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‘The Effect of Background Television on Atention and
Leaming in 3-year-old Children
‘Television plays a prominent rol inthe lives of young children. According 08

nationally (i, USA) representative telephone survey, spproximately 99% of young

hor i Hamel, 2006; Rideout, Vandewater, &

‘Wartella, 2003; Vandewater, Rideout, Wartella, Huang, Lee, & Shim, 2007). Forty-three

. 2007). Moreover, ageof s

whether ing it (Ri 2006). A

evis "
1 a consi i Viewing. Reports of the
amount i " e 119
Hamel, Bartolic, & Vandewater, 2009).
" ; - "
hours p
Chiistakis, 200,
butal




age 39 hours

1 preschool, it is

i

‘Television also accompanies many of the daily actvites of young children. For

example,

Homel, 2006). Furthe i

clement

(Rideout & Hamel, 2006). These data reveals that elevision is not just  primary activity

for tivity

other daily actvites.

formed carly i in

‘Wright, Rice, Kerkman, & St. Peters, 1990; Lee et al., 2009). For example, Huston et al

and The same

Huston etal

the iniial

follow-up. The

¥ elevision



of young children remain stable for at least two years. In addition, Huston et al. noted

that over the two
It » For hildren who
dy, and
al. 1990). This
television
1990).
ground. In general,
" Pempek, 2005). Th
d i
child's pri

targeted ot older audiences. Background television provides visual and auditory

Jation thi s ask at hand, i

bewhen

television. The child may look o the televsion, but it is ot his or et primary focus.

nd b is not absolute,




r Anderson and Pempek.

from a leaming task.

‘The Consequences of Television Viewing

M Wartella,2007). I

2 2001,

general, . educationl)

television per day. The research on the potential benefits and harms associated with

negative consequences.

Possible Benelits of Television Viewing.

i that parents see it 2 an educational tool (He,Irwin, Bouck, Tucker, & Pollett, 2005)



Bogatz, 1970; Lincharger, 2001;

Linebarger, K swood, & Doku, 2004). For example,

005; Kecmar, Grela, & Lin,

2007; Linebarger & Walker, 2005). Take for instance, Linebarger and Walker's study of

infnts’ 3

Lincbarger and.

AU30 months, Dora the Explorer,

Blue’s Clues, snd Dragon Tales was associated with larger vocabularies compared t0 not

watching these shows, with efect sizes ranging from d = 49 10 d = 55. Moreover,

001

2000).

2007; Kubl, Tsao, & Lui,

2003, & Pempek, in

. Forinstance,

observed that 12- and 15-month-old infants were unable o imitate a multistep sequence

whereas

In addi favideo




that sequence in

infants,

demonstra

Muentemer, Garcia, Fujimoto, & Chivez, 2007). Secondly, the content of the shows

i id other

achievement (Hancos, Milne, & Poulion, 2005; Linbarger & Walker, 2005). Linebarger

and ing

30-month-olds,

=4510d=73. Aswell

benefit (Linebarger et al., 2004).

ehaviors (Friedrich & Stein, 197; Friedrich & Stein, 1975; Rideout & Hamel, 2006). In

fact, years e

Hamel, 2006). Experimentally,

preschool children who viewed approximately 30 minutes of Mister Rogers'

beh h

her child ions. Thus, it seems.

variety of new behavior.



Possible Harmful Consequences of Television Viewing

a variety of settings. A

of experimental and correlational rescarch, dating back t0 the 19605, has shown a

Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963; Hopf, Hober, & Weif, 2008; Huesmann, Moise-Titus,
Podolski, & Eron, 2003). The majority o theresearch linking the viewing of sggressive

" Hopfetal,

2008; H 1,2003; Johnson, Coh Kasen, & Brook, 2002), which

behavior. Th hlack

permit causalinferences. Nevertheless,the experimental studies that have systematically

Banduraetal.,

+20004) doa

picture

Rather,



1995; Celozzi, Kazelski, & Gutsch,

1975)

conseaquences of television viewing.

dditionally, the ? o

bet
Similady, i h
tein, 1973). Th
Overal but signifi f
(Singer, Millr, Guo, Flannery, id Slovak, 1999) and

A second major concern about viewing large amounts of television i tht

fcaly

g e DiGiuseppe.

& McCarty, 2004; Landhuis, Poulton, Welch, & Hancox, 2007; Ozmert, Toyran, &

Yurdakok, 2002)

(e:g. Levine & Waite, 002

attntion when the media eported on Christakis et al's study.



s (2004) studs Longitudinal of
of
age. Christakis etal
problems. -
22 hours,
¥ . Though
research
Fostér & Watkins, 2010; Obel et al. 2004; Ml
2006). M s (2004) study,
Foster and

ducational achievement and child's poverty status in carly lie. While they found a

inhi - day. Moreover,

d child's & Watkins,




2010,

Milne, 2007). This

dditional

These five

the Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). Parents were

necessary to measure and determine attention problems.

on attention. Fe ”

2000, though,that

was meant by a

sroup. than pace of the she

and content of the Cooper, Uller, Petif

have also found that television viewing influences attenton. In thei study of four- 1o

Seven-year-olds, the abilty to visually orient o simuli was affected by only 3.5 minutes



ch

Chiistakis, 2005),

Additonally, various other negative cognitive outcomes have also been found 1o

activity a it promotes lteacy development (Bialystok, 1995 Justice & Ezell 2000). For

years-old,
Tess time being read (0 by parents (Rideout ct al, 2003; Vandewater, Bickham, Lee,

Rideout, 2005). Ther

2006). Given the

(Danner, 2008; Delmas et al., 2007; Raynor, Phelan, Hill, & Wi

Murphy, Goulding, &

Jif, 2010; Schmids, Pempek, Kirkorian, Lund, & Anderson, 2008). Children as young.

s six months will ook les at toys in the presence of television compared (o when the

2010),



2010). This

further llustrated by Schmid et al.' (2008) finding that 12, 24, and 36-month-olds

demonstraeda
MGuiness, 1975; Ruff
& Lawson, 1990).
2000, elevision’ o
focused stenion during play i  grat concern.
Summary of the Consequences of Teevison Viewing
The
betavior,
disl
However, it
e

programs viewed

etal., 2001; Wright et a., 2001). Depending on the programs watched, the ffects of

for example,

Conversely.



y &
factor
006) Regardless of
y in their
Rideout, Hamel, 2006),
decisions about television viewing for thei child.
Attention
& Lawson,
(R, Capozzoli, & Saltaell, 1996).
Boies, 1971), a5
006; Posner &

Boies, 1971; Ruff, 1986). In general, many of the processes that epresent attention share.

“selection”

006). That i, attention is the

are occurring. Thi
Rothbart, 2000). Hov

selection, a it also involves the orientation 10 stimul,the investigation of stimuli, and the




precise defnition of atention.

‘The Development of Attention
ochs P
(1996, o Ruff and,
s the processes of
atention,  the social these

processes. Colombo's framework i consistent with Ruff and Rothbart’s

200),

yearof lfe.
“The higher level

i year and

years Thi




atention, The fist

prepar

0 attend. Rothbart's (1996: 2001)

orienting/investgative system and higher level controls system. In the

involuntary, but may also be in response 1o ntermal motivation. Colombo's second

system of atention i

functions
orienting/investigative system. The fnal system in Colomba’'s framework for the

development

stimulus. igh

& Robar,

1996; 2001). These transitions oceur at approximately 2,9 o 12, and 18 0 24 months.

ork, visuospatial




endogenous attention.

For
" od
However, Richards stresses the importance of arousal in visual attention. Arousal is ‘
a
' i
atention.
e cort
cortex

the brain regions associated with ttention. So, n Richards view, arousal i key in the

deployment of )
visualaending
108 bt patems of
age, nfans”
001). Fornfa
months old xtenal

(Wolf 1965). T




The fis,

+Jones, Rajkowski, Kubiak, & Alexinsky, 1994; Usher, Coher

Rajkowski, Jones, 199),

anticipatory readiness (Aston-Jones et al., 1994; Usher et al, 1999). The second

which

1993; Sarter, 1994). This pathway

sleep wake cycle (Robbins et a., 1989; Sahakian et a, 1993; Sarte, 1994)

tonall sysem. In
iculs
Aswell
Maurer, & Brent,
1989). This focus

(Ruff & Rothbast, 1996: 2001). For exampl, selective visualatention is strongly

dominant at this point (Ruff & Rothbar, 1996; 2001)

1996: 2001, the neural

2001). Visuospatialoriening includes the processes of eng

g visual atention,

obe, and th




Peterson, 1990).

pe

approximately six months (Colombo, 2001).

A i 2
months (Ruff & Rothbart, 1996: 2001) when rudimentary inhibition (Diamond, 1985;
mond . 1959). I life
that both Ruff and
exccutive atention.
Areas
Tobe, nd the
Bruce, Goldman-

Raki, 1989 Guitton, Buchic, & Douglas, 1985; Posner & Peterson, 1990). Frontal arcas

bid ik with

“This allows frontal

2001,

life (RufT & Rothbart, 1996; 2001). In partcula, there s a noticeable developmenal

development of executive attention. Specifcally, the development of symbolic



means, as well a the ability o plan and pursue goal-directed acion. Similar o the

12 month
18-month transition (Rulf & Rothbart, 1996; 2001).

By 24 month p

0 levels of

inhibition, sel-control, and attention regulation in general (Ruff & Rothbart 1996; 2001).

preschool years.

both intemal

& Rothbar, 1996;

2001,

y ion will



Summary

years of lfe.

but near the end of the

atention, i years. The

while at the

Together, Ruff and

from birh nto the preschool year.

Distractibility

inhibitory

There is a general trend for distactbilty (0 decrease with age. Take, for

‘example, Ruff and Capozzoli's (2003) study of 10-, 26-,and 42-month-olds engaged in

oy play. The

(Rulf & Caporzoli, 2009), b




preschool years.
‘The Study of Distractibility

(Kannass, Oakes, & Shaddy, 2006). Sometimes,the distractor may also be continuous

distracibility.

the task and Ths, present,

any off-task

measure of distractbility. Futhemore, task performance may also serve as an index of

distacibilty. 1fa

said that the distractors affected performance.

some of

children's c




leaming phase. Children inthe no distaction condition, o the other hand, were readily

i 22-month-olds

Distractibility and the Deselopment of Attention

hand.

e end o the fi life and

Rothbart, 1996; 2001). This means that the development of exceutive attention is

2000), i excautive

attention (Ruff & Rothbart, 1996: 2001). The development of exccutive attention implies

hich

(Rulf & Rothbart, 1996; 2001),

In their

that i .

o perate. At this point, o hat guides




hs

distractibilty.

peripheral narrowing and habituation. Regardless o age, Rulf and Rothbart view

distrac

ty a5 an interaction of motivation, make-up of the distractor, and
charactristics of the task. According to Colombo and Cheatham's (2006) framework for

I

simuli
« 06).

e dorsal
pa s pahway.
disscibily.

Factors Influencing Distractbilly
hether x
ook, ot
he sk
The




the target task toward th distractor (Tellnhuisen, Oakes, & Tiebkes, 1999).

Capozzol

onger (Oskes, Tellinghuisen, & Tiebkes, 2000; Ruff & Capozzoli, 2003; Tellinghuisen &

Oskes,

Inaddi

(Anderson, Choi, & Lorch, 1987; Richards & Tumer, 2001). Also, the probabilty of

(Richards & Tumer, 2001). The eritical duration of a single look at the tas seems to be

1987). 15 seconds, the
1987)
Ruffand
The s i
P
child, larly, Osks




al. (2000) and
a checkerboard visual display than a solid retangle display.

A

distractibilty.

Summary

i "

charactrisics. These factors combine with the developmental stage of the child to

The Present Study

the lives of




were

hmidt et al., 2008, litde is

play activities.

interaction.

yearolds”

kil the beter he o she s expeced o perform on the tasks.

presence.
Inthat case,
“mulitask”
wellas “This i
the
other. Thi I he lives of young.




with an adult. Tnthe irsttak, th child ls

reconsinct areal model of the toy depicted in th story. The second task involved the.

puzzl. Task,
o the madel The Puzzle
from Wertsch, McNamee, McLane, and
B er, Dosset, & Wilkerson, 2004; Harris, Robinson, Chang, & Burs, 2007
tmed off.
Method
Participants
Fifty-six =332 years, SD =0, Within
23 boys and 33 girls.




3. Al

¢'s Hospital, St John's,

Newfoundiand, and who had expressed interes in partcipating in research. A brochure

i s sent out by

appointmen.

mothers who were reached agreed to participae (with just over halfof them actually

participating), with the other 0% declining. The parents of preschoolers who.

sociocconomic stats.

Tasks

Book Task. The Book Task was derived from  task developed by Simcock and

Dooley (2007) book

and

picces. The ph KiK' building




children age two 1o five years. See Figure I for a picture of the Oscar toy. The story also

Puzzle Task. The Puzzle Task, adapted from Wertsch et al. (1980),required the

Lauritoys
inFigure 2. Allof the wheels,
puz same”
15 pieces, all puzzle
leaming phas.
3 Task,
of the rescarcher by refering to the model
Questionnaires
Version. The
Inventory of ~ Preschool 3

Espy. & Isquith, 2003) (see Appendix B) i a questionnaire designed 10 assess exccutive.

participants the parcnt. The 63-items comprising the BRIEF-P represent ive domains.

(10 iems), Work These




Figure 1. A d K'nex S
Tusk assembled, as it would be n the sequence reconstruction.



Figure 2,
Task. The

Ap i
puzzle on the right s the model and the one on the left s the child’s puzzl.




Figure 3. Task.

puzzle and the one on the ight i the model puzzle.



3
tasks employed in this study.
Index (1SCI
-
"
the Working Memory and
problem solving.
Each of g
: i i2¢) 0,90 (Inhibio,. The

il ¢ alpha of 95. The

Development Inventory: Level Il (CDI 1; Dale, 2001) (sce Appendix B). The CDI Il



30 months of age.
Television Viewing and Demographic Information Questionnaire. The

Television Viewi B

habits of the hild and his o her family
Procedure

“The study took place in a esearch room at Memorial Uriversity. The room was

e table, facing th
front of th
rescarcher. . A21-
The child's
A
z ™ the TV-OfF

condition, with he




Figure 4. The research room where the study was conduct



‘Backyardigans: Tale of the Mighty Knighis DVD was playing during the TV-On

condition, ic..dis v

Off condition. Additionaly,the order of th tasks was counterbalanced such that half of
the paricipants in TV-On and TV-Off condition received the Book Task first and the.

Puzzle Task second, As well,the

Task was
counterbalanced to preven order effects.

deail 0

size table.

him o her n conversation. This was done (0 redice the shyness of the child and to make

ehild completed the tasks.

“The Book Task began with the escarcher reading the book (0 cach child. To

would be “What i’ shin?™

didnot

the Book.




Al with one or
researcher,

“The porton of
child' question child
answer (even i

way tha gave the child more clues than the orginal question.

= v
1oy that wasshown i e book and were tld “Oscars

pices”

inthe book. ‘s egs. bead, eh
Simey and,

To get the child started, th

An example of  targe




afte his head and 5o 0n, 0 give a total of four pairs of target actions. In the example,the

pairsof

the garbage can,

but did not attach were not considered erors.

Task,
0 the model. ehild
and one placed

s the child.

Thus, the puzzle.




For example, he rescarch
10 puthis

For some
ild " Upon
pus entical the
rescarcher.

Again, making the

required.

herself,

whether the child put the pus

umber of pieces inseted inthe correct position was recorded.
Coding.

orher

recorded. For the Book Task, timing sarted a soon as the researcher began o read the

st




he. Book Task tests.

wored. This Task, a time
o complete the verbal recall and  tme to finish the sequence. Timing for the Puzzle

Again, any ime

This

roduced a total

Puzzle Task est.

index of visual attention. A look was defined as any noticeable eye or head movement,

Categories of e researcher, he tel  oth

L task

Book Task this was 10 the book or the Oscar oy, In the Puzzle Task, on-task looks

Juded Looks

I tively. The “other
anything that was not included in one of the above categories. In most case,this category

understanding how 0 successfully complete the Puzzle Task,the number of Iooks 0 the

were also noted.

ook the child made to the model puzzle during these portions of the puzzle



Additonall

Results

‘Television Viewing Questionnaire Data

™ .
006 2005). Very
. Only 259%
mox i ision. Most pareais
time and 2. time. H
35 463% of the

regardless if anyone was actually waiching th teevision. A further 33 3% indicated that

Television,

13.25% of the three-

‘year-olds were reported to have a elevision in thir bedroom.

However,



kY Consistent with

e,

with toy play and take time away from social interactions, while 27.8% of parents

play or social Additonally,

p 7.4% indicated

tha elevision takestime away from social interactions.

goal i P ‘background

the tasks. In

of those looks were determined. A series of 2 (Looks Where: on-task, off-task) x 2

(Condition: TV-On, TV-OFf) x 2 (Sex: boys, girls) mixed analyses of variance

s i factor

'V-On versus T o

were conducted. The composite dependent measure loks where (on or off task) was

the Book Task followed by those for the Puzzle Task. Whenever necessary, the p values

for

made.



Book Task. As evident from the descriptive statistics in Table 1, children in the

the TV-Off condition. Thi the TV-
Off-ask looks
) hr, and elsewhere. I the Book Task,
‘Similarly, Table 1 Tv-0n
 The
™
television.
looked:
FU1.51)= 14526,p = 000, partal = 74 indicating that the children spent 3

significantly longer duration of time looking on-task (M = 341. 15 secs, SD = 50.38) than

offask (

19372, 81

6.59). This finding was qualified by a significant Looks

‘Where x Condition inteaction: F(1, 51) = 12.20, p = 001, partial "= .19 that s shown

in Figure .

longer duration g oo (S =

296.p=005 and

214.p=037.

spent significantly longer looking on-task, overall. However, when the television was on,



Table 1
Mean Task
v
Condition _Task. TV Rescarcher  Other  OnTask  Off-Task
Mean (SD) frequency.
v-on 30153005 1670 1030 3015 SIS
a4 733) (318 @I (24D @350
VO 1800 000 2321 1439 1800 6l
@6) 000 () (1) @6) (1829
Mean (SD) duration in seconds)
TVOn 32203 12034 35T sld6 3203 21838
852 (967) (49D (@376 (85D (8559)
VoI 3959 0 5743 1Sl 3950 16904
G412) 00 (25 (615 (5412 (B185)




Book Task (story recall)

Duration of looking (sec)

Direction of looking

A

igure . Lok
duration of looking on-task and off-task during the Book Task.



effects or interactions involving sex.

.51
= 109,15, p = 000, partal ' = 68 ndicating tha the children looked off-task (M = 47.20

ooks,

“The Looks Where x Condition nteraction approached significance: £(1, 51)=271,p =

106, parial n*=

interactions involving sex.

Puzzle Task. As with the Book Task, children in the TV-On condition looked

Task. Means and

shown in Table 2. r Task, the of off-

ixed AN

showed asignificant main effect of where the hildren looked: F(1, $1) = $50.85,p =

000, partial "= 92, This indicates tht the children looked on-task (M = 274.90 secs,

5D =69, i 3857 secs, 5D

=61.79). This mai i

Figure 6. There was a significant Looks Where x Condition interacton: F(1, 51) = 6.65,

(013 partial "= .12. An independent samples -test indicated thatchiden in the TV-




Table2

Mean Task

v

Condition _Task. TV Rescucher  Other  OnTask  Off-Task

Mean (SD) frequency

V00 226 1656 485 7 22 215
W57 (1559 (2) (46 (35D (1542)

voor 636 000 336 E 636 425
G300 G @8 63 619

Mean (SD) duration in seconds)

TV.on 253 s, 92 2553 6744
(650 (639%) (39 (96)  (650) (1042

VO 26465 000 420 651 1074
@923) ) @3 @8 (923 @500




Puzzle Completion Task

Druation of looking (sec)

i
Ontask: M On'task: F_Offtask: M Offtask: F
Direction of looking

Figure 6. The significant Looks Where x Condition x Gender interaction shown above.
orboys

s a function of TV being on or off. However,girls showed very low durations of looking |

off-task and this was mostly when the TV was on rather than off. Boys showed more o

task looking than girs and this was also true when the TV was on.




Second task than children in the TV-Of conditon: 1(53) = 3.80, p = 000. In addition,

27, p= 016, parial ' =.11. A

there was a Looks Where x Sex intraction: F(1, 51

duration of time looking off-task compared to the giels: (53) =303, p = 004, However,

2,02, p= 841. These interactions were further qualified by a significant Looks Where x
o Sex intracion: AU, 51) = $90,p = 004, partial 1 =.15. Follow-up
sy looking

1B1)=375,p=.001

when it was off: 20) = 3.68,p = 001

ANOVA revesled asignificant main effect of Looks Where: F(1, 51) = 11.22, p= 002,

partal =18, Task,

higher frequency of ooks off-task (M = 13,04 looks, SD = 15.14) than on-task (M = 14,65

looks, SD = Task. effectsor
interactions

Summary. The results of the frequency and duration of looking analyses

Puzzle Tasks. Children inthe TV-On condition were more likely 0 look off task and to




“Time to Complete the Tasks
Book Task. Another measure of whether or no the presence of background

Task was the

duration of

Task

tests (sory recall; sequence recall s displayed in Table 3. The results of an independent
Task did

ot differ inthe TV-On and TV-OFF conditions, (54) = 22, p = 827. Time to complete:
TV-On and TV-OfF

conditions. For the verbal recal,

TV-On condition and the TV-OFf condition, (54) =77, p = 447. Similarly, the TV-On

and the TV

i (54)= 140, p = 166, Th

Puzzle Task.

the Puzzle Task as

‘Table 3. The presence of background television did affect o ttal time to complete the

Puzzle Task. inthe TV
t0 complete the task than the children i the TV-OFf condition, 1(54) = 3.09, p = 003

™

task testthan th children i the TV-OFf condition, 1(84) = 270, p = 009. The greater



Table 3

Time to Complete All Phases ofthe Stdy in Seconds

TVon VO

Phase of study o ) ] 5D
Book Task

Book Task total 5968 10456 ST 10018

Verbal recall 15641 6497 17103 7.8

Sequence 15848 572 14077 3969
Puzzle Task.

Puzzle Task toal 34975 9820 me s

Test 10727 5627 LY




inthe T

k.
‘Summary. Televsion id ot have the sme ffcct on th ook and Puzzle Tasks
Forthe Book Task,
TV-Onand TV
Howeves the i
yearoldsinthe TV- v
Offcondiion. Th Task,

but ot the Book Task.

Performance o the Tasks
his study
- Todothisa
seris of ANOVAS
recal of the sa e Book Task.
Children' ANOVAS and Chi
tesing.

Book Task: Verbal recall. In order 0 assess whether background television

Task,

performance 2 (Condition: TV-On, T propor

= 047. This indicated that three-year-okds in the TV-On condition (M



=42.5D=
those inthe
e
from the story.
of "
correlated with the Using Language scae on the MacArthur CDI I, £ = 28, p = 049
Book Task: i “The Book
Inthe book,

then his arms. Once the arms were attached, Slimey was fastened to Oscar’s hand and,

finally, Oscar and. s rash can,

~ described

above. order for

‘measure. The resuls of 2 (Sex) x 2 (Condition: TV On, TV Off) ANOVA on the

461 actions, SD = .SD=

X

X2 (Condition: TV-On, TV-Off) ANOVA of the number o target pairs produced was not



significant. Overal,
males (M = 161 pairs, SD = 1.4 and the females (M = 1.67 pair, $D = 1.34)
164 pars,
SD = 1.45) or off (M = 1.64 pirs, SD = 131).
Puzze
Puzzle Task est. A
NOVA. Th were
dy. This resulted %A
TV-On and

TV-ONY groups, 7= 00, p > 05. This indicates that the presence of background

Task.
A Puszle g
(Condition: TV-On, TV-O)
Coret,
I L The analysis main effects of

Condition: F(1, 51) =745, p < 01 and of Puzzle Score: F(1, $1) = 8.64,p < 006. No

nd. e TV-On




8D =5,

:20),(53) = 243, p = 019, This likely eflects

the TV-OIf condition (M = 5.29, 5D =

childs

less. Puzzle Score

14,5D = 5.15) looked

cormectly (M= 5.11, S = 2.95),153) = 2.66, p = 010. This is consistent wth the

0 the model puzzle.

‘Summary. The prescnce of background television was not found to have sn

four,
the Book
TV-On and the TV
proportion of the 3 Task:
theT Al quest
TV-Of condition. Th it the
However,
Tasklead to

bette success on the puzzle test.




‘Task Performance and Executive Functioning

maturity of s per

Tasks. For the Book Task,

all p> 05, In contras,

(047, The more pairs of target actions produced, the lower the score on the

A

Forthe Puzzle Task,

Table 4.

05).

Hon ly three o the




Table 4
Puctle Task

Correctly or Incorrectly
BRIEFP scales and __Correct.
indices ) @y p
Inhibit B0 a8 u2 518 ERI
st 1313 365 1805 335 857 397
Emotional Control 1543 3.07 1555 343 116 %08
Working Memory 2209 446 205 482 20 050
Plan/Organize 13738 232 1540 244 EE]
Inhibitory Self- 3913 603 3055 784 198 844
Control
Flexibility 2243 603 2960 614 089 930
Emergent 3587 577 4035 680 234 o
Metacognition

194

Global Exccutive  88.13 13.06 9385 1535 132
Composite




The first =
The data

During

the Book Task,children who nteracted with the adult i the presence of background

e
Task,the tree-year-
Inboth. jorityof off-task looks
background

e

™
However,
Therefore, the freq:

present,
duraion of looks off-task s a good measure of whether the child was distracte.
1t was expected that the greaterthe duration and frequency of looks off-task,the

However,this was

time that would

the cas for the Puzzle Task only. Children inthe TV-On condition required more time to

2 TV-Of condition.

™ TV-Off conditon. The




Task and h
™
offask.
itsef more quickly, i
included, they took
Task, causing
Forthe Book Task,
ehildrenin the

foughly the same total duration of time i the TV-On and the TV-Of conditons.

Rothbart, 1996; 2001).

oal-



directed executive attention is becoming more mature (Rulf & Rothbart, 1996; 2001),

children.

perf

‘was leamed during the intraction with the rescarcher. In the case of the Book Task,the

TV-Off condition. poo
H 1983),

the book story. I V.00

‘condition simply paid less attention 10 the book.
Book Task,
Book
pert g
However, the

measure of




By three, most

tobuild

him.

was imelevant. They were scored on whether they completed the action, not what

required order.

sequence recall,

those i the TV-Off condition. Therefore, it appears tha n the Book Task atleast,

but not others i, serial orderrecal)

TV-On and the




perform as well o better under condition of distracton (¢, Poyntz, 1933; Tumure,

1970). Task.
the Puzzle ™
Furthermore,
Task
the task. A low level o iferest in
A
comparison of
the Puzzle Task.

research using the puzzle task (Davs et al., 2004; Harris et al 2007; Wertsch etal.,

1980). Additonslly,thrce-year-olds n the TV-On condition looked to the model more:

TV-OIf condiion.

children, did




uis
poo
Inthe Book Task,
Tnde: 12003,
2009). Wi poi

© "

all of Oscar’s body parts, he or she must ransition from buikding Oscar o performing the

Children in the T

the Shif scale.
produced n the TV-On and the TV-Of conditions, children in the TV-On condition were.

In

‘umber of pairs of trget actions produced during the Book Task. The Emergent




book.

(Gioiaetal.,
2003), a5 well. Three-year-olds who failed to complete the puzzle correctly received
higher scores o the Working Memory scae of the BRIEF-P (Gioia et al 2003). The.

Work

al.2003). It

importance of

plan aspect of

Seres of 2003

ability 10 use information o achieve a goal (Gioia et al. 2003). In the Puzzle Task, three-

year-olds

puzzle,




soul
model. Given tha e (Gioa ot L., 2003) scses
" Metacogaiion Index (G
al
(Gioinetal Task. The children
s instet Tooking 0
e model e a

then usd o organize and plan the placement of picces.

“There are several points worth noting sbout the present study. Firs, the

I whether it

' home.

situations. While there was a greter duration of off-task looks i the TV-On condition,

the looks. v,

O condition, the off-task looks were it concentrated on one e in the room, but

- year-olds

‘general, the distracting effects of elevision noted may be,in some way, partially



posibilty.

The
s lagel,

Lorch, Field, & Sanders, 1981; Lorch, Ande Levin, 1979;

Pingre, 1986). year-
tis di the

adult-directed

how, such a@ Anidea

situation with adult-dircted programs.
‘There were also a couple of issues with the tasks themselves. Partcipants were

(ime limit may have
roduced v.on
Task
v Fuure rescarch
condiion. Addioall 555
essy. Forexampl Task

ifthetasks were of




deally,

‘and females in order o test for possible sex differences.

ask. He Il forms of |
equaly.
s detils. per
for the Book Puzal
a s Thi
Ruff,
2002, Oakes & Tellinghuisen,
d iggins & Turmure, 1984). s chikdren who

high level regardiess of whether the television was on or off.



3%

the lives of

three-year-olds,

. Referring back

the houscholds of today where elevision s a constant presence.
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Appendix B
Questionnaires used i study
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MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventory-Iil S&/&Bi
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Television Viewing nd Demographic Information Questionnaire

How much of thistime are you watching with your child?

TheWhole Mostof  AboutHalf Lessthan  Notat
Time theTime  theTime  Halfof  All
the Time

When someone i at home in your houschold, how ofienis the TV on,even if no
one s acually watching it?

Newr  Racly  Someimes  Ofen  Alvays
Docs your hild have a TV in his or her bedroom?
Yes No
I your view i chidren’s TV programming st ffectve for
Leaming Entensinment Boih Neither
I your view docs children's TV programming
Inerferewith  Takes Time Bob  Neiter
Play Avay from

Social Ineractions
How ofen dos your hild vatched The Backyardisans TV program?

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often Alvays

pi The
Backyardigans? (Gie your best estimate)

How often do you read o your child?

Daily SevenlTimes  Weekly  Rarely
aWeek



10, Whatis your highest level of education?

) High School Completion
b) Some Post Secondary

eted Trade or Technical Program
@) Univesity Degree

11 How many brothers and sisters does your child have?
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Information letter and consent form



Study Information and Consent to Paticipate:

‘The effect of background television on atention and leaming in

3-year-old hildre
Dear parent(s)or guardian(s):
Vision

young. X there i lite
results of this study o
o &
children and television.
Today's For

e oo o b e poe, e of Yo chls e n e
puzzle will be conducted. The book task will involve the researcher reading a short book.
your child';

assessed.
completed. You wil
i il

may take up 10 45 minutes © complete.

it youtchi will e vieapd, s we ca e whs oot
s ook and how e e completing e ks,

your child

Sounds, spon your reqy

oL et e lcpm\mg of results. However, your chid's resuts can be:
made available 0 you at anytim

beer ed “ommittee on
Universiy's

mun.ca or by elephone ai (709) 737-8365.



fecl
et Dr. Mary C 737 7287284 If you wish
i Thank you.

Stephanie Goulding, M.Sc. Candidate




any time.

Child's Name:
Due:

Chil's Binh Dat:
Parcn’s Name:
Parcn’s Signature:
Emil Addrss:
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