 77| Feb. 78 o %th?7 Apr. 77[0vt. 77|Feb’i78-
" Variable  Mean | Mean ° | Mean | Mean Variable |Mean | Mean | Mear, '| Mean : Yy

Imagination 1.14 2.20 2.36 | 2-20 . Imaginétienﬁlzfﬁz fgifg }‘ )

£

Pos. Affect | 2.81 % 3.03-| 3.11 | 3.00 Pasi:Affectq 3.21 | 3.84 | 3.05%) 4,81 |
Concentra- 2.81 .2.80 3.09 | 2.77 Concentra- | 3.12 [:3.05 | 3.04 . 3.37 t

tion ) . " : : tion
s , _ .

o

Aggression  -| 1,51 1.51 1.73 1.66 - | hggression 1.51 i"fi%glﬁ 1.38 L;ES ‘
Interaction 2.89 3.44 |- 3.08- 3,33 Interaction | 3.28 P3.65 |'3.29 3.57
§ - with Peers s . with Peers ‘

Ll

Interaction 2.97 3.44 2.90 3,22 Interaction | 3.10 | 3.46 | 2.91 5,02
with Adults _ Lo with Adults| e

Cooperation | 2.90 2,97 | 2.84 | 2.98 | fooperation |[3.27° |3.33 | 3.0%.| 3.09
1 _with Peers— @ 4 b tlwith Feers . -}t

Cooperation = |- 2 88 3.04 2.82 2,55 Cooperation | 2.99 | 3.29 2.69 5.17
with Adults . 7 y with Adults '

Fearful/ } .46 1.15 1.22 1.17 Fearful/ 1,19 [ 1.05 1.19 1.10

 Tense N | T3ﬁ§%§
Angry/ 1.40 1.55 1.85 | 1.78 | |angry/ 11,43 |1.28 [1.64 | 1.78
Annoyed K " ' Annoyed . : : '
Sad/ 126 | -1.19 124 | 1.23 |[sad/Down- 1.1} |1.09 |[1.36 | 1.28
Downheayted - ©o : hearted
Fatigue/ 1,44 1.16 152 | 125 |[Fatigue/ 115 108 |1.29 | 1.18
Sluggish . Sluggish )
f % - E ]
Lively/ 2,60 2.91 299 | 3.16 |[Lively/ 2.96 |3.21 |[2.97, | 3.09
Excited : #ﬁ ‘ _ ) Excited ' '
Elated/ 2.48 | . 2.78 2.79 | 2.64 |[Elated/ 3.01 [3.30 |[2.82 |[2.65.°
Pleased 7 Pleased N D

a ’% )
: ] .

[l
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R " Table 4, &ont " o o ’ :
D _ B SRS L e Wl
Patterns of Behavior Across Observation Periodsd -~

 GIRLS-9UREE YEAR OLD . __ GIRLS-FOUR YEAR OLDS

© " | Feb. 77 [-Apr. 77 |Oct. 77|Feb. 78| | Feb. 77[Apr. 77 |Oct..77|Feb. T
“ " Variable- {# Mean Mean [ Megan | Mean Variable - -|Mean Mean Mean “Mean,
: . . . . . . - [ = .- R . B ;{5 . v.

i R

Imaginatiop 1.90 | 2.05 2.10 { 2.02 | [Imagination 2,23 2.05 - 1| 2.40 | 1§g§
[Pos. Affect.M. 2.70 | 3.05 | 2,85 | 2.98 [ |Pos. Affect |2.86 3.14 285 | 2:73
Concentra- . | 2.93 2.88 | 2.87 | 3.02 | [Concentra- [3.15 | 2.92 | 3.9 | ‘2.79

tion . ' | R . { tion
Sl _ ¥,

Aggression [ l.l6é | 1.23 | 1,19 | 1.28 | |Aggression |1.11 [ 1.20 .| 1,16 | ~1.21
Interaction 2.88 3,37 2.99 '3.22 | |Interaction |3.1% 3.38 '3.37 3.18

“with Peers g ' with Peers

- L
i . [ ) .
- - -
.

|interaction | 3.22 ° | ‘%36 | 3.07 | 3.59 Interaction |3.11 3.31 2,94 | 308
“| with Adults . : o , with Adults . .

03 3.38 £.23 " 3.30

‘| Cooperatiop— 286~ 5.03 3.06 | 3.33 | |Cooperation [3.
wiEE;BEers L ) ) with Peers | ,

—

L ¥

ACooperation *[ 3.14 1 .11 2.93 | 3.15§ Cooperation | 2.85 3.17 2.91 3.39
Wi;h Adults . with Adults| - C ‘ )

B

Fear’ 1.18 t1s | lie | 1.28 Fear l1.29° | 1.03 1.21 1.25
| Anger . 1.25 1,48 1.40 | 1.48 | |Anger 1% 35 1.36 1.56 1.41.

13 vaa7 | 119 ] 1.6 | |Sad 1.45 | 117 _.:1.21 | .1.38

S

Fatague 7 [N\.39 | 120 155 | 1.18 Fatigue 1.40 | 1.34 1.44 1.59

Tl

"Lively . 234 ¢85 34| 2 50 Lively .55 275 | 2.39 | 2,16

2
Elated 285, | 3.07Y 2748 | 2.00 | |Elated 2.64 2.8l 2,48 2.41

s

(S
S




Table &4, .cont,

il L TOTAL SAMPLE,
~ S

— — e S e G
. Feb. 77 “Apr.-77 | Oct. 77 Feb. 78
' " Mean Mean Mean Mean

Imaginativeness 1 ] 2.24 - 2.20 2,36 2.25

Positive Affect 2.91 3.2 - 2.98 2.88
Concentiation - ' - 3.00 7 2.92 | 3.05 , S.Dﬁ
Aggression | | 1.34 1.33 1.38 1.47
\ | interaction with Peers . * % | 3.06 - 3.47 3.19 3.34
‘| Interaction w;th‘gdglts o . | 3.09 ’=’j L 3.0 2,95, | 323
Cooperation with Peers ‘ 3,02 " 3.18 3.02 3,15

Cooperation with Adults - s 2,96 2.83 7 f - 2.98

{FearfulfTense” . 1 1.23 . .1.10 1.20. 1.19
Angry/Annoyed ' 1.37° 1.63 - 1.63
| sad/Downhearted 1.26 1.25 1.27;

Fatigued/Sluggish 1.34 1.39 1,29

Lively/Excited 2.63 2.70 e 2,72

Elated/Pleased 2.66 2.99 2.66
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Table é (cﬂntinugd)

BDYS TGUR \EAR% OLD:

- 3

S

dean h
Oct.'77"

Ty
LiE

fplo. Words

e, bE
Jtterances

féan Length |
tterance ¢

Dezlarative§

Img

Auestions (%)

Exélamatatf

lﬂﬁ‘uns ) (‘2)
Comon
Nouns (%) " *
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Inmaginative
Cognitive
Television

Control

Pre and Post In?ensity of Television—Viawing Yeams * .

Pre Measyres
(Feb,, Apz:, 197/8)

Posst, Measures

0ct., Feb. , 197 8)

.92

|7,

20

15

"16

12

1z
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Pxe and Post Week ly Telev isdon -Viewdng Hours Mears

Ire Meas ures | - Post Measures
(FeB., ApilL 1977) . (Ot Feb,,1978)
A\ ' -
: ' f’f_

Malles o . N
Imag inati ve 27 .79 ' 26 .86 / 20
Cagn it &ve 28 .97 ‘
Television 34 .47 | ﬂ 2900 16

Cont 1oL | 35473 : 2.z 8

Ferules
Imag inative 4218 ‘ J:SB_ 12 12
Cogn itive 28 _66 2. 81 9

Television 1o _47 15, 82 12

. Cont 101 20 11 25,17

-
o=
Jw] s




Pre and Post - Cartoons

(Pre Figures - Fe¢b., Apr. '77; Post Figures - Oct. '77, Feb.” *78)

Nales Pre (N=72) | © Post_(N=62)

1 7.58 20

Fond

»  Imaginative - . "+ 6,00

f@@g’ni‘ii'\ce ) ;g/ 5.76 20 s ' 6.61 18

v . 87 19 , y . 8.06, 16
12 ' ,15.63 8

¥

Control . 10,10

-4

"

|

Females ~ Pre (N=§5) . ~ Post (N=42)
Imaginative 7.88 14 ' 8.35 12

Cognitive 7.31 12 4,50 . 9
Ty 2.82 15 © 3,75 12

(‘:Dj‘lﬁi‘@l, 3 93 14 3.89 9

&

=




v B @
. . . ] ' T
L Pre and Post '~ Commercial Kids'/Shovs -

(Pre Figures - Feb, Apr., '77; Post Figures - Oct, '77, Feb, '78)
pr., g , Fel

Y

Males Pre (N=72)

Imaginative 6,12&@ 21

- Cognitive ‘ 6.45 20

v 1.95 19

‘ Conhtrol .00 12 - 5.09 8

Females Pre (N=55) . Post (N=42)

Imaginative 6.46 14 . 5.15 12
Cognitive : 7.54
N\ 492 1o 3.02 12

Control 7.2 14 ’ 3.75 9




Imaginative
Cognitive
Tslsvisian

Control

Females
‘Imaginative
Cognitive
Television

Control

-

Pre and Post Education Television-Viewing Means

Pre Measures
(Feb., 77, Apr., 1978)

5.04

8.01

5.54

3.81

Post Measures

(Oct., Feb., 1978)

.58
.08

.54

~
g

.94

.54



Im;giﬁative
Cognitiwve’
Television
Control
ergalés
Imaginative
Cognitive
Televlision

Control

¥ //

M.

-

e~

b -

4.639

2.229
1.153

4.356

L]

12

12



Imaginative

Cognitive
Television

Control

Females
Igaginative
Cognitive
Television

Control

Pre and Post

Action Sihows .leans

Pre Measures

3.009
1.414
1.819

3.125

.833
.569

3.462

&

2.637
. 1.451

.562
417

1.925

11t



Imaginative

Cognitive

Imaginative

>Cagnitive

oy

TElEViSiQﬁ

Control

e

[

Pre and Post Situation Comedy Viewingi Means

Pre Measures

(Feb., Apr., 1977)

N
72

Pastﬁéasufes

(Oct ., Feb,, 1978)

3.87

d
L, ]
oo




T

Pre and Post Miscellaneous Adult Viewing Means

&

Post Measures

Pre Measures N L
(Oct., Feb., 1978)

(Feb., Apr., 1977) 72

Males

Imaginative
Cognitive
Television

Control

Cognitive
Television

Controul

2.11

Z2.54

2.08

&>

13

14

L
& 0

1189x§%
1.56
1.77

2.75

.98



f»"ﬂgs

Males

Imaginati%e
Cognitive
Television

Control

Females

Imaéiﬁﬁtive
Cognitive-
Television

Control

Pre and Post Sports Viewing Means

re Measures N Post Measures.
, Apr., 1977) 732 (Oct., Feb., 1978)

.23 3\ .78
.68 20 44
.38 19 .59
.1y 12 .53
N
55
. 34 14 .35

40 14 .11

U Yy L3 .18

ﬂn\‘
P



(- ‘
Pre and Post News Viewing Means
~  Pre Measures © Post Measures

‘(Feb,, Apr., 1977) ~ (Oct., Feb., 1978)
‘ N ' N
Males 72 T 62
Imaginative ' 1.05 21 1.21 20
Cognitive 1.69 20 .85 ' 18
Television , 2,25 19 1.05 16

. p ,
Control _ 1.83 12 1.94 8
N N
Females 55 42
Imaginative 1.86 14 .73 12
Cognitive 1.77 12 < 1.56 9
Televisiocn 0 .60 15 1.77 \\ 12
Control 1l 6o la 1.61 9

.1




Males

Imaginative

Cognitive

Eemé%gs
Imaginative
Cognitive
Television

Control

124,

139.2

.6/

.73

OB

Number of Words

Post

160.75
142,22

148.50

(]

- 140.94

95,67

173.09

151.44

114 948

20
17
16

15



Imaginative
Cognitive
Television

Control

Females
Imaginative
Cognitive
Television

ontrol

[

_Number of Utterances

20./8

30.67

33.31

26.17

37.38

34 47

£3 1la

21,64
36.89
32.92

20.55

= -

20

16

15

125



ilmag;naciﬁéjiﬁ
Cégn;tive'
: Téiévisicn -

Control

Females ;
Iﬁagina;ifg

' Cagpitive
Television

r Q@ﬁttali

i

i

Pre and ngt7H§anl;gggthq§WU;§gra§;e Means

Pre Measures -
(Feb., Apr., 1977)

'3.96

4.09
4,13
3.99

4.17

N
78

Ly

L e 1 J

?qst-Heasuﬁgg
(Oct., Feb., 1978)

13

21 i



- Males -

Imégina:ivé B

< TCognitive
Telévisian‘
Control

Eemalési
Imaginative
Cagﬁitiée
Television

Control

 §rE7ané_PaSg_Eg;pre Vg;hﬁﬁg&g?@ﬁ“if”

Pre Measiires

(Feb., Apr., 1977)

..018
014

.013

.012
.017

-.010

1

14
12

14

21

LA I
{

= 4

Post

Measures

(Gj‘:tf ’

Feb., 1978)

,019
.016
.014

011

- 20

17

© 17



' Males
Imaginative

Cognitive

Television .

- Control

Females
- Imaginative

Cognitive

Televisiﬁn‘

_Cantrél

Pre gﬁd]Egst;Pfgdicatg Namégativgiﬁéaég

%

Pre ugasuﬁag
(FEbs ] A?irri ¥ 1978)
= o

012

1

T 21

20

14 -

21

3

= 1

78

o

Post Measures

(0ct., Feb., 1978)"

A
lDZD
.016
.015

1,014



CE

/" Males

- Imaginative .

-Cégni;ivg
-;Elevigian
Cantfal

'_ Females

1““ £

‘ imaginatife
Cpgnizi?é
Television.

fogntfcl”‘)

~

i

i

Al

- Pre and Post Television Reﬁe:gﬁcernééns ‘

[

' “Pre Measures
(Feb., Apr., 1977)

L009
.003
. .008

L .002

1,004
003
004

14

20

[

Post Measures '

' (Oct., Feb., 1978)

,001

.000

-DDl‘- '

000



 Girlg (iis4)

Total (N=10)_

Béys”(uaé){

Gifl; (HEZF)

fatal (uﬁ 1\3)

able 8

[

deangrfnr dbserved Qgﬁrasbicn dﬂd TV Viewlng, Ueeul: Hnurs T

Enr luur Lxtreme: Gruumg

i

A

P Used in Family. Interviiws o

(based on’'4 sets of ubaervaﬁlans over a year)-

. ;XIE
Low Aggression=Low TV

rY

High Aggression=Low TV -

Agaression® . 1TV
11.73
44 .. 14.98

13.03

B?‘rs ' (I‘gﬁ;) .
- Girls (f=4) "

Total (4=17)

-

‘Boys (N=6)

Girls (J=4)

. Total (5=10)

l‘)r:
~

 High Aggréssion-iiigh

v

: fiqﬁ Aggfé$5ippehigh,gyf

12t 42446

<5

e

rpression

L
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Assessmenta af Rater Reliabiliéy-iﬁ the Evaluatioﬂ‘cf the .

» o . . ::-_ e r » i . o “' - e . » .

A (S A ' * L R . S N 't ’

SR ~\ : : ! : AT /
. ) A X . B . " ' ' . 4 . - L. :

V; g Spﬂmtaneous Play of Pteschnal Children  " X ’(
o :‘ ) N o - v S V
Intraductiaﬁ* AB part of an: aﬁgoing study cf the efféccs of.. televisianeviewing

. 3 ‘. . ’( y
upan the develgpment of preaéhdal childrén,‘wa have craiﬁed nug%}qgs Dbservers

e

! . in thE agsessment of f@urteen variables whith reflect different dimensions gf
P = 'y ) L ‘

) a Ehild's behavicr iﬂxa ffae=play situatign.t Naturally, ve wafE cancérned

abnut the effectivengss of our training program in tefms'af the extent to which

s : N

it develnped apprgpfiate skills énd enabled observers to rate behavi@f in a'

AfEliSblE,»EOﬁgistEﬂt fashién. A majaf questicn which caafronted us was, there¥
fofe' haw ta assess rater reli 1 ty. The ;ast Eammanly used gtatistic far.
this purpase is the PearSQn}fraduct mament cafrelaticn which has been employed
with both ordinal and continuous data. Hawever, as Rcbiﬁsﬂn (1957) first |
natad the Péarscniaﬁ :orrela;icn is inadequata as a measure af ag:aement '
bécause "it measures the degrae to which the paired ralées"f the two variables

. 1A are praportignal (when Expfessed as deviatiOﬂs frém their means) raEth Ehan
identical" (Rdbinscn, 1957 19) Cicahetti (1972) has Extended this argumEﬁE
‘and cgmmen;s chat v | !

the ?earsnﬁian pfaducg‘meERt correlation measures fhe dagrée'cf,,

- ;.!similgrity in ardériﬂg Df tankiﬂgs between two independent judgeg

\ N “and as such dges not focus spacifiaally upon agreement. Whgt is -

not taken into aécgunt is EhetdiSéfépaﬂEy between raters ﬂﬁ inﬂis
vidual pairs of measﬁrémEﬂts. As é consequéﬁcé,'slight‘éhifﬁs7

E'iﬁ ordering of” ranks in ome QbSEEVEr relagive ta anothar can result

in 1&55 agreement thaﬂ hecween twc other @bservefs who may be much

. . , ’ N B Y o o
*Prepared by Robert Krueger, Ph.D. with the consultation of D@mini;‘Cicehet;isQ*si‘

®




W

'>nbgervatian periods. Each trainiﬁg sequence irivolved 4-6 meetin gs with ébséfvér;

x!\

4o

4

farther apart on individual rankings but wha, nevertheless, tend
u tD put ﬁhééf rankings in the same order (Cicchetti 1975 367 368)

‘As our rating'scalés waré @rdinal Ciccheﬁti critique was quite telling

-and we fECDgﬂiZEd the necessity for a diffe Eﬁt statistiﬂ to assess intefrate{

ég:eementi ‘One such statistic 15 waightedrk,, a, develgped by Cghen C1968)

and Suitable oniy fgr ardinal data. Its standard error was co rrected by Fleiss,

Cnhgp and Eve:itt (1969). While 77EE ‘was afiginally developed for naminal

Ada;a,'it:can be%applie&‘cﬂ cfdipal data by using ap arderédAsystem of weights

given by Cicchetti (1976) ACanseduenﬁly; we decided to gmp;Qy'kaggé to evaluatgu

finte:razer feliability

‘ N - £ ) -0 - ,i
VPrﬁcédurez' Twa Eraining SEquences‘he:e Eénductéd prior to each of two field

. . : - o

- rrl'

trainéés1' Each trainee was given a manual desgribimg the vafiables to be rated .

and instructions regarding hgw to GEEEgDEiEE'liVE behavior in_terms of the rsting

scale. - Fourteen variables refleefing=diffefen§'dimen5ionslgf'theiﬁréafplay

s

'behavidf éf'présehoal chilérén'were rated:’ imag;ﬁativéheés, cnncenﬁraﬁign;

positive affect, aggrassign,‘interactiaﬂ with peers, interaction with adults, ‘

\‘fcaépératign=with peers, co@peration with adults, fearfulness, anger, sadnéss,

e

fatigue, liveliness (aéniﬁitj), and elatedness, All variables except—far,

those pertaining to interaction and cooperation were rated on a five-point -

{

séale’raﬁgingvffaﬁ "not’ at all", through "slightly", "moderately" and "very"

to "extremely.'" The interaction and cooperation variables were rated from

one to five only if relevant behavior was displayed. If no interactive or,, .

cooperative behavior took place for whatever reason,\a ''not agplicable" category

e e



A

I
el

. ,ehildren in che filme end ‘to rate their behevior. These retinge were then

' was added to the scoring of: tifese four variables,

“Pfief to training eeeeione1reEere‘wefelgi§eﬁ.e set bf eemple p%eteeole
describing the behevio: mf different ehlldren.~ Retere were eeked to ettempt .
te rete eeeh preteeol in terme ef the fourteen variables. At the inieiel ”
treiniﬁg eeseiene ptetoeel retiege qere dieeueeed end any prebleme in epply='
ing the: reeing eyetem were. eeneidefed As queetione were reiEed vefietieﬁe
in reting‘preeéizee beeeme evident end were eddreeeed by the treining eteff

" Each training gfeup was alee eheWﬁ filme ef ehiidren pleying 4in eettinge quite

eimiler to theee ‘in whieh they wculd be ebeefviﬁg 'AE‘pafE ef(the tteining

i Ta

H

’ preeedure, treineee wvere eeked beferehand td eeneFruet pfoteeele for eeleeted

dieeueeed with a view to eny probleme erieing in the pleeing of ob rved

behevie; et’given peinte on the scale. Peler to the;leet eeeeiee inreeeh-tfeies
ineﬁeEquenee?:Ietete'were given a new set of Eeﬂéviefel_ereteeeleieﬁd asked to
feee’theee. vLﬁte:eetef-:eliebiiitiee were computed on the basis of these

fetinge; ; | |

Heehede ef Stazistizal enelyeie Inﬁefreteeﬂreliebility‘wee assessed ‘for each

»»ef the tfeinlng eequen es using the weighted EE etetietie CCehen, 1968) wiEh

, etendefd error develeped by Fleie/e, c:ahen; and Everitt (1969), and a weight-

eyetem developed by Cicchetti (1976) In mputing kaEE, etetietice, a

: ff’pleyed.égﬁaﬁ“typee of weighting procedures were used . All verieblee except

. for those involving intereetieﬁ and, eeoperetien were treeted as continuous~

efdinel verieblee and the epp:epriete weights were emp;eyeds In a continuous=—

-




, erdinel scale, the ﬁu@ber of weights-1s determined by kap;

the number of

ordindl points on the'eeele The eetuel welghts fer eny slze K erdinel scale

Eellew the fermule given by Gieehetti (1972)

-0
Ks,

K-2 K
‘_Kl’Kl,."

_(Lineer_weighte) =1

¢Thu§§§%n our 5 peint eeele,bfeur weighee weuld be peeeible depending upon the

:(femeunt ef disagreement between a given peir of retere on .a given verieble | ,

Ineertheble 1febeut hefe

"Sinee the interaction and eeeeeretien variables differed'ftem other variables

in that they were only rated when certain behavior. was present and not rated (or

considered 'not applicable") when. it was absent, we felt a different way of

eeeeeeimg;reliebilicy%eheuld be emple}ed. Fellewiﬁg;Cieehetei'e (l??&)ldieeueeiena

iy 5N

_ef diehetemeueserdiﬁal eeeles, we deeided to. treet the intereetien eﬂd eeepefetien

variables as {f they eemprieed eueh a eeele sinee we felt that a dieegreemene

regerding the pfeeenee or absence of intefeetive or eeoperetive behevier was

‘?e far more eerioee problem ;hen a disegreement eencerning ‘the degree to which eueh

behevier is diepleyed'when each member of a palr of reterS”egfeegfﬁhEt it is"

present. We had originally ecneidered,eediﬂg the "net applicable" eetegery as
' blenk fer ‘the purpeees of eomputef enalyeie buE twe eubeequent censideretlnns
' mitigeted egeinet this procedure: (1) If the interactive or cenpefetive verieblee

.were coded as "not epplieeble s 1t became evident in the training sessions that

this was because reﬁere'did not observe any behavior relevent to those vgriables

(i.e., no such behev;ee Deeutred)i However, coding this situation as blank ;ﬁpliee

) - L O]
. - s . <
: A s

&



“thag data wara miaaiﬁg rathér than that Ehe ahild did not angage in a giveﬂ
- N

v*“;ty”’ of b’haviar. Sinca aueh aading was mialaadiﬂg,'wa optad for a
: diahatumaua crdinal waighting ayacaa, and (2) ampirically, the "not appliaabla
catagdry=waa quita commonly used.- Iraating ;ha Caapatatian and Intaractian f
_variablaa as 1f they were scored on a’ continuaua ardinal acalﬁ;iad to ganaidefabla'

' laaa of iﬁfarmatian yhan na; applicable" was ccdad as blank and interrater

l raliability cauld not he aaaaaaad fcr thaaa variablaa awing to so. muah miaaing

E S
¢ , _(

éata.

e,

Ia-a dichctamaua ardinal acala, diatancaa batwaan:catagary ratinga are nat
T‘;eqaivalant aa in a cantinuaua ardiﬁal scale owing to a catagary aé .abaaﬁaa and
:;éﬁwc*br more catagoriaa af "preaanca Canaaquantly, ana would wiah to aaaiga
"highar waighta of agfeamaﬂt to pairs of fatiﬂga in whieh each’ member. of tha pair
_ aaaumaa- pfaaaﬂaa Zaf a givaﬁ bahavior than ko paira in whiah thara diaagraa—
, mant ragarding praaenca’af absence af tha bahaviar in quaatioa.l‘Aaca:dingly,
;Cicahatti i1976) has davalapad a mathod of assigning dichatomaua ardinal weights

© such that W (number afvwaighta) = 2 inl). Thua the numbar of 1 ar waighta in

a dia@aﬁomaua,ofdiﬁal scale is calculated to be

&

w-1 = 1

'txk?ﬁiaiwaighting!ayatem yields aéﬁaida:ab;y more weightings than for a continuous

ordinal scale.

% e —

IR L “Insert Table 2 about here

Having camputad appropriata waighta, waightad kappa 1a defined as "a ahanca—

a

aa:factad index of-rater agreement, when data are maaaurad on an ordinal acala

0pad by Cahan, 1968) is:

(Cicchetticand aivana; 1976, 7). The férmulai(aav"
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' Weighted Kappa = PO-PC

_iWhEtE PD = the ahserved prﬁpcrtiaﬂ mf iﬁtEEfatEZ agreemeﬂt aﬂd P§ E'thg prapgr~

,;;‘\

tion af interfaﬂgr agréement expazted on_ the basis of chance #lone, Giﬁghétti “and
,;IAivanﬁ (1975 P 7) nate that in interpreting waighted kappa, a Value‘bf'+1

’indicates perféct*chance C@trEGtEd agreemént while a value Qf O indicatgs that

- \ T

e_rater agreément is exa;tly at chance lEVElS. Nega;ive values sugges;stha; :hanzéx
agreement Exceéds ﬂbSEfVEd agreement. - » v

Tha statigtical significanze for weighted kappa is 2Qmputed by dividing it.
by'its standétd~errgr. This yields a: Z-score which is n@rmally distributed
'Cansequently; values exceediug i l 96 indicate chat,e—éﬁrrected faté; agreemént
| at the .05 level those exceediﬁg - 2 57 at the .Ol level, and s0 on (Cicchetti
,

and Alvano, 1976, pp. 7-8). D T B

Results and discussion:

fIréining Group I:' In the first training sequeneé,VZL'faters,parcicipatgd:and‘

- interrater raliabilitiés wete;ccmputéd on the basis of variable scores for seven-
4 E

-pfatacgls; Each-of the 21 ratefs scored the 7 pratncéls and each .rater, therefore,
iF .
had\ta be compared to the other 20 to nbtain feliability data - Results were -

ccmputed using the weighted kappa pragfam devisad by Cicchetti Aivaﬁa and Vitale
- B

(1975).i As this program s designed for a maximum af 15 raters, the training
group was dividédfintg three s ubéraups such that each observer cauld be compared
to each other observer; iie; raters 1-14 were campared as one graup, raters 1-7
and 15 211were EDmpaIEd as DDE graup and faters 8~21 were campared as one graup

' This prggedure entailed a cértain amount of redundancy bu; assu:e§ that each rater
palr would be examined. Results faf aéch variable are presentéé ;ﬁ Tables 3=14§

As TEblESxS*S suggest, the first four variables were gcored with cénsidgrable




reiigﬁiiity by this group.. The Imaginatian and Aggfessian variables aeam to be

eaaiest to’ scére gansistently, while Affect and Concentratian are not quite as

reliable.»vv"“_ L ' e 7 S N L

=

Tables 6—8 indi:ace, agaiﬂ, differantial reliability (aﬂd by implicatian._
o = (

ease of. stering) of thé second four variables. Interaction and CDoperatiDn with ‘
Peers seemed ta be rdather difficult to scére’reliably, vhereas IﬂtEfaEtiﬂﬂ with
‘.Adults presented 1ittle trauble and Qéﬂperatiﬂn with Adults was intéfmediate in
: difficulty One possible Explanacian far these fiﬂdinge 15 that*prctﬂcals ware
Jeanstructed on the basis of abservationg cf children in a- freehplay Eituatioﬂ

- and it may not have beeﬁ engirely zleaf ta raters as to. when a zhild was. 1nteractingv

i

.ar_:aépéfstiﬂg with his peers aﬂd:when nét. Invﬂlvement with an adult seems taAiﬂ

i R

. Bavé'beaﬁ much more abvicus, althcugh, again, whether or not this was a cuaperaclve
g‘:ivv, : ﬁ(

=EnCéunter séems to: have been less easily discefned -As a QCﬂEEqUEﬂGE af these"
. ' ’ i
results, the scoring’ system and’ training pr@eedure fgr the f@llawimg training

sequence were ravised in an effort to clarify what these vafiables were intanded

to measure and how Ehey should be scgred ! ©

S

blés 9-11 present the résults far the last six variablés which .are designed
to assgess different mood stateg, digplayed during free.play. The Féatful va:iable“
displays an interesting bimadal split in rater reliability in thag it seems thazg
raters either agreeé quite clgsely or disagree quize a big withcut much agreement;
between these gxtremész At présenc, thére seems to be mno gagd explanagiaﬁ th
this phgﬁéménéﬁ, The. fatigued-variable was clearly the mpst'easily.andi:eliab;y
asseggedrmééd— XAngér was Iintermediate in dégree‘éf reliabilitﬁ,Lwhiié153&2&55,

Liveliness and ElaEEdﬂESS were more difficult to assess and permitted less rgliable

‘rating. As a result of these findlngs, we revised our tfaining procedure fo

lilé' N 7 . . N 7 =
wr v :




. . e, .é'.

‘ rating mcgds, including more Elahurate instrucﬁiaﬂs regarding what Shauld -and

shauld ‘not be ratedg This revised traiming prngram was implemented in our

second traiﬁiﬂg sequéncé. o - ,
. Lo = e : : N
Irgining Sequgncefzz As. mgntiﬂned in thE foregcing, DbEEIVErEEISinEES iﬂ the .
T : R T .

first training sgduepcaﬂeginced,samé-difficglty in agreeing upon _how ﬁhéjiﬁEEfSA‘

"actign,lcacpefétien-and:éqée of the'mao& variables sthLd be‘fated!; Ganséquéﬂtly;
©we reVisgd -and expanded durfdefinitiah§ éf.these'variableé'éﬁd Specifiéd méfe

exactly what behavicfs constituﬁed bhe aﬂEhDring ‘and 1ntermediate pDiﬁES on.

. 7 ‘1‘ o
the respective rating sc§1és,- These nevw’ dEfiﬂitiDnS were used in the secgnd
training Séquence (in ﬁrépa%atiﬁﬂ fct Gﬁt,saccnd field study)a

kY

;;attended five ;raining seﬂsicns , As prEViously, raters wvere: given .several practice
protocols, at the beginnning of the Lraining sequenca and were asked to rate o

: vthése.faf.the_féﬁrteen varlables using our. fevised definitiéns of 1ﬂteracﬁ1§n
caépefétian, and moods. . These prato;glg‘wg:e diS;ussed du%ing the traiging _;
Eéssiﬂnégéﬂi quéétians or pf@blaﬁs'in*tatihg wéréveﬁplgfed;? A;gsa@gqurthg

raters in thié group had pafziéipated>in the fi;st.traiﬁiﬁg sequ&nhé‘and field"
study, there appeared to be fewer difficulties in'tﬁg'grcupfs developing
adequate rating procedures. Towards the end of the ﬁraiﬁihg éequéﬁée,ﬁébserygrs

. were asked to score four protocols which were used tégaségss_deg;ee of inter-

9.

rater reliability-via the weighted képéé statistic. ;Iﬁ adéitian to Ehgsa '
| protocols, observers yerefalsg sﬁqwn two short films.of young chiliren 1aying
‘ in a setting similar to the ones in which they w@uid actually be obserﬁiﬂga

Dbservefs were’requesged to rate the behavior of ﬁwé specific ghildreﬁ'égeﬁ in

the films (ane in ea:h F11lm) and these ratings were also used to éompute_agTEEméht-

atatistics. Thus, Each observer should have rated six "subjects" (i!g;; four

&

L=l
T .t
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

protocols and two films). However, one observer did not complete her ratings =, ,
for the protocols and had to be omitted from the reliability study. Fﬁfthéf,“
one observer rated the films only and one rated the protocols only (and, in fact,

did 1little observing). Consequently, the ratings of these latter two observers

were also excluded from computations of weighted kappa.
]

Tables 12-14 present interrater reliability results for the second training

sequence, grouped by degrees of significance of weighted kappa computed on the

basis of-\ratings made by fourteen observer-trainees who attended the training

: 4
sessions.

Table 12 indicates that observers were able to agree quite well as to how

L
o

Imaginativeness, Aggressions and Positive Affect should be assessed. Concentra-
tion was a bit more difficult to rate from the instructions given, although

63% of computed kappas were significant to at least the .10 level for this variable,

4]

Table 13 suggests that Interaction and Cooperation continued Eérbe difficule
to evaluate, despite revised definitions and training procedures for these variables.
Raters seemed to éﬁ;&a best upon how Interaction with Peers should be scored with
73% of these ratings reaching significance. However, Interaction with Adults and

e

o

Cooperation with Peers and Adults all appeared to give trainees diffieulty. The
results indicate that ditrterent definitions ot what constitutes interaction and

cooperation are requlied for future tralnlng and fleld work.

Table 14 Suggests a discluct lwpruvemeént in interrater reliabilicy 1u the
assessment of mouods. Lhls presumablly reflects Llmprovementa in our training

procedure and refinements in varlatle definitions. Degrees of Fearfulness and

Ln]
Lz

Anger were both agreed upon by vbacIVers to a significant level 1n some 747%
comparisons. The extent tu which a chitld displayed Sadness, Livellness, or

Elatedness, as evidenced in pruto.ols or va film, was agreed upon Lo an even



10.

=™

greater 'eéfEe, yilelding signifiéant comparisons;in 78%, 91% and 100% of cases,
féépecgively. i , k. .

Interestingly, the extent to which raters agreed upon how much fatigue a
-child displayed woérsened somewhat in this training sequence. The ESt%gue
variable yields a bi=m§dal distribution of weighted kappasi with almost 80%
of the égmpafisagégbging significant at the .05 13?31 or better and 22% being
nénﬁsigﬁifican;. It's unclear why fatigue should have -proved more difficult to
rate this time around. ' .

)

Conclusions: The training program we have developed to instruet naive observers

bl

how to rate the behavior of preschool children appears quite effective with
respect to some variables but not others. Most noticeably, observers seem to
learn rapidly how to rate with considerable consistency the degree td which a
young child displays imaginativeress, pleasure, aggression and a véfiety of
mood and activity states in its play. However, .the degree of concentration a
child shows, as well as how much the child interacts or cooperates with its
peers or adults, still seem problematic for raters to learn to assess reliably
utilizing our current training scheme. Consequently, it se&mé advisabié that
some further thought be glven to tevising our current definitions of thes

variables as well as vui wethod of teaching observers how they should be rated.
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Field Study October 1977: E
In Deﬁgbervl977, déta on the actual behavicr of yeung children was

jiallected by assigning the observers trained duri;g sequgﬁﬁé 1 ét :and;m

_inté pairs. Tég members of pairs were alternated throughout thé observa-
tion period whighzlasted three weeks. During this time, observer pairs

were sent into the field to collect éata on 126 children who comprised the
| subjects fér_gﬁr study on Ehé effects of television én children's play
‘behavior. Each child was BbSEfveﬁ twice during free play in a nursery school
setting. Each cﬁservatian period lasted ﬁen minutes and the observations

on each child were spaced at a random interval ranging from one day to two
weeks. During each observation, each of the pair of observers 1ndependéﬁtly
recorded the child's behavior over the. ten-minute segment, creating a protocol
"similar to those used d;riﬂg the training sequence. At the end of the observation

=

period, each observer then independentl§ rated the child on each of the fourteen
behavior and mood variables. Thus, for each child, four ratings of each of
fourteen variables were generated. Observers were giQeﬁ strict instructions not
to discuss their ratings with one another in order to assure lack of interrater
bias in ratings and guard against spuriously high levels of interrater agreement.
Interrater agreement was calculated utilizing the wéighted képpa statistic.
As each child was observed twice by each of two observers each time, ratings were
divided into two sets: (1) rating 1 and (2) rating 2. Since observers were

randomly assigned to rating pairs for each observarion and as these palrs were

Lo}

also varled at random over rhe entlire three-week data collection period, kappa

was computed for each variable by randomly considering one rater as rater 1 and the
other as rater 2. Consequently, kappa was computed for each éf the two observa-
tions as if there wega only two raters observing all the children on each occasion.
One would therefore expect relatively low levels of agreement since observers

/ l',“'



worked completely independéﬁtly and, moreover, were ngtlgéﬁsis;ént1y paired(
‘together. However, as Tables 15 and 16 demonstrate, the training-pxogfam

seems to have enébled observers, even with random éairing to agree with .one

another to an extraordinary degree. All kappa statistics were highly significant
for all yariables, éven those which seemed problematic during the training sequences.
The marked increase in iﬁ;Efratéf agreement during live abse:véti@ns, as measured
by greatly reduced p of kappa levels, seems to be best explained by the fagg‘ghaz
rating behavior and mood from written pfotocglsiand even films is considerably more
| difficult to perform réliablyﬁ;han ratingvaigﬁa¥ Eghaviérg Further, the tfainiﬁg
program, as currently constituted, does séém éa?éble af-praviding adequate
Qbservaﬁi@na% and rating skills to relaﬁivel§ naive abéervets and enabling them to
rate the behavior and mood of young éhildregni;“aéii§é seéﬁiﬁg %iﬁhmﬁéﬁéidarabie

reliability.
Conclusions: The traling program we have developed to instruct naiye observers

how to rate the behavior of preschool children appears quite effective in enabling
raterd to achieve relatively high levels ;g inter-observer agreement in evaluating
1ive behavior. While sowe variables appééred'mafa difficult to rate relilably

during our training sessions (e.g., concentration, 1nﬁs:ac;icn and cooperation with
peers and adults), ratets seemed to be able to agreg quite well én these when
actually observing a chtld at play. It might be argued that variables which were
less reliably agreed upon Juring training sessions should be scruticized further and,-

perhaps, more carefully defined. However, at present our program clearly accomplishes

its objectives.



Linear weights

for a 5-point

cﬁaLlESgus ordinal rating scale

ié Scale

11,

Complete

Agreement point apart

L

% Scale

.75

TABLE 2

Scale

.25

points apart

points apart

Linear agreement weights for a. 6-point di;hgtcmpgsfgrai?ai7:atiﬁg scale

‘Value of Complete

1 Scale 2 Scale 3 Scale

Point apart points apart points apart points apart points aparc

4 Scale

5 Scale

Weight Agreement

™

Absence=Presence
Confusion

No _ Yes No Yes . No

Yes

.89 .78 .67 -56 A

No

Yes




\g ' © Table 3

Raters 1-14 compared on' 1st four vafiabias,‘gféuped by P of Kappa values

Imagination 12 34
Affect 19 25
Concentration 10 - 29
Aggression : 84 Ty ) 1

Table &

Raters 1-7 and 15-21 compared on

Variable

Imagination
Affect
Concentration

—-Aggression - - -

Raters 8-21 compared on lst four variables, gfauped’by P of

Yafigk}e

Imagination
Affect
Concentration
Aggression

Raters 1-14 compared ou 2ud fuur variables,

Variable

Interact-Peers
Interact-~Adults
Cooperation-Peers
Cooperation-Adults

13
25
21

46
50
17
82

60
31
17

91

1st four variables; grouped

[ -

28
23
24

5

Table 6

12
10

20

P <£.01 | 0L £P £.05

1

(%]

.
D W~

(4]
sy

20

~ll i

P WD O D0

P =>.10

27
41

. 43

0

by P of kappa values

kappa values
\

il

12
‘11
29

0

grfouped by P of kappa values



Table 7

Raters 1-7 and 15-21 compared on 2nd four variables, graupa& éz:% of kappa values

 =.10

=

Variable P <.01 .01 <P <.05 - .05 £P.<.10

Interact-Peers 3 : 12 17 ‘ 59
- Interact-Adults 52 18 20 1
' Cooperation-Peers 27 16 8 40
Cooperation-Adults 29 33 7 ‘ 22

Table 8
Raters 8-21 compared on 2nd four variables, grouped by P of kappa values
' Variable
11 16 © 60
13 15 1
3 7 73 .
29 8 40 \

Interact-Peers 4 y
Interact-Adults 52 (
Cooperation-Peers 8 \

Eacberati@nsAdults 14 -

hd 5

o o \  Iable 9

(Raters 1-14 compared on last six variables, grouped by P of kappa

Variable .

Fearful 55 3
Angry . 15
Sad 16

11 26
27 43
12 3

lQ AS

(o]

-,
2]
o4
r
et
i
[
1
\D“
~J
La
L, B o o LW RN w O

Lively 13 2C
2

Table 10

Raters 1-7 and 8 21 cowpared ... last six variables, grouped by P of kappa

Variable
Fearful ™~ 60 d 24

Angryy 11 3 . 4b g
Sad e 32 9

Fatigued 83 0

Lifely 15
Elated 10

27

N o RS
[ ]

17 38

[
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"~ Table 11 .

Raters 8-21 compared on last six variables, grouped by P of kappa

Variable P £..01 01 P £.05 05 P &0 P =.10
Fearful 53 0 1 37

. Angry 3 21 17 50
Sad 15 ‘ 10 16 50
Fatigued 72 N 0 8 : 11
Lively 20 31 160 24
Elated 10 28 21 32

Interrater reliability, training sequence 2, lst four variables, grouped by
degree of significance of weighted kappa

Variable
- .
Imagination : 7 50 21 13
Affect | 45 33 3 0
Concentration 3 39 © 15 34
" Aggression L -39 1 2

Table 13
Intérrataffrgliability, trsiﬁiﬁg sequence 2, 2nd four variables, grouped by
significance of weighted kappa .

Variable

Interaction/Peers 15 . 30 21 - T 25
Interaction/Adults 9 17 12 i 53
Cooperation/Peers 14 25 . 14 I 38
Cooperation Adults 11 27 12 41

Lable 14

Interrater reliability, tislulug Sequence 2, last six variables, grouped by
gignificance of weighted kappa

Variable

Fear 55 13 Q 23
Anger 1 63 4 23
Sadness 10 45 23 ( 13
Fatigue 63 : 8 0 20
Liveliness 47 21 15 g 8
Elation 81 10 0 0




(First and second raters compared for first behavioral rating,

Imagination

Affect

Concentration

Aggression
Interaction/Peers

Interaction/Adults

Cooperation/Peers

Cooperation/Adults

Fear

Anger

Sadness

Fatigue

Liveliness

Elatedness

524

. 397
407
722
.610
.690
.516
46h
.210
.346
.303
A
.553
483

Table 15

Y

|



(First and second raters compared for second behavicral rating,

' Table 16

Oct., 1977, field study)

Variable
Imagination
Affect -
Concentration
Agpgression
Interactien/Peers
Interaction/Adult’s
Cooperation/Peers
Cooperation/Adults
Fear '
Anger
Sadness
Fatigue
Liveliness
Elated

Kappa
.438
432
.482
.652
.525
<643
. 419
.383
337
. 517
. 262
455
.487
. 467

.00001
.00001
.00001
.00001
.00001
.00001

. 00001
-.00025

00001
.00001
.00001

;ff



ween rank ordered variables.
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September - 1977
1. Parent Booster Session for training of all three groups.
Discussion labout reaction to training materials.

&

2. Observer Training Sessions for new observers. There were
three training sesgions using practice protocols and films,
Training procedures are in appendix.

October 3 - Dgigber_iélzlé77 Observation Period III

1. Trained observers to observe children in 49 nﬁfseryischaals
and kindergartens for two 10-minute periods. ~ '

October 3 - October 9, 1977 = Children's TV Viewing Logging Period III
October 10 - October 16, 1977 -~ Children's TV Viewing Logging Period III.

1. Logs again kept by parents for 2 weeks. Parents recording
children's TV programs for 2-week period.

soring of television logs, coding data begins. Language
scbring of play observations continues.

2%

- December 1977 - Parents were sent gupplementary materials

November
appropriate for each training group. "

December 1977 = January 1978 - Observer training sessions,
Observers were agaln trained using practice
protocols and films.

“January 30, 1978 - February 12,1978 Observation Period IV

1, Tralned observers again observed children in nursery schools

and kindergartens for two 1l0-minute periods.
February 5, 1978 =~ Children's TV Viewing Logging Period IV
February 12, 1978 - Children's TV Viewing Logging Period IV

1

- J%ﬂuargWED,

February 6
1. Logs again kept by parents for 2 weeks. Parents recording

children's TV .programs for 2-week peried. Coding of logs continues.

February - April, 1978 - Completed entering of all data for computer,
Key cards punched.

El

April, 1978

1. Statistical procedures carried out. Data analyzed for all 4 probes
of the study. :

2. Preparation of Parent Interview and Home Observation Schedule.
Training of the staff to conduct interviews in the home. A
training procedure was developed.

3, Recognition test was finalized and training procedure form for
administration wagip:ep;keﬂé;




1. 'Intgfviewg carried out in 40 hgmes with extremes in aggfassicn
and TV viewing as participants. TV Character Reccgniticn Test givEn.

2. Mailed sections of training manual to parents to make campleta
copiles.

- b

3. Parénts invited for session to receive results of year's study.
: F

June, 1978 .
1. ~Analysis of family interview data and recognition test data’
completed.

i

2. Progress Report written and prepared for NSF Committee. Summary
report also prepared for dissemination.

) 3. The staff has been recruiting new subjects for the continuation
proposal., This entailed visits to numerous nursery schools in
the area including meetings with pafticipants, teachers and
parents. .
4, Transfer of data from present system to SPSS.
ly - Staff meetings continued to be held to keep staff informed of each
other's activities. Periodic statistical consultations were held
concerning ddta analyses. v

‘During the 18 months of the project there was continual correspondence
to nursery school directors and to parents keeping them informed about each

stagelaf the study.

Payments were sent to parents in March.

]
(SR
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) | , NSFETV Study . . -
e e _ : _-‘Hay1978

Instructions - Parent Interview =~ ' C

1. Call the day of appointment,
2. Identify self when you come to home,

3. Establish rapport -~ nice to see you in person )
appreciate yaour allawing us to come hete
\ trying to find out more details about day-to=-day 1ife
= and your life style
no- abligstien to answer any questicﬁ :
few minutes to iﬂtérview'chlld and play a "game"

i

ki

"I. Look around house (use clipboard for intarviéw)
form opinions about house

(1) 1 = lowest
- 5 = spotless (plastic on furniture) -
(2) .1 = no toys -
5 = many- toys visible :
(3) 1 = no books
- 5 = abundance
(4) 1 = no musical instruments, radio -
) 5 = many \
- (5) = no weapons

1
5 = many weapons
II. Family Life Style

. 1. Ask questions, record - who child shares room with
2. Daily Routines - child and pafénté’SEPEraﬁa ‘
Some families have special routines, etc. Let mother talk on and.
record as information comes forth. ‘

n. Child put to bed - ask in a general way - "families have different
patterns - no correct way' ‘ : -
Be sure not to be judgmental, Try nat to make parent defensive.

3. Weekend Routines - get full description of what happens on WEEkEﬁd*ﬁ

~each parent.
" Who controls TV - try and get information - this 15 in;genétal ~ not

just weekdays.,

I1I. ééneral Family Life - we want to get some information abuut ‘some thiﬂgé you do as
/" a family. Preface each item with a sentence.

1oe
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t . : . . : : H . .

'IV. Family Stress - 1, Families may experience some stressful situations. Have
' i - there been any recent major illnesses or any deaths?
2.'ﬁSDmEtimEs there are arguments. Are there ever any
between your childreg7 Can you ‘tell me about them?
3. Each family has their own form of discipline. Can you"
give me some ekamples - recent incidents - last time -
you had to discipliné : :

V. We've covered quite a bit today. Is there anything more j@u-wauld‘JiKE'té
~discuss or tell me.. o | Ry

'éqgglgsiénw
- ! 1 . : B . )
PIEESE“thank parent. Give her the EhEEk get thE signed TEEEipE- Then

test the child. Mather may . watah or help if needed : :




- o . BSPeTV Study o
| - " May 1978 ,

Parent Interview
and
. Home Observation Schedule

Private home______ Apartment_ Child's Code #:___ - . r

&

' location of child during interview_______ Date of interview_

Location of interview in home

Patent (M,F)___.

No. ﬂf Tv sets |& ‘lﬂﬂatiﬂﬂﬂ 7‘77‘7 ) — e In’,tEﬁiE?thi - SR s

1 2 3 &4 5
3. Books & Magazines -
‘T2 3 & %
4-;'Hpgic§1 ;ﬂsgfgmeﬁ;sﬂ5rstéfg§$ o vi , o : ‘
L R R D S SRS
5. Rifle zabiﬁeéﬁcf other indications of “ e _'; - L '
weapons or hunting - ‘ C - ,
Yoo1 o2 3 4 s

I1. Family Life Style
" 1. Members of family living in house (including grandparents, relatives, boarders)

7

Kumber of rooms e

Child have own room? _No "~ Yes o . : -

&

1 o 2




2. Dailj Routines A .
Y Wakeup time-wegkday B o L - o
b. Wakeup time - veekend ; o o ' ‘ SO

€. Hgther'a wakeup time~' weekday e wggkend

d. Father 8 wakeup time= weekday ‘ e veekend
c, Do Ehildien watch TV fegularLy in early Geekday AM .
- . : . , f veakend AM
- £ Eating paﬁtarnsf' e o : ,,‘\!. |
A Fantly eats together (weekday) . lmeal 2 mgéls_; __All meals "~
C  (weekend) 1 meal 2 meals_ ALl meals
Ch;lldren or family watch TV while eating : - - S

A ,vi 3 .4 -5
igvég’ .o . o alvays

8. " Dressing pattern

Who dresses ehdld 1 - 2 . '3 C R
' . ‘self some help .. totally helped o

_ Dréssed by M, F, Sibling, Other .
. - h. Wha takes child to st:haal" s

1. Who brings child home - . _ ;”" e
'J. No. of hours child is in s:hcu:l e

DI k. After schg@l a:tivitiESf;ypical dayﬁ;} e

, ‘1. Supper-time ___ L o e ]
Pt - 'Y Bedtiﬂle -——-,:-;:»:?-.W, B _ ) <t} o :

" ».  Describe ‘how child is put to bed, ng; IEg:laf rautine vs. irregular, how
g ‘ch1ld ‘18 put to bed. ¥s there a- bed—t;fmé, ritual’? (]‘ja not. as*k leading
' o "questions but look fEf readingi st:uryatelling) \

‘ 7
. "j'

=

0. Child's sleeping pattern: (often-at least 1/mo or 1 ever§ 2a3;wéaks)
‘Sleep through night? never . gsometimes often -

‘ - Fightmares? " . neverr gometines often.

Houts of nighr sleep. . = .
Daytime.Nap? _ No _Yes - . -~

) Bedvetting? o never . gonmetimes often
Sleep walking never"' gonetimes oftén

Insomnia - navgi_ sonetines - often
S \_J\J




. N _‘ . ¥
- .
3i LI

. 7 P child come into parents ' bed? iiever:_l_a,. s{amé_ﬁimés . often
- - qe Does :he child have vLsi.ting friends'? pever game;iies  often:
(1o the daytime) - e - e .

. %. Doe the child visit other children‘? ©  pever  sometimes = often
(dn the dajtime) L o o :

o ;ji Heekend Rautinea
e Hﬁ:her s role with ehtld

SR E’gthet‘s‘_fnlg with ﬂ\;l:ﬂ‘}-"

Joint TV-vatching on. weekend’ | _

. Qr-chily) 1 2 .3 & TS5
-="-',(Hach11d) 12 3 & s N
tmver ' el rgg_ulaifly

EEE .7 = - : : -

Familyeviewiﬁg Etyle 1in ggﬁeral » . : ,
(Get mnarrative account-who controls v? A::e there fights -~ - . -°
over 'I"V? Hr:w are these resolved?) : .

.o s

III. I‘amiiz Aetivities (pargnt% trith child) . C ST o
S - b ~ never occasionally sometimes often regularly
1. Visitiﬂg fElatiVEs tnget:her : 1 : 2 o a3 - S

.
v

-2, Shopping -
3. ?Eﬂ‘ii picnics, 200, :Datings

LI

. 4, Mugeums, galleries, concerts
3. Movies o . ' _

Get Eamples of recent movies seen with. Iehild:

3 4 23 l . . ' .

. 3. , ] B

‘" -

s, . - . 1 Es q

W oW w W

OB TR TR Y

e e
(PR IRV




never  occasionally sometimes often regularly

spéz;aﬁgr ar,paiticipsnﬁ?).

LN

: 3 3. : L
7. )3;mily‘TV viewing with child
- - Samples of feguiarl? sagn.shéws
3@!
_ | &, R : -
. Specials past Evmoﬂché ' ., S o o
- | 1. . | B o 1 ot
o 3; Gi%e e;amplés of your favorite 1V shows and movies
| N T '
.2; s
3. |
Give examples of your huSﬁandeKEavarite TV éhawsjaﬁd;mcvies
. x ' » _
2. S N
- ¥ LS
»*SQ; Hgﬁbies_ef’;nte:eségﬁcf mother:

‘Hobbles or interests of father: R .
'IV. Family Strefjs Sicuations -

1. Major fllnesses or.bereavements? . B . .
| Children ’ | ‘
" Parents

- -. . Créndparents or relatives

s f

\‘1 (. . * , . o ' - e

ERIC | B 2




5.

 Between children o1 2 3 4 s
= ' ~ pever = 4 I very frequent

5 . . - *
S SR ———

™

"“Phyaiesl ve., verbal I 27T TRTT 4TS |
: L .. mostly angry- ' T .smastly blows and
R eamments : . - hitting :

B Any parental arguments witneﬁsed by children?
_\ - Parents ever disagree abaut shild—rearing*
3. Discipline and . PunishmEﬁt ‘

1- Ezamples of discipline

Eathe:?

Mother: N
2. Type of diseipline
'  Restriction
'¥Payehalagica1
. Scolding ~ : .
_ Pliysical B

3. Reward p%ttéfﬂ

&, Is child underactive. normally active L *hy?erastive

1 2 L3 A 1

5. Child's problems: I B
o a) Physizél aches & pains , - 1. 2 3. 4 5
b) Paaf habits, e.g. toilet, o 1 .
nessiness, carelessness

[
(]
L3
F 8
L

c) Fighting, noisy, stubborn- % 1 . 2 i 4. 5
N ness, épDSSESSiVEnESS . : o o :
;f;“%" ’ ' d) Worries, fears, daubts, f 1 2 3. 4 - 5 .
VA v 0 N LT
- ' E) Shyness, sezlusive : 1 2 a4 5

: ' . aalitary, passive N L

s




6. Child's strengths fin addition to -absence of above)

o i) G'Dﬁd humared laug];infg ‘ T”'"if 2 s i - 5
©op) Enjayment of physigal ] 2 3 4
. adventures, running, i )
Jumping sports &

ro ¢) Special talents, e.g. 1 2 . 3 4 .5
. - music (singing) drawing,

reclting, pre-reading,

construction, storyw

-telling - :

| d) Soclability - leadership, I"l .2 3 4 '5 
' cooperation ' . : L '

L)

&

Y. ,Opeﬁiegded expreﬁ$iaﬁ=paren; s interests, view of life-stylé rale Qf TV,
‘importance of schowl, wark, affectfon, dlecipline, religious values or Ethicsrn
Ielfﬁsuffiﬂiencyg _ . v /‘




Teleﬁis;cn Character'Reabgnitianlist
L 7
Rules of administration: Preschaol ;hildfen

~ 1. This individual tasn should be given in a. quiet place away from cthers :
S * 'who may interfere or be taking the test at a later timg. "

2, The‘examiﬁér;shauld'bé pleasaﬁt'énd’enccufaging; e e e s
- . 3. To motivate the Subjeaﬁ tggdc his best, praise shauld be given .
'generously. Such comments as the following have been found effective: «
"Good! You are doing well," etc, However, praise can be overdone..
Many individuals know when .they are beyond their depth and.are not
deceived by unearned praise. The sensitive examiner will soon learn
the optimal am;ﬁﬂ; of eﬁcouragement tg@glicit max;mum petfermaﬁ;e.
L . . _ S
4. Do not indicate whether or not a response is correct.. - ,
1f an incorrect response is made, encouragement shduld.
be given. If a subject says, '"Did I get that one right?"
say "That was a good angwer'. . ' o

R It.is"ngtﬁpEfmissiblé to shawyzhe'subje t herfiﬁted stimulusvﬁamés.

o L. 64 Stimulus names may ba pranaun;éd aloud more. than once by the examiner

lDD not intfgduce any stimulus words not on the score sheeg When a . . - A
character 5 name is given, do not mentian the name of the program it ‘1s :

’framé. .y

7. 'The subject may take any reasonable amount of timé per ftem to make his S

_selection. Howevar, after appraximately one minute, he should be encouraged.-” -

"rto make a choice. B8ay: ‘T:y one. Point‘@a one of them'. Always secure - ERN
SN h

‘a response.. Do nat 'record "no response' or "don't know'". There is no .
penslty far guessing on this cest. “ S

=

8. Some cf the subjectS, e5peclally young aﬂes, may point ‘to .one coOrner. on
plate after, plate, It 1s therefore necessary to repeat requently,_'zgi
8sure to look.carefullv at all four, ;pictures." TIf the“¢hild continues to.

do this the examiner- should lenE to p;;ture No. 1 saying,"Loak at this one'"
then plcture No. 2, saying "and this one''; then to picture Nai 3 say;ng
and this ane" then ro pl:;gre No & say;ng and _this one.

9., When a Subjéct spantan&gusly changes his :hoice, record thE final fEspEnSE

,-’LOi' For subge:ts ‘'who use the pointing response, precede each stimulus ward

. when startingrthe test with one of the_fallawing. "Put yaur finger
o Len . "Can you find 7" ‘!"Show me L
e - HPaiﬂt to . o ”Whafe is - " :' : o,

L e T . - . o S — ’ - —
. T : E

» ;;{” Wheﬁ a nama is glven n qucgatign marks it indiecates the name af a televisicn
A program. Precede the name with 'Can you find someone from. the television

rogram EEllEd M "point to écme@ne ffcm the televisian Shaw -
program calle — £

called W . - o . S

12, Two paésas are to be made ﬁhrough the test book. After completing the book
oo , .once turn to plate ) and continue asking the names on page 2 of the score
Ehee t L] - . LI s

; | 15y *




INTRODUCING THE TEST * - - . ;

Introduce the test by séyiﬁr' : . c
"I want to play a zelevisiaﬁrpicture game with you" - : _

' |

oinenTurn to the . example and say:
. "see all the pictures on ghisrga?e.
"Indicate this by pointing to each in turn.- ,
"I will say the name of somebody on this page and then I want
r‘bﬁ the -picture of the person or félevisiﬁn . - }F‘
y " : i B

?Eu tn put vour tin <
Lec us ;rv one. . Putvzgur flﬂQEI on___ _ "

Ngw I_am geiﬁg tc shaw ﬁDu same athéf gicturesi Eachrtimé N
¥hen vou are o . T
s 1

and say
"Finé!
nat sufeggqg kncw the persnn I want vau to lcak gafefullv at all
of the;pictures anvway and chaase the Qggpgnu thlﬁk 15 rlght. -

Point to e,
¥

- With very yDung chi;dfen, additiénal trial Eeries may be negéssary
to establish the desired painting behaviar.f In sg&h,;ases,_as% qther_:”b

names on: thE example pagei
3 With very immaturé subjects. the éxaminEf will need to establish
"™, and at

the pointing response by saying."Put your finger on
the same time placing "the child's finger.on the garrect picture. . After

a few trials the tester may take the lead by pointing and then engouraging : o
the subject . to do. likewise The length of time required to establish .~ . - lg

the desired pcintiﬁg ‘behavior will vary,;from child to ‘child. The - ~'= _ i
example plate may be repeated. However, if the de3ired response has not:: S S

- been. estﬁﬁiished after a ﬁuﬁbEE ﬂf tfials, the test. shauld be disaonﬁinued

e
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“Mice Peck School-
H111field Road °
Hamden, Conn.

~ Bsecher School
H¥100 Jewell SthEE

3&echer Schgnl N%fth

' I@ Beecher Road .
Waadbrldge Conn.,

305 St. Ronan
. New Haven Ccnnr=

a¥35-§umbie Bee Nursery Schaﬂl

4&3§v436 Clintonville Rd.*.
* North Haven, Canﬁ L

F

'n“ 95 Chgf@h S;reeth;f
Héﬁﬂeﬂ, Gann- o

Sachemn's Head:Rd.
Guilfgrdr Conn.

- ;GGE_ElgméﬁEaEY*SEhQDl“
(#;2 Three Mile Course

Guilford, Cann . 05437

© Davis Street Schaal
v /’l‘ 35 Davis Stteet ‘
New Havan, Conn.

. ."Divinity Schacl Nurséry
:;l 350 Canner Street
} : 7 Naw Haven, Gann

Dixwéll Day Care Center

é &ﬁff?197 Dixwell Ave.

Naw Hévén, Conn.

Dunbaf Hill S:hDaL

31% Lane . L

Hamden, Conn. e
. F .
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i ,'7;7”§ '“'i

Béthesda Nursery Schaal :

fDirectmT“

-;i:sP%iﬂEiﬁalﬂ,rDré
: IElEthnﬁvf !

"PPrincipdl. Andy Pelli:@
Telephones: 3 248-5890 CEON L -

C@mmunicy Nursery Schﬁcl i’ﬁDifECth.,

"~ Prineipal:z-

.. Director:’

. Telephone:

:Priﬁgipai}¢ 

“Ms. Jaseghine Bgsch
Telephone? . '

288-7967

“Principsl:  Dr. Yale Chessil

.U Telephome: 5620151
Prinéipalé. Jahnvﬂulfain S
Ieléphane: 9389%2195

5

‘DirEEtar“ Hs. Elién Schawalterb-t'
S Telephune. 865 4959

T

=:fbifecﬁbt:¢gHS;;Glaifefﬁ} Voos'
" jTelePth&:’239é35l9;~

Carla Harwiﬁzgvil
;Telephmnﬁ‘ 436*@?22 -

[ [
i ,a

Eeth Cranan _7 ‘,?
Te Ephﬂnﬁ* 453 5500 ' S

)
R S.o B

ned) Robert Pieéégréuﬁ i
Telephone?
F;anﬁié Moriarty
562-0151

. I
L
i

Pr;ﬂcipglﬁf
Telephohe ;

Baanie Shét@an
Telgphbne:'552?4227

HéEdTTEEChEEEﬁ Geraldine Caaper
.787-1002

[

. George Esposito
. 288-7955

®

Principal:
Telephone:

Stephen E Rubin “ 

453-5291 . R ”155; fi:



East Ragk S§hgﬂ1 o ;;;; Pfincipal Harco Palmieri R
133 Nash §t. v = o Telephane* 562*0151 . C et

=, _New Haven, Cann; )

. *f,Edgewsad Schaal ; ;3‘ ] : 1ftingi§alsl Geﬁald'Rﬁllf*~;_ LA
g 797 Edggwaad L L Yelephone: 562~0051 s
]0 e S - S

New Haven, ,Conn. ‘ 0
. . Ezra A“-'Ede'z R -Priﬂﬁipalz“vnabbi Rﬁbenc Harr:us T -
. 7 Rimmon Road - ' = - ~ Telephone: "389-3500 |
o Hﬁﬂdbridgei ‘Conn. ’ oo .
J‘(if’Fuété'SEhaﬂlle o S __Pfinéipal;ﬁ Frank Perrvine
L %?'50 Loomis Place. " - . - . Telephone: 777~34f4 - _
. *'Hew Haven, ann - . T '; ’ .
_ ”GEEEII'NQISEEY‘SEHDEl - Diréctar Barbara Sfeineu
’j?'Blé Prospect Street . - ;'*;‘_Telephane. 7771062 ,
Eew Haven1 Compf,- » . F 7 o .
Greater Hartfard Ccmmuﬁiny .:3itégfbf (Aéting)JF'Béﬁéf Heiﬁéh7 o
ST Lab School v[vf . , Telephone: * 549~4200 " Ext., 286
g'ﬁé!ﬂ;él Woodland = ‘ : R S Lo

VAVEafthrd Cann.. :
; ¢;Gan HEYEled Nursery Schaal - . Co-Directors: Su ain Shapira & J@Ya Mﬂfks
S ifigj?’Rimmaﬁ Road _ : ?'IElEPhDQEﬁ- 389*3111 A
L Wapdbridge, Corin, o LR

L

Hamden Community Child Care “birector: Caltha Crowe

> Center - = .. Telephone:. '248~2083 y
7’29(31 Dixwell A\renue e - i o
;“Hamden Conni L T N !

Richatd Js Dalvenkf’

"admaster

o jff'_ Edugatian anter o
A »1§5D Whitney Avé. 7.
S fEamdeﬁ Conn e

‘Eamden Nursery Schaai FEE Pfiﬁzipai:r Ms. Garman

' ‘é? 185 Eramo, Terrace ...~ Telephone: 248*5857 _ 7 C e
: , Hamden Conm, -~ = ' ‘ ' T
Egtris and Tuckep Day Care i €o-Directars: Patricia Harris &
7 412 Newhall . ‘ e © Murgaret Tucker
‘Handen, Conn. _ " Telephanez’”?é?éﬁDS? Fos
Helen Street School . Principal: Mrs. Harie C. Dﬂﬂi
/§§!285 Helen Street =~ ‘Télephone: 248-3637 Lo e ,
Hamdén; Corin. " ..+ o , : . N
(v , . \

)




Lt
a

High Plain$ Schpal

525 Orange tentar, Réad !

Qrange. Cann..x

Bnnker Sﬁhﬂal .
180 Canqeq q;.

"sNewxﬁavem, Conny

Kiddy Kornen

) O 2730 Main #t, -

Rbﬂky Hill, anﬁ.

Leila Day Nutserieg, Inca,,
26 100 Cold Spring “

New Haven. Cannﬁ

‘Linden Nufsary Sah@gl

605 ‘Benham' . - CoLe

'*'_Hamden, Cﬂﬂnv

Hanzessari s
. 321 Ridge Ra&d
'.Hamden, Cuﬂn~ ,

‘j:;Hchef GQ&SE Nuﬁaery Scﬁaal
44 Lugy Scrieel
" iWcadbridgE, Qomn,

’NEy Hall $chool
590 Newhall -
- New Haven, Conn.

Roger Sheyman Sehool -

- 765 Elm Street .-

New Haven, Conn,

V B -
_ - Ridge Hillgfghool
2 . 120 Carew R

Hamdeni Cﬂﬂné&

Ridge Rowud Schnwi
Ridge Road

‘North. Hav&n, Qann

Co Sazfed Hﬁart
24208 Columbus Ave.

New Havan, Cann‘g.
i

St. Thamas Day School
830 Whitney Ave, -
New Haven, Conn,

- Shepherd Glen Sc¢hool -

Skiff St. Ext,
Hamden, Counn.

1

o f'“ g

lQﬁszsﬁﬁ -

. Prinelpal:
" 'Telephone:

_ Principal:
 IelEphﬂﬂe;_

'Robert M, Valuk. . =
795-9777 :

'Ms. Ann Dwygg

v osie

" Director:
" Telephone:

",', “" \-
" Director:

Telephone:

Director:

 Télephone:

i

Ca—Ditectcfs‘

Telephaﬁé

; Evelyn DeResa

56250151
ﬁfég jennieii@fé:A ,T;
563-0663
Judy Hert; ‘f{;ﬁ?;
 624- 137& S

288 ASSO

zaséélls

Mrs. Hafgaret'Camp &
Jasgphine Bi11

Director::

_Telephgne,

Principal

'Telephéﬂe

'a.ﬁEin;ipéli
. Télephone:

Jan Parket
.389-4373

Carmén Vegliante;uy o
562~ 2&62 ‘ "

JmsMill
562-0151

‘Richard Palleria

P:incipal
TelEpthE ,288—6485& )
Principai: ‘Willigm Tedeschi

. Telephone’:

Principal:
- Telephone:-

Prinedipal:
Telephone:

?riﬂéipaiﬁ

Telephone:

S
sd =

248 4056

Sistér Haryaﬂn Malgsi:s .

777=Sl37

Caroline Zinsser
776-2123 .

288=12l0

=
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Spring Glen School
1908 Whitney Ave.
Hamden, Conn.

Sunshine and Lollipops
20 Augur Street
Hamden, Conn.

Turkey Hill School .
441 Turkey Hill Road r
Orange, Conn.

Westville Community Nursery
School

34 Harrison Street

New Haven, Conn.

West Woods School

350 West Todd e
Hamden, Conn.

Whitney Nursery School
730 Whitney Avenue

New Haven, Conn.

Wintergreen School
Wintergreen Avenue
Hamden, Conn.

YWCA Day Care
48 Howe
New Haven, Conun.

Ms. Evelyn Erwin
288-1684

Principal:
Telephone:.

Elaine Gonsalves
562-5840

Director:
Telephone:

Ms. Dorothy Berger
795*35@5

Principal:
Telephone:

Tobi Bartlett
187-1479

Director:
Telephone:

Principal:
Telephone:

Edward King
248-3221

Director: .Flora DeGregorio
Telephone: 624-6922

Raymond Avery
288-6500

Praincipal:
Telephone:-

Dirgétaf: Jean Sanderson
Telephone: = 624=7535



o « Minutes - 9/26/77

Parent Group T - Imagination

‘About 25 parents attended this session. Its purpose was to

«reviev the materials used by the parents in their imaginative t:ainiﬁé;_

exercises. A film vas shown at the beginning of the méeting called

"Setting the Stage for Learning" (NYU Film Library). Dr. Jerome Singer ,

introduced the film, welcomed the parents, andpthanked them for their !

past and present ccapetatiaﬁ in log-keeping and in responding to all our

forms, The film focused on play-—-the need for someteacher involvement
to get a game started via stories, photos, verbal suggestions, props,
and demonstrations, ngiSiﬁgEf pointed out various technlques used
during the film. l ' ‘

. After the film, parents were asked for tﬁéir reaetigns to the
film. Parents commented on their use of the materials the ptéjéc;vhad
gupplied. The comments were highly ESVéfablé¥—aﬁd indeed two parents
spoke about how their other children.(not in the stuéy) also had benefited.
There were no negative féelings expressed concerning the materials.

. Four mothers made little "speeches” abgut the value of their training and
the use made of the play suggestions. Ofie parent asked for help «in M
dealing with her child's sibling rivalry. Another couple asked for

+ help in handling a bright, imaginative kindergarten boy. ?éféﬂtgi

exchanged comments-~and left with remewed interest. Coffee was served.
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J. Singéf

Minutes September 28, 1977

¢ Introductory remarks. Thanks everyone for coming.

* Film shown. Cognition - dealing with language development.

Cognitive

deval@pmgnt . ¥

. Plagetian concept, volume, space, conservation, transformation of objects., Difficulty

children

Go into tl

developme
Stressing

Feedback
Have the

between m
Dr. JS:
pick up 1
with righ
their bra
Girls--so
touch and
Parent:
“pr. JS:
Parent:
kids spen
1. Mater
Parents:

have in grasping these ideas. Parents help by explaining to the children.

he situatdon.. Help the ¢hild in moving to the next stage of cognitive

nt. Language development. Next step. Reading. o,

for parents to help the child in gclng frnm one stage to the next. s
"

from parents. Hatérials sent and hag da they react.
materials. sent been helpfui :

Younger Ehild befter able to Canentraze listens mgre glgsely. Difference
ale and female? : . : .-
Differences becueenim&%e andrfEmale ifferenge in girlg brains Girls will
anguage better,. glplsﬁbraiﬁg Eéss specialized chaﬁFséys, can do maré language

t side of brain.t ﬂBmyg, Lefthiie language; visual* pras rlgh; sida. More of”
ins used Enr lsnéua% e-in’ eardier years. AR e

cial factors alsc,aﬁ xiiﬁ'ﬁxéiﬁéa'tﬁ‘be ﬁEiEEEfjfﬁorE°’rﬁéﬁtiveg'bﬁjs rough, o

-

rambunc ioyus. S . o
Two girls, one mofeﬁgégi e than tha e;hgr;‘ b
Constitutional ﬂiffefeﬁgeg - \H‘ ) :
About mazerialg\kFifst hanEauts tga simpiE’Faf the children. ‘Bringing up
d time thinking dbbut . * Most try to §péﬂd és much'tine as we can., ‘

lals too late 2 No' incremént Qwer What the 'ere altaady doing.
(2) Things we alfeady ‘knéew about,’ Helpﬁul made me focizs in on some things

" and think about things more. -Made more of a logical sequence,

br. JS:
that'&egr
Parents:
“&ware of.
Dr. JS:
Ex: chjl
1ike that
Parent:
or is tha
Dr.JS: G
Dr. DS:
f_usge 1t 4
tomorrow!
You 'stop
= Parent:
her .come
Df JS
Di‘JS‘
privately.
vhen they'
Parent:
"Dr. JS:
for our. f
you. Are
fntiﬁgg.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

lp with 15“Suagé development . , o ‘ .
ERIC'? “th 1

Expresses one of our concerns. Parents want to anccurage but may not have

ee of Drganlzatiaﬁ We add a littrle bir extra. 7
Made me wmore awvare of Ehlngs in my enviromment that I could use, but wasn't
Found things in kitchen and used form suggestions in the materials.

Talked to woman who wrote a book dealing with practical suggestions.

d's room should be painted white, wash off things from the walls. Ihings
would make a difference.

Attention span. TIs it useful to try and help child increase attentfién span

t frustrating. Ex: try and sit still and listen EQ the story.

ood 1f doesn't deteriorate into a fight, ) —

Make it exciting and not an.aversive sti{mulus. Don't ery and finish story.

nto a cliff hanger. Stretch out next day another minute. Example: Listen in
Have child have an expectation. Where the parent still controls the time.

before he stares to finish., Let him be 4n control but you subtly control it.

Found child dida't sit. Let the child come back to her. Didn't press. Let

to me. Finding better results. Feel like not doing erough sonmetime.

That'S fine. Don't press too much or will be more of a negative EXpEfiEQEE.
Takes stafias and makes up her own. A o

Your instisets are good. Sometimes afradd of Failure Sometimes will pfacci;e

} feel they've lagt your approval. They set cun-p e and they'll come.

re :eady ¢ ,“ .

Curious.to know what you've found out about the TV pabﬁﬁ

Cezting some Information. No solid conclusions. Would rather waig until June

indings. 5hare other experience from other groups. Feel re;pansibilicy to
impressed with honesty of parents fill{ng out, Resulgs very close to Nedlsen
Children are watching a great deal of TV. Looks at TV and see how we can



=2- . September 28, 1977 = :
Parent: Putr kids 41n frone/of education TV sh@ws very early. Now bored with it

and then go to Brady Buniﬂi; H@ﬁg;n t been®ucting TV on .l:Lke I used to. Offended by

one TV show. Parent comes hor 2 “frustrated, yelldng and hitting the child and told

her to go to her room. Telt it woald have affects on the child.

Dx. JS: - Good that you Were there.

Parent: Child didn't want to Eglk about it.
Dr, JS: Something you really can't control.
Question and Ansver about kand dominance: Do let the child go with natural praference
Parent: By what;.age does a child establish dominance. .

Dr., DS: Usually by age 7 a lot of children will stil]l switch. 5 - 7 not early-
Parent: Isn't onewvheuisphere dominant. , - . ‘

Dts- D & JS:° NDE necessarilv.

Dr. DS: Some room for growth. ‘Child still switching and changing. Sowme will favor left
for one: activity and gmight for other activities, Keep a much.more open view about#it.'’
Some children establish domzinance by 3 others by 7. Look at it more as a cDﬂtlﬂuum;

and not a set rule. Rules abour h?ﬂdﬁdﬂbgs may creace a problem.

Parent: Bombarded by Sesame Street teathing numbers. Violence illustrated on TV, Brady.
Bunch, Parctridge Family. cChild will say other kids Uatf;h shows feel like a diccator .
How to handle and rules in the house.

Dr, JS: Problem with Sesame. ;thw§§hings at yau to,hold the child's attrention. Almes:
hyﬁnat;ze child. Done by rapid movemlenfs. Not convipced best way to do fit: <Children —
do learn to vatch the screen, !May not learn. Marerials presented too rapidly. Parents
can teach more about letters aud numbers. If you are uncomfortable don't press the
child. Parepts have to be the deciding factor of what cthe child watches initially.

Up to about-age 8 ~ 9 parent determining force of what is watched. You decide on what

1a and kids will accept the fact that this is ‘how our house runs. Should have confidenzu
on your own convictions, When kids get older muchr harder to control. g
Dr, 'DS: You can provide your c¢hild with other experiences. Not advocatipg barnning

TV, That s your declsion and should asset your authority as il parent and not be
fntimidat ed bv themn.

Parent: Any parents who dou't have V! TE}
Dt .JS’ About 4 in wur atudy. W

Caqtiaﬁs abour bow obselvdtlur, . wil i ke uhabitlusle o and £ wouig 1&5 perludy
i
A\

a1




R - Parent Meeting: Group III September 29, 1977 N R
-Iw, Singer spoke of their meetings in ngape; Gapd 1dea af what ' happening Eancerning .
\ ' N
Highlight critical question. , " . . e ‘ :
1. . TV new - never existed before in the world. Immediacy of events, range of exposure. Most
peaple lived in small communities. -Literacy - kﬂg¥ledge of the world around him. Narrow
-gxperience. TV major LEshnalcglcal advance.
, s
2, Effects on children: .
People talking directly to children - from varied cultures and baekgraunds Potentlal risks
and dangers. Example: 1st concdrn. Child watching 3 hours a day. Spending less time read-
ing. National average -in viewing increasing every year.. Substitutes for basic reading skill.
.Child mey_not be doing those exercises. TV fills the ggp. Characteristics of TV set. '
\ Problems for the child, - ' 5
f A * g
-1.5 Pfe Kts figures in a miniature wvay ' .
e ﬂbwrjart of the household
: VVé,ts take place much more rapidly.
?2 pEvents foreshortened, children don't make the CDnﬁEEEiOD
‘ ;'fﬁapid sequences and cutaway rapldiy between scepes. -

_Hard to avcid logking .at.TV set. TV produces Ordienting ref’exes. Children.may be more .

vulnegablaéin th effecs. Other CDuntrleS slower pace. We may find it boning, longer.
segments. Sesine: Szrag; hold child's actention by many short scenes. Vio?én:e on TV-=
ABC still highest ,,gggig ‘Is the violence of cansequence?

- A ‘ - ‘ .

S “Reseéﬁth fairly . 'iﬁtlﬁg Kids become more activefand EGfE vi@lént

{ - 2. People géy exaggerike, or overestimate the dangers in their environment,
""" 3, People begin to take violence for granted. Dh??ar the good guys to shoot the bad
' guys - not..the way our country,1s run. : '

J—

- Parent: UF¥Nd reality warse - bad guys never get punished, The ideal on TV may be better.
Dr. JS: May be true - but may get a distorted impression. New York News - emphasis on
Son Sf Sam.

e

=Questiaﬁs!abm%% specific showa.
Dr. DS: Résearch project = meultoriny the hustands LV viewing. Blind procedure. Husbarnd
to watch certain.shows: prosiclal, violent, and random. Given legs to note Programs VlEVEd anc
n rating scales Ex: way he treated her and the children. Prosicial viewing + increase in goecd
behavior either way. Random - behavior remajined the Bame. Shows power of a positive model
on people. Constructive acts. Peeple who follow the aggressive model tend to be aggressive.
DGB t know if the effects of the behavi@r would last.
J\a
Dr. JS: Child will imitaté &- gDDd det{l ot what they see on TV. Kids can't tell the
differeace between the good guys and bad buys. TV is a powerful medium with effects that
can't be predicted. Parents have to come back into the scene and can’ 't allow TV to control.
the house. You have to decide how much TV your kids will watch. Not sométhing that should
be-critical developmental factor in your.child's life. Talks about Plug-In-Drug-give the
extreme position. Parepts are the dominant people and can't let the medium override your
Suthcfity'in the house.

ot o mmem ama= e o—s . fmma o=

( stion and Answer period.
Discusses the right to read program. - -
~Serious mistake co blame all the yiolénce’in the country on TV, However still an ecological

f-_:;_ we have to take into QDnsidefatian.

I:R\KZ : v - 1wy o “Nr
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LN
Bf Observers %3

AIn order tbycalléﬁh behavlmral samples ©f subjects, we

trained ‘sixteen assistants in observational techniques. The
- observers were selected fron among Ftudents who answvered ads in
@ local newspaper. Observers were geﬂerallv psychology majors,
both graduate and uné@rnraduate, or members O the New Haven or
S 'Brldgepart communities who had some bacliground in developmncental
+. ~ Psychology, or wvho had beer former elementary or nurs ery school
- teachers. Training took place over a period of three weeks :

before the pre-testing and observations began.

‘Observers were pach provided with sixteen ‘typed protocols
_ “which were behavior samples collected in an carlier study. A~
+ . Bet of instructions toncerning ratings (see the appendix) was
. ;ngludéd with euch set of protocols. Observirs were blind to ..
' -the hypgtEESFa oI the study, and were given onlv suth informa-
¢«tipn about prgcedg es that could in no wvay influence direction
Dﬁ results.” The Trainers were the two co-dirsctors Df th&
Ejébt and a research assistant who had trai~cd observe
a‘pgeu;aug Qtudj and whD Eaﬂ fgm;l;qé w‘th O tEQhﬂlgLes.

J—,

-

D

‘:““

m

- The group met once & week for +wo hours over +the thréé%TPCT
Féfléd At these 5510ns, each obkserver called out the rating -~
: .Le or she had given a child on each of the fourteen variables
i ~described earlier. Each variable was discussed vie~a-vis the
:ﬂstructlan bQDKlE agﬂ wé atte ted to give further examples
tion booklet. Observers had
Emple DPPDItEﬂ*QJ“tﬁ'ﬁluiuaségL sons for their ratings, sand we
riopointed out ouriréasofhis for our rating s Drc We attempted to
’Wf:each a high rate of 2arecment on i pu;nt scale for eth
‘ lagle.aL Each session. Observers were gl”en further instru
=] 1 For examplec, asfigrnments were made
g =le) that th GESETUEIS would be a team. They were hgnd&d lists
of subjects and given instructions concerning proceduré to be
ho

;r"

folloved in the schools suchn as introducing themselves to direcior
and teacher (a letter wus sent'to each schowl beforchand infogm—
ing the director about the teams, dates and !imes for obgerva-
tions); famililarizirng thesselves with the sehool; mixXing with
the children in an informal vay before they vere to begin
observations; and finally, detailed instructisns concerning:

i . the actual recording of the behavioral samplces.

Observati o Floe o % TR
—— e — £ - = ;= e

Observers we:e told tu ;L;urﬁ ln an ﬂyplupflﬂL; place on th
rEtDrQ sheet (sme the appendix) the child's Mpearance, mann
isms, phytl:al build, time they bégan and ende 2d  each fECird;nﬁ
date, seffland code number of each @h;;d Obsurvatlanu wverge made
only in fYee play periods both 1ﬁ§DDrg and out. Observers urcd
a clipboard and stoj WQLCH and Lrléd o he quLLpQSJVL as theoy
récm,ded the chi ld“s ctions and ldﬂQUﬂﬂE. 'gugge wWas recorded

arver wvere instructed ﬂDt ts Aﬂ Erp:et behav;a:,

H
/f'll

D\
H 9]

et - . e B
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. .but 1o accurately record what tpbok place. After the behavior

' wWas written down, each observer would then rate the child on - .
the fourteen variables on a five-point scale. *Observers rated
 the children,  indeperdently of each other., "

Inter~rater fEllell;tYmES}lmatES wer'e obtained on the
ratings the observers made™an the practlLice pratacsls and on the
... ractual protoéols they collected theomselves in the first obser- S

. vational pericd. Rater :ellanlllt wWas excellent for both o
A traln%ng period and for the first probe reriod. Examination of .
' all rating pairs' lagreements permitted identification of the
.one observer who ghowed svstomatic disagreement with each pair
-and with group rztings and this ;nd;v;égal‘t data was rerated.
~ Appendix provides examples of SzZmple ratifgs from practice,
proiocdls. Table 2 provides statistical tescs. oF tie Signifi-
fance of differences of paired raters’ scores for Yhe February
Db?%IVﬁtiQHEa ' 2 . .
Members of the stafT ‘and 5&1e:ted Dbservers HEIE‘EJSD
. trained in testino procedures for the administration of the
Peabody Picture Vocabulare Test., The Barron Inkblot Test, the.
“Predisposition to. Imaciration Quegi&3§ﬁ§¢¥§3 and—the ‘Televisionr = —
Interview. The reseorch as sistant in charage of the observers
~and one of the dircctors of the project chected all scoring on,
‘these instriaments. Testino topl: ploce beforc the observatione.
began, -and although there was some cverlap most children were
~tested beloure the observalions. Observations toox approximately |,
-three vweeks to complete. ” o &

<
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Observer Training Sessions \ \ i

A

.1‘

ember 1, 1977 - First Session

Introduction

.

Project goals - jgtails about project (schools - children involved).

. Personnel introduced. \

Attendance taken - 1listing of names and addresses of interested people,

Request for resumes to be submitted.

. Showing of film, Pretending to introduce 3-4 year old age group in -
‘ﬂurserj'séhaal setting. Discuésed agd group activities., Distributed {

- D, - . F . . . . - - -
~manual Instructions for Raters and Observers. ;;y

4 5
k2]

. Discussed variables and ratings, as outlined in manual. Answered

questions regarding interpretation. In depth discussion of definitions
o o o e ¢ .

and interpretations.

Assigned the assessment of Protocol #3 in class--group rated it and we

discussed ratings 1un ¢lass. h

Made assignment of Prutucwls f£1 thivugh #10 for next weeting on December Sth.

&

TE
=



December 5, 1977 - Second Session o ~

Reviewed the assigned ten protocols (five were covered-in class in

detail). In depth discussion about inﬁerpretiﬁg.feseaf:h varigb}e and réting‘

protocols. (Answers given to zhasa not able to be gﬂvered) ‘Invited observers

to discuss at,affi;e questigng_stil% troubling them gegérdimg fatingsi Made

3

» additional assignment for sessianjpﬁrpggeméggir12th,:#l7 %i#ZB; JRatings to be
en§3fed on duplicate sheet. | - | ' . :
Ratings were entered in duplicate forms and one form was‘a@lle&ted as
abserve:%tfainée entered the session. Other rating-sheet was fEEaiﬁéd by
observer for class use in discussing the assignmenl)

HakEsup session for abgantees was held in the affice on DE;emb f 8

S SR ——— e o J——— J—— G U Sy

223@';i3:35 P.M. A review cf tha agsigﬁed prEDEDlS, 11-: D was held: iﬁEEf—

&

‘greiatian_af research variables and an in-depth discussion of the ratings”given.

i,
=

December 12, 1977 - Third Session

sed in

[

Review of prutugalg assigned during the second 53551an Discu

s

depth interpreting Lh& definitions of the research vafiablgs. Answers given

to protocols #17-23 nou covered during 555F1En.

1

Duplicate LéLlHEE colle.ted at baginning of session for 1Eliabilizy check.

Film from N.Y.U. Library shown, Setting the Stape for Learning. Di ssed

pursery school setting. Discussed the behavior of the observer and the need to

" be unobtrusive In observatlons, Discussed play setting—-need to record activities:
)7 T =
< %ﬂ?if@ﬂméﬂii equipment, waterials, playnates, teacher interaction, etc., as seen

in film. . .

) ) 7 ) i .
Film was re-shown and obseTvers were asked to record sand-box sequence of

(1]

play, while viewing film, and rate Actual protocol forms and rating sheet

used’tn simulate field observation. Discussion of ratings and information needed

to complete protocol. ° - ¥
. .

T S S O

et
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~ Reviewed again the information needed to be included in the protocol--methods

of rating, rules about not consulting with companion-observer.
Reviewed ways of assessing child from clues taken from facial éxpfé%sian,

body movement, verbal clues.

Answered questions relative to observation techniques and variables to be

asgsessed, -
g 4 ’
Make-up session for absentees scheduled in office on January 18, 3:45-4:45 P .M.
to review assignment (protocols #17-23).
R .‘I’”; N
-
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. . . fsﬂ
. Fa1) 1977 Observer Training Sessions
' ¥ )
*i‘ib\irfsdajg, Sep-tembef 15, .,'19’7] _ R T
5 ,Kiftland Launge ? BD - 9 JD P_H; C o
s Bigtufs?d nétnre DfuihE_TEEQEfgﬁ projéct, goals, meth@dalag}.
Yatrroduced pérsonnel. Disrributed Manual, Instructions for Raters
smd Observers. '
Iﬁttuﬂu:ed and discussed variables tb be evaluated, i.e., Tmagiﬂatimg,
Aggressiaﬂ Interaction, BtC. Deilme and d;;zuss IEtAEg scale.
e N :
Discuss the ?Tégﬁtals to be wrthEEi date to be retnfﬂad,_

- "Distribured tV?Ed prata:cl: frnﬂ,abserv%ticﬁs Ef previous: researck .
prpject. For practice, read BﬁEﬂifoEESi and evalunated varlaniEE on S 7
seales to- }:e used in present research., Discussed ratings gf@ug has
Ej:vﬂ-ﬂi . i

‘ ASE:L@ 19 ’prétamls for next 1 ++-to-be Tated dn duplicate.
s .
- ' e L
""Monday, September 19, 1977 S Y .
Eamgwnfl assignment, HAuplicates of fatings,b Ellﬁzteﬂ at beglnﬂlng pf
Laesion . ODrther rarirg sheet was LEPI by the Db§§I?EI for discg551nn 1n
o . »®essicn). e . :
. \ . o
‘Revieved assigmrent of 10 protocols. Discussed in depth the Iszings
of 3 of them, and: answered qu&silﬂﬁs ubservers had regarding the ratings
« a the pther 5. ” . E
Discussed ﬂEfiuitiun§ iﬁ ﬁ:pth of vardables wﬁ;gb.vefe not yet
ﬂnderstaad- =
- . Assigned 10 proioculs for ﬂeﬁt'sessign, to be rated in duplicate.
- fuesday, September 27, 1977 at
. < \ﬂ'T
. " Reviewed the protocols assipned. Collected duplicates of fz‘ings at”
ﬁbegiﬁﬁing of session for reliability assessment. Other rating sheet retained
why observer for discussion ar $éssion. :
Discnssed difficulties observers had with variable ratings. Answered
goestions about inta:prgiatian more clarification Iegazdlng definitions.
Presented film; PTFtéﬁdiﬂE. Discussed zhafazterlstics of preschobl
" thildrea seen. Discussed characteristic preschool behavior.
[ N
Pistributed Protpcol forms to be used in fleld research and asked observers
4o tate play behavior§ as seen in sequence from film Pretending (the bleock-building
! ] { )

Qo ; . =

l l-e:i EJ 1 _ &, | ’,r‘ "
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s ,

- []bgﬁrvat;tm Training ‘225511311 - Jaﬂuaﬁ- 3, 187¢
[I‘m:,Ludes Qbservers from faiu gbserva;tlmn pEI.lDd as w?l g o~

7

observers.) : p .
SF : . i ’ HY
¥ N & '

f:A ) \ { L L PO
ﬂiﬂ:ulatad forns f:r- observers Lﬁ enter time avai]aab;lity @d malc:: \'\
thanpges on. address, pbane and tjfaﬂsparzazlm ava;labll;ﬁy.\ listed =
prﬂviausly., :

ui S ’ &
Biseus: Mord definitions anfd iﬁa CEDUETET’iC"" and ,Iﬁtgra:*titm K
with Peers gnfi;%ﬁults; (&arg;ile: 5, b, 7 and B)ye A "

d,

Review proroeols assigned . {;'
View f.Lh:: The Child at Pla® (18 Tmmutes) From ¥.¥.U. Film Ididrar:.

Wriscuss. Ratg (2) 10 minute sequences &% protocol forms used for N
fiﬂlﬂ @bsewatlnﬁf— Disclies ratings of "R "Larl" and "Judy" seer 'in e
last 'segment’ of film (thiré part). Collett rarings ID ASSESS -
welilability. ' o , . o

i
5§

. Distribute General Tﬂfpf‘“\ tion ana 1"-::tﬁu:t1t:mt; ior Dbservers ; #=ng
_ Ohservation PFC‘CEQLI'“ES D;scuss Ezipha%,lzmg the filling in of
detsails at the end cug the observation perind {review dinformation
needed listed under Pbservation Proceédures 5. a=b.). Discuss
relationship with SQ}IC‘DLS Eﬂd behavier mﬂ&'%%th administration
208 in the classrsm;z :

]
. ?

e

‘Have. observers Té‘%ﬁ material distributed and answer fguégtiﬁf@g regardibg
dnformatior and-instructions outlined. o

=

o,
*,
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séquence). Collected duplicates Gf ratings for reliability agsessment,

Disgﬁssed raﬁlngs with graup.h, .

f

= B

Dis¢ussed pracaduras to be fgllswed with schcul ’ ratings, ‘etc. per

. dnformation, given on printed General Information and IﬁSttuttians fcm

fﬂbSETVEfS ahd quafvatian PYDCEQAIES.

The film, Settlng the Staze for 1&?

rning, was shown, Ratefs yere asked

to assess sandbatsplay sequence in fila.

‘Ratings were recovded in duplicate

and ‘ane copy handéd in for reliability check. The other, retained by the

thg;vgr, far discussion at ‘the session.

/.
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" ‘ ' o ‘Yale Fami,.ly TV Research and Copsultation Ce
NSF = TV Study

May 1978 - T
- RANK QRDER )3 PRQGMES “FOR THE FDUR "L.OG PERTCTDS - 3 YEAR DLD FEHALES
N PR | .
: L D tet, 1977 ﬁApril 1977 “Oct. 1977 Féb. 1978 % Who
- Program Lo N=26 2. N=26 3. N=21 . 4, N=21 - Watc:hed o
1. Sesame §t. 19 18 18 ' 18 78 .
2. Brady Bunch 13 14 13 - = 12 55
3, Electric Co. 11 10 12 ' 15 . 51
A, Muppet Show 9 10 12 . 15 T 49
5. Mister Rogers 11 10 12 : 11 . 47 ¢
6. Flintstones 12 11 7 12 45
h. Happy Days 12 10 8 12 ' 45
#. Game Shows. - 8 10 13 8 42 .
9. Bugs Bunny 14 9 6 5 39
9. Captain Kéﬁgafna 9 13 6 +9 39 =
AL, News . 12 7 8 9 38
12, Movies = 8 4 3 6 33
13, Laff-a-Lympics . 11 55 8 S 31
14, Donny and Marie s -6, . 7 10 30 ‘
15, Wonderama 8 . '8 5 3 26
15, 1 Love Lucy & " 6 6 “ 6 26
17. Zoom 5 4 ] 9 25
17. Soap Operas 8. 5 3 7 25
19. Mickey Mouse N 4 6 5 23
20. Little Rascals g 9 RVES 1" 22 . .
20, 0dd Couple b 7 3 5 22
22. Nanecy Drew/Hardy 3 6 6 k} 21
2. $6 Million Man 3 & 8 3 21/
24, Talk Shows ) 2 3 8 20 7
24, Bionie Woman 5 6 5 3 20
6. Star Trek 6 4 o3 5 19
2. Krofft's Supeisi.. B8 4 i b 2 19
28. Disney 7 4 A Y 2 18
¥9. Banana Splics 6 1 3 5 16
30. Emergency 3 2 2 § 12 ‘
) \ %




NSF-—'TV SEudy"';
" May 1973 g

ﬁomz LOG =PERIDDS . t. YEAR OLD FE}LGLES

. H) “ .- .
- F&b. 1977 April 1977 _ Dc:t. 1977 Feb. 1978 - Z Who
AR fask S Ne24 - 2, N=23 3. N=19 4. N=20 . Watched
i Sesame St. - .20 T3 o T 13 T 14 770
'2,  Mister Rogers. “16;:,, .11 10 11 S 56
"3. Electric Co: . f16 . - 14 '8 T R 55
4. Captain Kangaroo 1o 12 Cot. .10 , I | Y ¥

5. Muppet Show = 12 .7 10 G 1 43
6, News - 413 : 7 R -9 41
.. 7. Brady Bunch'. “10° 6 ) 6 1. 38,
“8.,  Flistones - * 10 4 o8 -9 < 36
. 9. Zoom 3 8 g e 8 6 35
10. Mickey Mgus 97 Y3 <. 8 EE | 31 -
:1}, Bugs Bunfy . S11 7 e 2T 3 27 e
. 1#. Donny and Marie' - 6 s TR3 6 B
- 13.° Happy Days 8 5 LA B 5. 22
14, Wonderama -9 -5 Loeg L2 ;21
14, Game Shoysg _ 8'°( - ¥ 2 . a5 A5 AT
16.: Laff—a—ﬁympics 8 v 3 2 ‘4 200 .
16. .1 Love Lucy & 5 s -6 200 ¢ o,
18. Banama Splits - 7 g 1 : 2 & 16 N
19. . 0dd Couple . 4 . 3 , 2 4 M 1s
20. Nancy Drew/Hardy -4 .2 2 LS4 o 14 5
21. Movies .- 3 ¢ 1 -2 .5 o133 1
.-21. . Stdr Trek : 6 0 ; ‘3. L 2 13
21. .Krofft's Supershow 6 .2 . 0 . <3 13
'21. _Talk Shows 3 1 .2 . .5 13
..’21. “Bionic’ Womanv b R L2 1 13
M .26..,._'Dis‘ney TS 2y 0. 2o
~ 26, Soap Operas - 3 2. o M1 -3 - 11
26. ‘Little Rascals -3 5 0 1. 11 7
. 297 Emergency r . . 3 .. 0 N | 1 . 6 \
29% ~$6 Million Man 1 S 1 1 6
‘ : ) . ; U ) b
. a ; # o = ! ’ “5.
[ ’.1 _‘.’L & \‘ ‘ H_, = J - =
G e o R '»
. \ N . P
. ‘\L ' e, ! 5“ ’
. - P ‘
t "\ ] V‘ )
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o o - . l.k'f; ! . ]




c o Tgle Fgmily v Resqafch and Cansultatian Cn
TR 4 NSF o= TV Study i
‘_- Hsy 1928 w

‘Sesame St. . 28 :‘v""_25,f“-1'v‘ zq 21 _%“5' 70
Electric Co. . - .21~ - . 22 4. lh e s -
., Mister Rﬂgera 26 . . +'16L;;€%§ "’zI?i T 14 Y 53 S .
vtaptain Kangaroo - 207 18 e s 14 .50 .
" News o :ZQ*;“" ~ 16 R U S B R Y
., Muppet Show =~ 14 . .16 .. ¢ 14 RS b AR 45
' ‘Flintstones. . - 15 . 1 - 10 : - 12 . . 38
Zoom T~ - 15 , 11 PR 7 O 35
Brady Bunch 139 11 - 11 - 33
.Game Shows - =~ 9 1 13 e &
.. Bugs Bunny . 15 Cwe 120 ' : - Lo

;. Happy Days - "10 10 - ,

Laff-a-Lympics 13 oo B @
6 Millton Man. 10 .o P10 T N4

) ¢§_3 L 23

17. Mickéy Mouse
17. "Little Rascals
20.. Wonderama
© 20, Movies s
22, Nancy:Drew/Hardy. 7
23, 0dd Couple, 9
23, -1 Love Lucy . 8
25. 'Banana“ Splizs 8
-25. Emergency - , 7
4
8
4
‘5

MEVHEAAUMSO®W WK

17

IE

I

25. Bionic Woman . = ¢ 4

28, Talk Shows. ‘13

17

28, Soap Operas 7 ,
1 R

;,3@-'”Krafft Supershaw

-
%
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13
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} ’ '!'ale Family TV Rggerach and Cansu‘ltatinn Cem;izr
NSF - TV Study o _ "
[ Hny 1973 ek S

i

CApril 1977 . dct. 1977 . Feb, 1978 . °% Who.
ué*?EZJ',N333 o :73.' NSZQ : 4. N=29 . Wat:ﬁed
‘ TR T 15 TS

L et 13 ' Y6 . “ 20 L 35 ;’__:
w15 0 - 16 - 18uF 55 0 T
B ‘16 19 TS

% . - 12 < 12° - 50
12 . 1 10 » - ..40 ,
1wl

.. Program
% j. Sesame St, _-{,vf‘_;?,
o HUPPEE'EhﬂW oo 14%
- 2. Flintstones .- 18
4, Brady Bunch-
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1. N-EE U2,  Nm71WihiU3, Nw61 0 4. §N=59 . Watched ' .,
: 43 T3, gie . 63 B

34 C 28 B | (R 50 -,

y 29 ;. 26 L 3 k6
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20. Dm‘my and }{arie 16 Lo . 1
'20. Nancy Drew/Hardy B T & T ¥ |

" 23.. Little'Rascalsy .23 e 26 SR S PR

.24, Star Trek . W2 o7 13 L 8

"25. 0dd Couple. - 19 N 16 . - w9 Ry
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3. Muppet Show -
4. Flintstones




T

e

’ : F%b. 1977-x;$Apr11 1977 " Oct. 1977 . Feb. 1978 % Who
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25, 0dd Couple Sty T 26 14 Y 14
28. Krofft's Supershow. 28 " . 17 LET T VAR
27, Talk SHdes i/ 0 T2 @9 o 1w 0, 25 -
28, Bionic Woman - 7 e e N 15 T 13
29. Soap Operas 21 ' o gy L1l 19 e

M"
- ad 't{‘

27 o

o ®

. 17
e 26
" 14

23

29." Emergency. 221‘,'fﬂ';:

LA - R
: . L . o
B . . : o TR g 1
L= ) . . P & Rk
i - ® iyt : : : . .
- . ' L.
: .. T : K s L .
B . . - ..‘ . oy
i
.
4

-
L™
§A




i

S

:')Q,“,

Yale Family TV Research and Consult:
NSF - TV Study” .

May 1978

[on Center

" RANK DRDER DF PRGGRAHS FOR THE FOUR LQG PERIDDS ;ﬂTOTAL 3 YEAR OLDS ( HALE AND FEHALE)
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.Bugs Bunny
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. (7)News
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(3)Teaching Children to Read
(4)Not for Women- ONly - )
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L '(7)Eiaten and Learn

(8)Little Rascals
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0 QP;
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v(S)Partridge Family
(7)Movie
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« (11)Mighty Mouse
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-(9)Dick Iraﬂy e
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(Q'EO)Whéfl of Fnrtune o
(SiMovie - Ly
(7,8)Happy Days’ P Ay
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