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In any attempt '-- whether by perents, teachers, or television —-

to tegch'or encourage socially valued behaviors, one comes face to

v

fdgg wigh the fact that we in child development have imperfect knowl-

e »

edge of effective wa}g to do this. Attempts to translate knowledge into | -
practice result in some confusion due to conflicting advice from child -

- . \

development experts whose theoreticel perguasibns end interpretations

o

of the l{terature differ and alao'due tF less than stertling effacts
] “. from érograms‘ﬂhich have.translated this advice dn%o practiae. .

§e;ame~Streei's attamptc io progren for aaciali}-valued bghaviors

are a good example, Since its inception Sesame Street had a primary

goal of teaching;éognitive skills to inner—city disadvantaged child;en.

Yet-tae staﬁf have also wished to encoureie or teach socyélly-valued

behaviors. Ip doing so they have had to face etﬁical ' d philo ophical'

issuas about which behaviors are valued byfvhom,’which/beﬁaviors produce

desirable results for.those who displa& them, and how much anyone should

presure ‘to determine the. behavior of yound’éhildren[ Even when these

" concerns can be adequately dealt with, the Sesame Street steff must =~ ./
: . f . . "“} /

still face the question of how to teach socially-velued behaviors.

e “
/<¢ Y949 -
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" To find answers one can réturn’'to existing literature and one canp

0 - ’ B - . / ‘ ,
conduct new -regearch. In consulting with Sesame Street I have tried Lo,

bgth. I'd like now t¢ report some of my ‘own research in encourfging

socially-valued behavlor with television and then relate it back to wo
in child development. ' e ; .
As I talk about socially-valued, prosocial, or p?sitive social

havior I'm referring to actions vhich are generally supportive of

<

.
I

interadtion, cooperative play, and verbal rather.tgen physical a empts

to control others. While these behaviors are generally valued our
. soc1ety, they are not alveys valued nor are tﬂey always used iy the

pursuit of socially acce\\\ble goals. ?or i?stance, some people have
.
argued that young girls should be encograged tb be independent asser-
¥ -
tive, and even aggressive if they are to function suqcessfully as.

A.

adults. Others point.out that criminals cooperate in crime and that

ill-gotten spoils are often shared ’While it is obviously not always
T p U

functional.por socially constructfve to engage in socially—valued" be-

€
[4

havigrs, young ohildren do need to, learn these behaviors and to become

V/ [

“skilled in using them. They have 'ohe additional developmental ‘task of

",,‘ ’ [

lea!ninéﬁwhen to use them. Thls latter task has not béen explicitly ) &

i

addressed in the study I'm ta.lking ’about'today.

’

~ This study sought ansvers to"@ e following three questions:
&y '}

(1) ¥hat are the characteristics o‘,television segments which are more
effectlve in encouraging socially~1alued behavior? (2) What role do

the cognitive abilities of childrer play An determining the #ffects of’

NTILE . .




exposure to such teleyiSign segments? (3) What role do the initial be-
haviqral skilis and proclivities of children play in determ%niag the

‘effects of exposure to such telév;sion segments? .-

~

We began by constructing nine videotapes, three for each of threé

experimental'cqnditions. Three tapes we£e~made from existing Sesame
St;eet segments and conformed to social learning theory tenets for en~
couraging socially-valued behavior. They showed much socially-valued

4
behavior, avoided most socially~devalued besavior, frequently presented
positive consequences for socially-valued behay1or and infrequently pre=
sented negative consequences, often uSed human characters, and generally
wvere visually and.verbally expl1c1t about the depicted socially-valued
behaviors. These three tapes vere shown to children,in the "Most Ef-

,fective" condition. Varying these same five dimensions, three tapes

’

) ° - N e : 1 N
were constructed for the "iloderately Effective'’ condition and three for

the "Least Effective" condition. Three segments from an earlier CTW
study of cooperation (Paulson, !lcDonald and Whittemore,¢l972) wvere con-

tained in each of the nine tapes. These were meant to provide tests of

»

generalization of content and*will be explained more fully:later.'

All tapes were black and  white, ranging in length from 20 to 25
i . 11 »
minutes. The familiar Sesame Street wraparounds vere included at the

beginaing and end. Each tape was reviewed by a Sesame Street writer
© =
and, when necessary, revised to conform to his concepts of the usual,

.
~

desireble pacing and vaeriety of the show. A woman unfamlliar with the

purposes of the study content-analyzed all nine tapes. The three sets )

’

of tapes did differ in their presentation of socially~valued behavior,

socially~devalued bé&havior, consequerices, and<6H§racters and tpeir

~ -~ ot
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explicitness, although the differences vere sometimes nob as. great as

ve had antic1pated 1n constructing the tepes, ‘. ’ «

. We began the study with 73 boys and girls betweeh the ages of four

and six. Usable data, over the'many phaseinsf the study, were ébtained

from 53 children with no evidence that attrition was related to any of
, . N . - s
the experimental procedures,o Participating children attended two dif-

‘ferent ddy care centers. About lalf came from intact families with at

least a college_education, while the other half came from single parent. ' -

families most of whom were on welfare. All but one were white. The
) - o . "' - -
procedures for each child are summarized in Table 1. They are most

easily discussed in terms of three time periods: prior to viewing the

[
tapes, during viewing, and after viewing. During these times children

were observed and/or tested in four 'different situations using three

different measures The situations and ‘measures were an indiv1dual
. 4 . '
test on Piaget1an tasks, observation of social behavior in two struc-'

S tured tasks, observation of social behav1or occurring naturally in the

k4 .

child’'s day care center, and observation of attentior to the‘v1deotapes

. during viewing.

-

As you can }msgine from my description, I have an overabundance'
of data. The analyses I'd like to discuss now represent a small part
of those I have done and an even smaller part of ;hOSe I have yet to do.

Let me begin by describing the ehildren's behavior before they
were showqfen& of the videotapes. BSocial interaetios ;ith peers was

examined in three different situafions: free play in the day care

center, the structured draw-a-house situétion, end the struetured toy —

v PR . )

KR .
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. Priof 3o Viewing Tapes
-Piagetian Test =+ .

. Table 1
» _ N

~ Summary of Procedures

Agne v ' ..
Experirental roog\‘ . ‘ ’ .
About’ 20 minutes .. : - .

Draw-A-House
- With same sex peer o . -
Experimental room '
5 minutes SR .

"During Viewing of Tapes°

'Toy

°

With same sex pedr” )

Experimental room
10 minutes )
Free 'Play
At least one peer in soc1al interaction
Day care center . ‘
15 minutes’
Two different observations and observers

-

e

Attention
‘¥ith mixed sex groups of 2 to 8
Experimental room (different from that for Piagetlan“ﬁest,
Draw-A-House, or Toy) a7
3 tapes one week, repeated second week

o
’

Afggr Viewing Tapes

* Draw-A-House

With different same sex peer V . :
Experimental room
. 5 minutes ) o

Toy , . 4
. With different same sex peer .
Experimental room °*
10 minutes

/

I’»

Free Play

At least one peer in social interaction
Day care center

15 minutes.
Tvwo different observations "and.observers

ey . d )8
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situation. Ve looked at such behaviors as time spent in interpersonal

“
> ’

interactiond, parallel, associative, and cooperative play, expressions
' < h ' .

of affection and hostility, social control strategies and successes,

responses to the social control‘attempts'of others, eooperatign, initia-

tiomr-of —tnteraction and social dominance. .

.

We were interested in pretest differences between boys and girls

and'chi}dren in the three different conditions (even though children

e

wvere randomly assigned to'condition). Since we examined 25 different

behaviors in each of the three conditions, we could expect some sig-
nificant differences which would be attributable to chahce. Taking

this fact and the patterns of differences into account,”I conclude

.

that there were no efénificant differences in tHe behavior of boys and

-

éirls'and children in the three conditions in the three pretest ob=

gservations.

1]

In exaﬁining the.effeets of the videotapes on the children wve
asked: (1) if children who saw the draw-a-house segment six times
displayed more socially;valued behavior in the same situation than
children who did not see it at all; (2) if children who saw the block
stackjing and’kies painting segments six times displayed more socially-
valued behavior in the, analogous toy situstion than childten who did

not see them at all; (3) if children who saw a Beries of six ex- - L

had

perimental Sesame Street_videotapes displayed more socially-valued -~

»

'behavior in their normal day cere environment then children.who did not

see any at all; and (4) whether children who saw the three different
N . R e . s

types of videotapes differed in social behavior in their normel ‘day’

Iz

care environment.

Teeyr RE




te

In c?mpariné children who saw the experimental videotapes with
children who did not see tl:ém ve particulaerly lo~o‘l_qed at the fol_lov;ing
six:behaviors'with peers: the number‘of eoéperative strategies dis-
nlayeg, the percenteage of gsociagl interaction time'epent.in cooperetive ¢ )
pléy; the percentage of control attempte.yhich'were verbal or demonstrah

. e . tive rather than physical, the percentage of centrol ettempts which
were successful, the percentage of éffeet di;ple&s which were ;msitive
rather than negative, end’the number of instances of host1l1ty. -In
‘the draw-a-house s1tuat1on, wnlcn was an exact replicatlon of a segment .
“in all nine v1deotapes, we found that the first five bepaviors were
much more frequent among ehildren who had seen tne tapes.than among
children who had not. We ,21s0 found that children vho hed not viewed:
the videotapee nere.much:more hostile in this situstion than children
vwho had. Using planned comparisons we.tested whether the three ex-
nerimental groups differed significantly from the control ggoup and
found a s1gn1ficent difference in verbal attempts at control
(F = 4,28, af = l,2h, p .05) and a nearly significant difference in
expressions of hostility (F = 3.03, df = 1,24, p .10). The other
four comparisons were none;gnificent, although they were all in the

predicted .direction. . -

N Ae we moved to the toy situation, vhich was analogous to -- but

not the same as ~- two of the segments in all nine tapes, we founn less

consistent differences between the experimentgl and conttol groups.

As we\moved still further along & peneralization gradient to the normal
N ‘
day care\environment, we found still fewer consistent differences’

\ .
between the experimental and control groups. In neither the toy

CmRlc » CoauBes L
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S - . ’ . .
situatiop nor the dey care setting did we find any sifnificant or pearly

. ‘o

eiénific 1t differences'between tne experimental- and control groups.
) - .

'When‘we'dropped the‘control group from our analyses and'asked
vhether cqildren wvho saw the three dlfﬁ:rent types of v1deotapes d1ffered
in predictable ways in the day care, sett1ng, the answer wes & resoundlng
ho. Predictions based on content enalyses of the tapes'and those based

¥

on our evaluation of the types of behaviors the tapes ought to encourage

Ve

-

were never supported in the post-test data. When we were coXlecting
the post-test.data, we did see clear imitations of behaviors which had ’
been portreyed in the‘Videctapes. LThey were not, however; differen-.
tially distributed among the three groups. The three setsao_f tapes
d1ffered in the clarity and cons1stency w1th which socially-valued be-
haviors were presented. We had expected these differences to be re~
flected‘in differentiaI social behavior. As far as we can tell n;w
they were'nct, although some additional analyses will be done.

" Ve had.also anticinated that children vith less well-developed
cogn1t1ve abilities vould prof1t more from the greater clarity and
consistency of the "Most Effective" tapes than would children with
better-develOped cognitive ebilities. To test this hypofhesis all of
the children‘nere administered a series of Piagetian tasks, which we
assuned nere & rougﬁ‘}ndication'of cognitive abilities, and divided
into two groups on the basis of the nnmber end types of tasks theyé

could perform. Three-wéy analyses of variance (sex, condition, and -

cognitive ability) were.cerried out. These analyses did not support

L

our hypothesis for eny-of the social thavioré we examined. ¢

AT
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We had ‘also-anticipated that a child's hebitual patterns of social

~

" interaction would modulate the effect of viewing the videotapes. There

is some indication for ‘this phenomenon in the literature on television.’

9 - ¢ -~
and sggression. Ve were not, however, able to test this hypothesis with

-

~ .
our datea.because children gould not be evenly divided into two or ,more

groups on the basis of their pretest behavior.

) . .
Mov, what have I learned? First and foremost, I have a renewéd

-

eppreciation for how much we as developfmental psycholvgists have yet

to learn about the ways in which children can be encouraged to perform

-

sociglly-valued behaviors., I had thought that our knowledge-weas suf-

- fféiently complete that I could put together television material which

roughly conformed to our theories and demonstrate that it would indeed

affect children's social behavior. I learned that. one can’do this,

! §

but only in very limited ways. . e . -

I have asked myself a number of times why researchers have found

* -

fhat preschoolers will view particular aggressive acts in unfeniliar
v

environments and generalize.them to other forms of aggression in their
\ .

normal preschool environment and yet ‘'will not as easily generalize
from'prosoéial displays. Perhaps*it is because aggressive displays

are portreyed in a more interesting manner on felevision sr are for
. .
some reason more intrinsically interesting to children. This would
\ .
lead them to abtend more to such displays and learn more from them,
. 2

Or perhaps it is because aggre551on haes more utility in children's

!

‘«

. -

preschool environmen%s. If so, a study which only measured performahce

L]

.would more easily-find generalization of aggressive behav1or§. The

- B N e

?ﬂ (‘,10




lfinal pogsibility is that children have a more'wellrdeveloped cognitive
schema for aggressive behaviQr and so find it easier to leérn‘speciﬁ?c
behaviors from an aggressive display and to generalize from it. None

ot of théée possible explanations is ﬁery appealing, but they all suggest

a need to examine further the ways in which children learn social

. behavior,

. - "
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