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roles and compare its cognitive effect with a lecture containing the
same information.
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the simulation game, lecture and subsequent tests, both cognitive and
affective, several hypotheses were postulated and appropriate data
collecting instruments designed. Statistical analysis revealed that
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offers a viable contrast to passive methods of teacher preparation.

“PEAMISSION TO REPAODUCE THIS COPY- '
AIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y U.5. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

EDUCATION A WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

? EDUCATION
M_&Ml THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO.

TO ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS OPERATING
_UNDER AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN-
STITUTE OF EDUCATION. FURTHER REPRO-
" DUCTION OUTSIDE THE ERIC SYSTEM RE-
QUIRES PEAMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT
OWNER."”

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOTV NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY



e }

CHARGE ~ A Simulstion Game Designed to Teach Group Member

Roles to Prospective Teachers - FOUND TO BE EFFECTIVE

DR. ROBERTA T. ANDERSON!

INTRCDUCTION

It is the contention of some that if teachers are to succeed in theA | *
participatory classroom environments still advocated, they must be trained to
play several roles. An underStangipgﬂpf leadership roles as weil'as member-
ship roles is necessary if educators expect to be efféctive communicators and
facilitators of learning.

It has been assumed, by the author, that when teachers become com-
fortable in playing these several roles, they will be more ready.to help -
,students'understand and play effectively their own roles. This assumption ish
nof new. 1In a 1954, NEA journal article entitled, 'More Leérning Takes Place

- When Teachers and Students Understand the Various Roleé in the Classroom
Group," Kenneth Benne supported the same position.

Simulation as a training vehicle to teacﬁ group member roles was
successfully used witﬁ seventy-two undergraduate students enrélled in profes-
sional education courses at the Natiomal College of Education in 1972.
Activities included the development and analysis of a teacher education
simulation gaqe designed toAteach a typology of small group member roles. A
study was conducted to compare the cognitive effects of fhis technique with a
lecture method that presented the samé information., In additiqn, selected
affective reactions were-gatherea from the participating studenfs (Andersén,

. 1972). ‘ L o . . e

lDr. Anderson is Director of Natioral College of Education's Center
for Advanced Studies in Education, Naperville, Illinois. R
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The content of the simulation game, CHARGE, and the lecture used in this
study required the participants of both groups- to become knowledgeable about -

small group membe: roIes. The specific major categories and roles were selected

“from the original works of Benne and Sheats (1948) who identified certain funec-

tional roles as being vital to small group training and analysis.,

Benne and Sheats' system for study of group process, originally advo-
cated in 1948 and rewived in 1969 with some modifications by Gorman, provided
for group member roles to be studied by dividing them into three ﬁajor
categories:

1. Group Task Roles -

Roles that contribute to the facilitation and coordination
of group problem-solving activities.

II. Group Building and Maintenance Roles

Those activities that have for their purpose the building of
group-~centered attitudes and orientation among the members of a group
or the maintenance and perpetuation of such group-centered behavior
providing for cohesiveness of the group.

III. Individual or Non-~Functional Roles

Attempts by "members" of a group to satisfy individual needs
which are irrelevant to group task and non-oriented or negative-
oriented to group building and maintenance.

These three major categories of "functional roles” are similar to

factors that have been isolated in other studies (Gorman, 1969 and 1972;

Borgatta and Growther, 1965; and Bales, 1950)., The Benne and §heats' rol;
categdrieé were specificall& designated to train observers in the identifica-
tionvof group member roles. These catégoriés have not‘reéeived as much atteﬁ—
tion as other role categories by social scientists and therefore have not been
altered or modified as have thé works of Bales (1950). Benhe and Sheats (1948)
dealt with the role played rather than with a prescribed set of interactions

between roles as does Bales.
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The Bales (1950) interaction analysis, used extensively for different
types of research, gets at the interpersonal dimensions of each player and his
relationship with others. Bales' categoriea are numerous and require total
concentration by an observer to make distinctions betwren the behaviors
exhibited. These categories were found to be far too numerous to provide a

framework for the simulation game, CHARGE, in which each player was expected

. to not only identify .the roles played by others but was also expected to act

out a given role during the game (Anderson, 1972) .
The Anderson(l972)study included only two of the Major Categories
advocated by Benne and Sheats. They were: 1) Group Building and Maintenance

Roles, and 2) "Individual' Roles.

GAME CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN )

The construction of the researchable simulation game, CHARGE, was such
that all elements of the game were randomized and recorded for statistical
analysis. It was designed uaing guidelines developed by Crawford and Twelker
(1969) and "A Checklist to be Used When Designing Contextual Response

Simulation,” published by Teaching Research, Monmouth, Oregon (Twelker, ed.,

1968). The game, CHARGE, provided the playing participants with a perspective

of "total group process,"

Attention was given during the play of the game to
the identification, analysis and practice of leader and member roles, which
are seen as correlative aspects of overall group growth and productivity (Benne
and Sheats, 1948) .

The game players Operated in a’context of group interaction, Subgroups
of six college undergraduates each used sets of materials to determine their

subgroup actions during the play of the game., The Game packets included

Tdentification Numbers for each player in the subgroup, Role Assignment Cards,
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Taopic Cards, Situation Cards, Role Description Sheets, and Score Cards for both
Phase I and Phase II respectively. (Examples of game components can be found
in Appendix A.) ' '

The decision as to the size of the game's subgroups (6) was based on
studies reported by Hare (1§62). He determined the most effective group sizes
for role playing activities and identification of roles played were six or
seven in number. . '

The game design afforded an opportunity for each game pargicipant to
role play each of four "group building and maintenance" rolesland each of two
"jndividual" roles. Guidelines for the selection of particular group member
roles for the game came from Benne and Sheats' (1948) role requirements for
"young" groups. Of the roles which were indicated as ﬁecessary to buila and
maintain group interaction four were selected. .They were: Compromiser,
Encourager, Harmonizer:and Gatekeeper or Expediter (Anderson, 1972). The Benne
and Sheats studies further suggested thgt a ratio of one individual role to
.every two or three '"group building and maintenanﬁe" roles is ﬁecessafngg pro-
mote group evaluatzon‘ The two "‘individual" roles selected from the eight in
the Benne and'Sheats classification system Were"those roles which have received
recognition in other studies on small groups (Bales, 1970; Grambs, 1968; and
Borgatta and Crowther, 1965). The "{ndividual” roles included in the game were:
Aggressor and Recognition-seeker'(Andersoh, 1972),

The order and assignﬁenﬁ of roles for each subgroup and its six players
were randomly determined fof each round of play. The randomization methbd used
provided for each subgroup's Seduence of play to be totally unlike that of any
cthef subgroup.

The group tasks selected for use in this game were predetermined by the

!
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author to control the task Vériab;e. the determination was accomplished through
several trials of the author's original game "Self Perception' over a period of
three years (Anderéén, 1968) . Those tasks designated as Topics to he discussed

and Situations to be resolved in the original game were K recorded and those

receiving the highest perhentage of favorabie reactions from the college under-
graduaFe participants were included in the game, CHARGE.

The order in which Fhe Topic Cards and Situation Cards apgear in the
game for each subgroup was also randomized.for each phase. To keép the element
of chance the same for‘all groups playing the gamé, Topic Cards were used in
Phase I and Situation Cards were used in Phase II.

Play of the game occurred in two, three round phases. Phase I included
three rounds of play inrwhich each subgroup's participaﬁts played randomly
assigneduroles as they discussed randomly assigned topics. (Examples of par-
ticular Topié.éards can be found in -Appendix A.) Phase II included three rounds
of play during which the garie participants pla&ed randomly assigned group member
roles as they diécussed action to be taken in order to solve an assigned problem.
(Examples of particular Sifuation Cards c;n be found in Appendix A.)

Each rqund of play was scored and discussed briefly by the subgroup

participants before continuing to the neXt“round of play.

GAME PLAY RECORDING SfSTEM
The simulation game data recording system, designed for use both during
. and at the conclusion of the game, recorded: i) participants' scores as observ-
er; of roles played (accuracy of identification of roles during each round of
play); 2) participants' scores as players of roles (skill in role plafing);

3) game phase scores for each participant; and 4) total game scores for each
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participant. The game score information was acquired from two separate sheets

with Phase I on one and Phase Ii on another. This afforded the researcher the

opportunity to collect each participant's score sheet at the conclusion-of--each- .

phase of the game (Anderson., 1972). This also prevented the scorer from bilasing

his second score as a result of viewing the first.

The format of the game score cards used in the study Qas develéped
through several trial uses also over a period of three years. Suggestions from
_past game participants provided guidelines for these revisions. éAn example of
the Score Cards used in Phase I and II‘of the simulation game, CHARGE, can be
found in Appendix A.)

The game score cards provided ﬁhe bulk of the quanﬁitative data used to

analyze the actions and reactions of participants in the simulation game,

CHARGE.

COMPARISON LECTURE
The lecture developed for comparison contained the same factual content
found in the simulation game. Equél time and emphasis were devoted to each of
the roles played during the simuiation gaﬁe. The Benne and Sheats (1948) role
deszriptions used in the game were paraphraéed and illustrations of each
included in the lecture. (A copy of the actual not;s used in presenting the
lecture can be found on pages 107-116 of the author's original investigationJ‘
A brief discussion following the lecture gave the students an oépor—
tunity to voice their reactions to the lecture content and pose any questions
they had in fegard to the role descriptioms. (Inforﬁation brought out in
this discussion and any additibpal points made here were recorded (Anderson,

1972).




The length of the lecture and discussion was timed to assure comparable

exposure to_content as that présented in the simulation game, CHARGE.

INSTRUMENT CONSTRUCTION

Personal information quegtionnaires, sociometric devices, and post-

experimental reaction sheets (cognitive and affective in nature) were also

developed to assist in fhe analysis and comparison of the game's effectiveness.

Personal Information Questionnaire

i

The Personal Information Questionnaire devéiééed for this study con-

tained requesﬁs fqr information on the age, sex, grade level status, area of
teaching concentration, teaching grade preference, studeﬁt teaching experience,
professional courses taken, and pfiorléxberiéﬁéés iﬁ*}éié'bi;&ing; small group °
activities, and_simplépiqn.ggtivities of each participant in the experiment.

(A complete set ofminfo;mational forms used with the eXpefimental and contrast
groups, respéct?&eiy,”éanwbe found in Appendix B.) The information obtained
from the questionnaire was used in the analysis of relationships between par-
ticipants' characteristics and their game and test performancé.

The Sociometric Device (an adaptation from Gorman, 1969) was designed

to obtain information about the target population's-familiarity with each.ather.

Using a class list provided by the examiner, students were asked to indicate
. . .

those students i

ngmtﬁfiafwﬁduthe experiment) who they "knew well,"
"knew slightly," or "knew not at all." (Seé Appendix for copies of the actual
device used.)

Th= informaéion acquired frém the sociometric device from the experi-
mental group was used to determine how each subgroup partiéipant ranked the‘

o ’ _ . .

others in that particular subgroup. This information was used in a comparative

analysis of the acquaihtaﬁceship factor of the game participants (Anderson,1972).




Affective and Cognitive Instuments

The Reaction<§hggt—§§fective was a device constructed to obtain both

quantitative and sﬁSjective data.’ It was designed to assess student reactions
to the simulation game experience. This was used only with the students‘par—
ticipating in the experimental group (simulation game exercise). Item I was
designed to solicit soft data in regard to the student's feelings concerning
his simulation game experience. (See Appendix C.)

Responsés to Items II; through IIjj were arranged on a four point
éositive/negative scale with no neutral position provided, forcing the stuqent
to commit himself to a positive or negative reaqtion, therefore assuring usable
quantitative data (Kerlinger, 1964). Thg content validity of these ifems Qas
drrived at through the use of a table of specifications, attempting to balance
the desired objectives and content proposed (Gronlund, 1971). Items II; through
II;9 also contained opportunifies for the studeﬁts to "comment if desired" to e
qualify their responses and provide the researcher with additional subjectiQe '''''
data. |

Item III also provided subjective data froa the students in the form
of requests for'thgif opinion on what they thought they had learned during the
simu;ation game e;perience. (A copy of the Reaction Sheet-Affective is foundt

in Appendix C.)

The Reaction Sheet-Cognitive was a device designed to assess student

knowledge about group member rdies, This.device was constfucted to give a
measure of Ehe'student's ébility to recall (immediateiy) information just pre-
.sented, as weli as'to'indicate retention of learned information when used as a
delayed measure. The device was also de.igned to give information about

students' ability to make inferences and tvansfer their learnings to varied

situations. ) ]_0
. . v
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The actual construction of the test was accomplished through-a series
of steps or lavels of refinement.

gi£§sf-Objeétives, content to be covered, and a table of specifica-
tions were prepared to serve as guides in the preparation of the cognitive test
constructed to measure comparative diff?{?ﬁﬁffmkftween the simulation game and
the lecture, Gronlund (1971) and Thorndike and ﬁagen (1969) weré used as
references in the completion of these devices.

A table of specifications for pre;enting a typology of gr&up member
roles was constructed apd gsed as a blueprint to assist in the completion of a
finished product which céuld measure the learning outcomes.

Second-~The content of eacﬁ item was obtained from actual descriptions,
scripts and dialogues used in research by Benne and Sheats (1948); Gorman (1959) ;
and Borgatta and Crowther (1965) .

Items 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9 and 11 of the test were constructed using des~-
criptive phrases for each of the roles selected from the works of Benne and
Sheats (1948). Items 3, 5, 7, 10, 12, 13 and 14 contained par£ial scripts"and
role descriptions found in the works of Gorman (196§;. Items 15, 16, 17 and 18
were taken ffom scored scripts of Borgat&a and Crowther's (1965) B.S. Systém,

Using thése sources to determine the "correct" responses eliminated the
need to use a’consensual procedure as a means of providing justificatioﬁ:fbr
designating responses as correct (Gronlund, 1971).

Third--The design of the test was assayed to afford tﬁe best means of
obtaining the cognitive information desired (Gronlund,‘l968 and 1971; Thorndike
and Hagen, 1969; and Tyler, 1971). The multiple choice format was adopted.

Items 1 through 10 were identification recall items. Items 11, 13 and 16 were

designated as categorizing items. Items 14, 17 and 18 were inference items.

11
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Items 12, through 12y and 15, through 154 were designated as transfer items.
Each of the above items was developed and then randomly assigned to the te;t
design (Anderson, 1972) .

Though there are only eighteen numbered items, the test in fact
containgmfgggy—two individual responses. - To estimate the reliability coeffi-
cient for the igternal copsistency of .the cognitive test, the Split-Half
method of analysis (Gronlund, 1971, pp. 106-109) was performed on the first
administration of the cognitive»test‘to tﬂe entire group (72) whiéh produced
a reliability coefficient of .47. This feiatively.low coefficient was nOt'””“”“”
surprising. Since the test was designed to measure recall, categorizing,
inference aiad transfer one could expect small coefficients. An additional
check was made using the Kuder Richardson formula 20, which produced a reli-
ability coefficient of .50. An attempt to protect the validity of the test

was made by selecting only those items which had already been researched by

others. (A:copy of the Reaction Sheet-Cognitive can be found in Appendix C.)_

TARGET POPULATION

The target population which included seventy-two undergraduates at
the junior/senior level were ‘enrolled in ﬁrofessional education courses at

PR,

of daily five hour blocks of time devoted to general methods and laboratory
experience for students preparing for their full day, eléven week stu@eﬁt
teaching experience.- . -

The students involveh in the study hzd ample exposure to beﬁavior
labeling attfiﬁuted to the behavioral scientists but had not been exposed in

their class work to the specific small group member role categories identified

in the game or lecture (Anderson, 1972).
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PROCEDURES USED IN THE STUDY

| The experimental treatments and initial testiﬁg sinations occurred on
four separate days'in the beginning of the 1971 fall term., Prior to thefexpef~
imental treatment, the sevent: + students involved in the studyA
were administered the Persc orm  .v.. Questionnaire and the Soct!: metic
Device. Both the questiounaire and the sociometric device were administered by
the instructional staff of the Professional Term classes involved to assure no
linkage.with the experiments which wr ollow. .They were-administered in |
a physical sefting similar to the one pictured in Figure 1. (See Appendix D.)

Treatment for the fiffy-four college étudents assignéd to the experi-
mental group (nine subgroups of six each)‘consisted of playing the simulation
game, CHARGE. The remaining eighteen students were exposed to the lecture.
Actual involvement in the game activities was divided between orientation to
rules and object of the game and the timed playing of each of the six rounds.
Participants were randoml& assigned to groups and were seated in groups
Arranged as pictured in Figure 2. (See Appendix D,)

AtAthe coﬁclusipn oé the game, all game materialé were collected and
the Reaction Sheet-Cognitive was administered to all participants. As game
participants completed the cognitive measure they were asked to complete the
Reaction Sheet-Affective.

Treagment for the eighteen college students assigned to the contrast
group consisted of a lecture containing information found in the simulation
game, CHARGE, followed by a discussion of the lecture content. Immediately
following the lecture and discussion, the contrast group was administered the

cognitive part of the Reaction Sheet.

13
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One month after the treatments, the study population was once again
administered the cognitiﬁé portion of the Reaction Sheet. The experimental

group was tested on a Friday morning and the contrast group on the following

Monday.

RESEARCH DESIGN - - oYy

R

The.research design used in this study was an adaptatiéﬁ from
Campbell and Stanléy:s (1963) "Post—Test—4dnly Control Group D;sign" (pp. 25~
27). Table I provides a graphic picture of the experimental de;ign.adaptatidn |
and procedures employed. (See Appendix_E.)

Throughout the study every effort was made to control such Vari;bles as:
time, participants“béckgroun&s in content of game and/or lecture information,
formal educational experience, leadership within the total experiment (the
game director, lecturer, and test administrator were the éame person), size of
each subgroup divi;ion within the 1Arger experiﬁental group, chance factors
(by raﬁdomization of all elements of the game), media used, and the- physical
environment of treatment and testing situatioms, 1In so doing, it wés possible
to make géperalizations having fewef 1imifations (Anderson, 1972),

In order to analyze the actual play of the simulation game, CHARGE,
the following general hypotheses pertaining to the experimental (game) group
were postulated (Anderson, 1972, pp. 5 and 6):

1. Simulation game participant's skill.in identification of
group member roles will improve from game round one through

game round six,

2. Simulation game participants will recall, for a period of
one month, the information learned about group member roles.

3. Simulation game participants' characteristics and backgrounds
affect their performance in the simulated environment.

4, Simulation game participants will exhibit favorable attitudes
toward the simulation game experience.

14
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In order to compare the the simulation game. with the lecture additional
hypotheses were postulated: (Anderson, 1972, p. 6)

5. Simulation’game participants'A(experimental group) immediate
cognitive scores will exceed those of the lecture group
(contras’. group).

6. Simulat:ion game participants will be better able to retain for
one mcnth the information gained about group member roles than
will :those © 2 lecture method group.

7. Simulati... game ~rticipants will be better able to assess the
tone and/o. « . of a particular group's interaction than will
the participants in the lecture group. -

STATISTiCAL TREATMENT AND FINDINGS

The statistical treatment employed on each of the hypotheses and the

resultant findings follows!

Hypotheses #1 - Empirical data were collected using the game score cards.
Round, phase and end.of game scores were acquired by giving a score of "1" to
each correct response and "O" to an incorrect response. ‘In this manner individ-

7
ual scores were obtained through summations of the "1" scores. These scores

were then placed in a 54 subject x 6 treatment matrix and analyzed using a one-~

factor repeated-measure énalyses variance design (Bruning and Kintz, 1568, PP,
43-47). In addition, subgroup cumulative scores were also obtained and com-
pared‘(Anderson; 1972).

The resultant F ratic of 4.37 was found to be significant at the .001
level as reported in Table 2 indicating a mgén difference in performance from
round one through round six. When noting the reported mean by rounds in Table 3
one can discern that this change was posit&ve in nature. Tablé 4 contains the
data showing that g#me participants performed equally well in both phases of the

simulation game, CHARGE. (Sée Appendix E for Tables 2, 3 and 4 )

15
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Hypothesis #2 - Empirical data were collected via the Reaction Sheet-

Cognitive. Ali responses for the immediateand delayed Reaction Sheet-~
Cogniti;e (l=accurafé respanses, 0=inaécurate responses) were summed and aver-
aged. Items 1-10, 12 and 15 designed specifically to test recall of roles
taught in the game (20 responses in all) were also summed and ayeraged. t tests
for dependent means weré conducted to compare the differences in average valﬁes
of im&gﬂ' nd - layed responses (Andersoii, 1972).

A t of 1.52 was obtained when all éame participants' test ;nd retest
scores on the‘cognitive measure were compared. -This non-significant t at the
.10 level indicated that no appreciable 'loss or gaiq.in knowledge occurred
during the omne mqnth time lapse between test and retest situations. What dif-
ference that did occur was positive in nature favoring the retest situation.

A significant t of 4.04 was obtained when analyzing those 20 responses
specifically dealing with recall. The differan:;'was positive in favor of
the retags situation which indicates a:gain ik %, soracy in zrecall of the rmies

played.

“Hypothesis #3 -~ Empirical data were col -ced from the National‘College
of Education Student Information Data Bank}‘the Personal.lnformatipniQuestiun-
[
naire, Sociometric Device and Game Score Cards to determine if there was any

relationship between game performance and the game player's characteristics.

Cdrrelations and frequency distributiens were computed to compare high

and lew scoring game players' characteristics, mcademic and experiential backe.....oouwmms

grounds$ ind their sociometwic pictures with their game performance (Anderson,
1972).
& correlation coef}icient of .62 was obtained when comparing high

achievers with those scoring high in game performance. The characteristics

16
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of age stood out in that no participant over Fhe age of twenty-one was among
those scoring in tbe top twenty-five percent of game performance. This age
range represented twenty-s<-en percent of the total game population.

It waé further noted that previous experience ih-role'playing, small
group activities, and simulatico experience” had equal effect on those who
scored in each game performance level (top~£5%, middle 50% and bottom 25%).

ngothesism#é. Empirical data weféhpallected using the Reac;ion Sbéeﬁ4- :
Affective to show whether the game participants found the game expefiencé a
favorable one.

To test the fourth hypothesis, responses II; through IIiO were weighed

1 through 5 (l=most negative and 5=most positive) and tabulated. A response

by - respow:e amalysis as well as a total respomnse analysis was made to deter-

mine the effexts of the simulation experience on the experimental group.
Thee dez—z revealed that 86.85 percemt of the participants responded
generally favoesable to the simulation game experience while 13,15 percent felt

otherwise. Of the 13.15 percent 12.04 percent were slightly critical and

1,11 perc#ut were very critical of their experience. The respondents indicated
that conce:pts presented im a simulation setting were thought to be more mean-
inful (a ~esm score of 3.6 - highest being 4 - on Item IIg of Reaction Sheet-

‘ /

Affective: .

Those hypotheses relating to the wamparison of the simulation game and

the lecture zme presented in the same format as above.

Hypothesels #3. Empirical data collected from thé Reaction Sheet-

Cognitive were compared by computing a t statistic using independent means
with unequai ©''s to show whether the game participants were able to recall
immediately a larger percentage of group member roles than were the lecture

group (Amdersom, 1972). ]-7
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At of 3.33 was derived which was significanr at the ,005 level. The
difference between means was 2.96 as reported in Tabie 5 which lead to the
conclusion that thé?e was a significant positive difference in immediate cogni-
tive test results in favor of the game participants. (See Appendix E for
Table 5.)

ﬁzgéthésis #6. Empirical data collected from delayed Reaction Sheet-
Cagnitive for both groups were comparea to determine if the game pgrticipants
tetained over a period of one month; a greater degree of knoﬁledge about group
member roles than did the lecture group. |

A t statistic was computed on tﬁe delayed cognitive measure using
dependent means with unequal n's. A signiﬁicant t -of 2.26 was-obtained_indicac—
ing a difference in the scores of the two groups. The 2.50ldifférénée between
means as feported in Table 5 was positive in nature and was in fa&or of the game
participants. (See Appendix E for Table 5.)

Because this difference could have been due to the test rather than the

treatment, an analysis of variance was computed between the lecture group and

T the~game~group~using~bothwimmediatewand-delayed:cognﬂtive4measurEST“*The
resultant F ratio of 12.24 was significant at the .00l level. The significant

"difference was in favor of the game group.

Hypothesis #7. Empirical data collected from Items 11, 13, 14, 16,

17 and 18 of the Reaction Sheet-Cognitive (22 responses in total) was compared
to determine which group (experimental or contrast) was better able to assess

the tone of a particular group interaction (Andersom, 1972).

The mean difference for selected items between the immediate and delayed

cognitive measures was =.59 indicating a slight loss in accuracy in identifying

mood and/or tone of small group interactions. Both of the t statistics computed

18
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on each of the groups (game p;rticipants 1.45 and lecture group .08) indicated
there was no differencs between test/retest situation for either group. What
ever accuracy they'ﬁad exhiﬁitedAwas maintained.

.Table 6 provides a summary qf the t?pe of empirical data collected on
each participant in the study. (See Appendix E for Table 6.)

.The source of attitudinal data collected was obtained from: 1) personal
observations by the investigator, recorded during process of ' = aimnlaiing
game énd immediately following the lecture; 2) student comments oﬁtained froﬁ
the Reaction Sheet-Affective; aﬁd 3) ihformai discu;sions wiﬁﬁ.f;;&omlﬁ |
‘selected studen;s:apd Term .I. and II National College of Education faculty

memb ers:.

The game participants' zealous attitude toward the simulation game was

made most apparent to the investigator. The students' ‘comments showed genuine -~

interest in seeking ways to improve future small group experience.

Repeated nEierenceS‘wefe made by game participants to a .gain in self

knowledée and in the function of others in small-group settings. They attri-

e B ted tHLE T E6 e playing of the simulation game,; CHARGE (Andersom;1972)%

CONCLUSTIONS
The simulation game, CHARGE, administered as prescribed, was found to
be an effective device to teach group member roles to prospective teachers.
Though the lecture method, to which tﬁe simulation game was compared,
evidenced retention of the eghibited knowledge of group membgr roles: that
knowledge was not as great as that revealed by the simulation game participants.

Thus the game, CHARGE, was a maore effective method in teaching those group

member roles presented.
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The simulation game participants gained, as play progressed, in their
skill to identify group member roles. The attitudinal data collected also pro-
vided similar infofﬁation in the form of direct comments‘taken from game
participants both orally and in writing. In additiom, nearly all the parti-
cipants indicated th&t the game experience had been interesting, enjoy~'le and
worthwhile (Anderson, 1972.)

This study provides further evidence that a teacher education simula-
tion.game,vpgpperly conducted and recorded, with variables appr0p£iately1
.contrclled; can contribute significantly to participants' gain'inlCOmﬁetencies'
Through active participation in a non-threatening, inv;lving and enjoyable |
learning environ@ent;ﬁwith opportunity for_immediatehfeedbéck,:ﬁgifidiﬁéﬁfs

gained in skill of role identification and insight intd\how small groups

~ function.

Thus the simnlation game, CHARGE, offers a viable contrast to passive

o A gt B

_-methads of teacher prepzration and is thought to be worthy of consideration as

. a significant contribution to improved methods of teacher preparation.

P e e e i A g

B L
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APPENDIX A* B

Identification Numbers
for
Simulation Game, "CHARGE"
Developed by Roberta’ T, Anderson, 1971

99

21

.%I

i g e st e i et i R

A i Toxt Provided by ERIC

» .Exannﬁlés of Rc‘:l‘cAAsz-i_i‘gnlnt;nt Cards
Found in Simulation Game, "CHARGE"
Devcloped by Roberta T. Anderson, 1971

101

‘*Anderson (1972; pp 99 and 101)
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Examples of Topic Cards

Found in Stimtlation Game, "CHARGE"
Developed by Roburta T. Anderson, 1971

B -

Examples of Situation Cards
* Tound in Simulation Game, "CIARGE"
Developed by Roberta T, Anderson, 1971

- SITUATION CARD

Phase I, round 1
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Croup BUILDING AND MAINTENANCE ROLES,

Tlhie Encourager pralsed, agress vith and acCepts the coniribution of others..
He indicates warmth and snlidarity tn his atcicude tovard other group members,
otfers commendacion aud praise snd in various ways indicastes understanding and

acceptance of other pointa of view, ideas and suggestions. . .

Ths Harmonizer mediates the differencas ‘between other membars, attempte to reconcile
disagreements, relieves tension ia conflict situstions through jesting or pouring
oil on the troubled waters, etc.

The Compromiser operates from within a conflict in which his idea or position ia
involved, He may offer comprowise by yielding stacus, admitting hip error, by
‘disciplining himself to maintain group horeeny, or by "couing half-vay" in moving
along with the group. :

Tha Gate~keeper and Expediter attempta co kesp communication channels open by
encoureging ot facilitating the participation of achazs ("We haven't got the ideas
of Mr. X yet," etc.) or by proposing regulation of the flow of communication ("why
don't we limit the length of our contributions so that everyona will have a chauce
to contributel” etc.). . . Lo

"INDIVIDUAL" ROLES

~ The Aggressor asy vork'in wany vays--dafla’’ g the status of .others, expreasing
disapproval of the values, acts or feeiings of others, attacking the group or tha
‘problem it is working on, joking sggressively, showing envy toward nnotper’n

_ contribution dy trying to take credit for it, etc, .
The Rccoggittcn-u'ekér works in various ways to Nﬂon to ht'meu, whether
. through boascing, reporting on peraonal achi : acting in unusual ways,
. . atruggling to prevent hia being placed in mf

{ RTA »a-a‘-n ®

2

X v
i A rui e provided by enic.
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APPENDIX E 7%,
Table 1 %%
Expezzrmrental Desig;x anc Fr2iedures
Sabjects / V i » Measuras Tmployes - :
College Unce "~ i N = 7 Treatmest | Beiore ’ During Immeadiaiely Cne Licnih 4
graduates - ! Followiza After i
Zxperimental my = 3R Simulation Personal i Game Cognitive Cognitive 5[
Device Informatioa Scoring and ritezion :
Group LT grivsoit {All 6. Rournds  Questionzaire | Sessions Affectivy Measure "
Coaf b szaS Played) i and 6 Znd of Measuzms- l
(In Room &+9) i Zociometric RKound 1
Device 2 Zad of b
Phase s
1 End of {
. Game
‘ 34 minutes 15 minutes 24 minutes 30 to 35 20 mirutes
(not expezz- ; minutes
. mental time)
Contrast agomad Leectuze and Dis- | Perasonal Nore Cognitive Cognitive
{ cussion:on Role Information Criterion Critericn
Group , Theory including Questionnaire Measnre Measuze
. Typology of and :
{Ia Room 243) roles used in Sociometric
Sirnulation Device Device
34 minutes 25 minutes 20 minutes 20 minutes
(25 min. lecture {{not sxperi-
9 min. discus,jfmental time)
FNAASEr N WRichze= lfical.Gala was collected -
-3
~
TABLE 2
ANALYSTIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE
BETWEEN 6 GAME ROUND SCORES
SOURCE OF SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN
VARTIATION SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F PROBABILITY
Between Subjects 191.17 53
Within Subjects 529,17 270
Rounds +40,28 5 8.06 4.37 .001
Residual 488.89 265 1.84
Total 721,17 323
31
~ **%Anderson (1972 p. 37)
: o “




. APPENDIX E* (Cont. 30

TABLE 3

GAME PERFORMANCE MEAN SCORES B' ROWNDS

MEAN
SOURCE SCORE f:‘IVERAGE MEAN SCORE
Game Round 1 3.80
Game Round 2 . 4,33 .
Game Round 3 ‘ 4.69 427 (First 3 Rounds)
Came Round & 4,19 .
Game Round 5 3.98
Game Round 6 4,78 4.31 (Last 3 Rounds)
Total Game Rounds 4.29

TABLE 4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE
3ETWEEN 2 GAME PHASES SCORES

—

SOURCE OF SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN

VARIATION SQUARES FREEDOM . SQUARE ¥  PROBABILITY
Between. Subjects 575.94 53
Within Subjects 493.50 54
Phases y +45 1. 5 1.0 n.s.*
Residual 493.05 53 2.30
Total 1069.44 - 107
i #*n,s.=oot significant !

32
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TABLE 5

SUMMAEY TASLE FOR GAME VERSIS
LECTURE ON COGNITIVE MEASUEST.

31

TYPE OF EMPIRICAL DATA COLLECTED:
The Following Empirical Duta was Collected on Each Individmml:inithe Study

Type of Data

Experimental Group

Contrast Group

-----------------

Progressive game scores
by rounds-(6)

Pro'gressive game scores
by Phawes (2)

End ofiGame Score

Post-Game Affective Criteriom:

Measur=: (short term)

Postilfeatment: Cognitive Criterion
Meaawr=:{shart-and loag term}

Se=x
Socioneetric. Measure

Aadm&c'éedmmance

Previous Role:Playing Expesitence

) Previous: Smailll Group Expextz=ce

Previous Simulation Experience:

Grade Level Teaching Prefevence

'%‘Arider.son (1972: p. 43, Table 2)

TESTING GROUP NUMBER OF XELN  DIFFERENCE EREDZE OF t PROBABILITY
TEE SUBJECTS  SCIRE DIFEEEENCE -
Imcmediate |
Experimental 54 28.07
‘Contrast. ) 18 25.11 - "
Total 72 +2.96 .89 3.33 .005
Delayed
Experimental 34 27.11 _
Contrast: I8 26061 e
Total 72 ‘ +2.50 1.1L 226 .025
Table &%




