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Effects of a Cooperative Game Program on
Socio-affective Relations and Group Cooperation
Capacity
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This research studies the effects of a friendly and cooperative game-program on child socio-affective relations
and group cooperation capacity, between ages 6 and 7. For this purpose 125 experimental subjects were
compared with 53 control subjects, using a pretestintervention-posttest design. The intervention consisted
of 22 play sessions carried out during one academic year. Each session lasted between 60 and 90 minutes,
in which 4 or 5 game activities took place. The 54 games in the program encouraged the children to take
part, accept others, co-operate, and share as well as to develop their symbolic play and to enjoy themselves.
Results show that the program induced the experimental subjects toward positive changes in the socio-af-

fective relations within the groups, as well as group cooperation capacity.
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Introduction

This work, part of a wider research (Ph.D. Garaigor-
dobil, 1992 a), is an empirical study on children’s
play. Its main objective is to assess the effects of a
game-program, based on friendly, cooperative and
peer-helping games in socio-affective relations, as
well as in cooperative intra-group relations in
school.

The Importance of Play to Child
Development

During the last century numerous studies of differ-
ent epistemological ‘approaches have analyzed the
close links between games and integral develop-
ment concluding that play is a vital activity to hu-
man development. This body of observational and
experimental research implies that playing has a
close relationship with child development (Isenberg
& Quisenberry, 1988; Garaigordobil, 1990; 1992 ab;
1995; 1996; Fisher, 1992; Gordon, 1993; Géncii,
1993). While playing, children learn, discover nature
and the properties of objects (Newson & Newson,
1979/1982), use their knowledge, explore new things,
make progress and mistakes, and solve problems
(Garvey, 1977). All this stimulates their thinking ca-
pacity (Vygotsky, 1933/1982; Piaget, 1945/1979;
Piaget & Inhelder, 1969/1984; Mujina, 1975/1978;

Ortega, 1986), their verbal capacity (Garvey, 1977;
Bruner, 1986) and their creativity (Vygotsky, 1933/
1982; Winnicott, 1971/1982; Bruner 1986; Oliveira,
1986).

‘Moreover, it has been found that play is an im-
portant instrument for communication and sociali-
zation due to the fact that children discover adult
social life and its ground rules (Mujina, 1975/1978,;
Ortega, 1986), they interact and cooperate with
their peers (Kamii & Devries, 1980/1988) and devel-
op moral awareness as a result of learning behav-
joral patterns (Elkonin, 1978/1980; Pardos et al.,
1988). In this wide relational context they also get
to know the people around them as well as them-
selves. The above are some of the explanations why
playing has a relevant role in social adjustment
(Imeroni, 1991).

Other researchers (Winnicott, 1971/1982; Ar-
fouilloux, 1977) who have analyzed game’s influ-
ence on children’s affective-emotional development
have concluded that playing is a source of pleasure.
It is an activity which entitles children to express
themselves freely, to focus their vitality and to un-
wind. Thus, it is a very important factor for emotion-
al balance.

Some studies with a “pretest- — sociodramatic
game program — posttest” design have supported to
have significant repercussions in child cognitive and
social development. These studies have verified the
positive effect of these game-programs on the role-
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taking capacity (Rosen, 1974; Smith & Syddall, 1978;
Ianotti, 1978; Burns & Brainerd, 1979), on coopera-
tive attitude (Marshall & Hahn, 1967; Rosen, 1974)
and on social skills (Smilansky, 1968; McCune-Ni-
colish, 1981), that is to say, on socialization process-
es. Furthermore research has shown progress, in co-
operative solving of relational problems (Shores,
Huster & Strain, 1976) and in language develop-
ment (Saltz, Dixon & Johnson, 1977; Marbach &
Yawkey, 1980; Bruner, 1986; Levy, Wolfgang &
Koorland, 1992).

However, these studies are not free from criti-
cism. Some studies (Burns & Brainerd, 1979; Rosen
1974; Saltz, Dixon & Johnson, 1977; Smilansky, 1968;
Smith & Syddall, 1978) used measures with validity
problems, and sometimes there isn’t clear whether
controls were adequate.

On the other hand, experimental works about co-
operative games have showed a positive effect of co-
operative games on socialization. Orlick (1981)
pointed out that this kind of games increased shar-
ing behaviors, and Mender et al. (1982) revealed
that cooperative games performed with disabled
children increased their coooperative social re-
sponses of learning. Later, Blazic (1986) observed
an increase of participation, and recently, Grineski
(1991) has showed that these games encourage
prosocial behaviors.

Cooperative Behavior Studies

Several studies (Eisenberg & Mussen, 1977; Ster-
ling, 1990) point out that there are many factors
which affect children’s prosocial behavior. Cur-
rently, there is evidence that sociocultural rules and
values stimulate individuals of one culture to main-
tain prosocial or non-prosocial patterns with others
(Mead, 1937/1961). Variables in the family have also
been studied and it has been confirmed that there
is a positive relationship between prosocial behav-
ior and parents who show altruistic roles (Morishita,
1990) and parents who use inductive or reasoning
techniques (Hoffman, 1983).

Among other factors, school experiences have a
great influence on child’s prosocial behavior as well.
School peers are models and reinforcing agents of
children’s altruistic behaviors (Hoffman, 1983) and
they have a relevant role in their moral develop-
ment (Piaget, 1932/1974; Kohlberg, 1976).

Finally, we can also see a direct relationship be-
tween prosocial behavior and cognitive develop-
ment (Bar-Tal, Raviv, & Sharabany, 1982), taking-
perspective capacity (Froming, Allen, & Jensen,
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1985) and ability to sympathize (Fultz, Batson, et al.,
1986; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Fuentes, 1990). Re-
cent studies such as Sterling’s (1990) confirm that
prosocial behavioral development is certainly a
complex matter which depends on numerous inter-
related variables, but, nevertheless, Sterling suggests
the efficiency of training programs to acquire guide
lines in altruistic behavior.

Studies cited in the following paragraphs have al-
ready demonstrated the benefits of cooperation
versus competition in some development factors. A
cooperative situation is described as one in which
the goals of the participants are related in such a
way that each subject will only achieve his goal if
the rest invariably achieve their own.

Experiments carried out by Deutsch (1971) re-
veal that cooperative groups, as opposed to com-
petitive groups, had more efficient communications
among their members, being able to verbalize more
ideas while better accepting their partners’ ideas.
They showed better coordination and effort, a
greater distribution of tasks and higher productivity,
as well as a greater faith in their own ideas due to
the consideration received from other partners. Fur-
thermore, subjects in cooperative groups helped
each other more, met mutual needs better and
highly praised their partners’ actions. Another set of
studies has also confirmed the role of cooperative
interaction to decrease conflicts between groups
(Sherif et al., 1961).

In general, experts agree that cooperative learn-
ing experiences, in contrast with competitive or in-
dividual ones, favor more positive relations between
peers, such as sympathy, attention, good manners,
and mutual respect (Coll, 1984). Furthermore, sur-
veys provided by Vygotsky also confirm that coop-
erative tasks in which subjects have to assume dif-
ferent complementary roles and use language to
guide and be guided when solving problems, involve
a type of social regulation that help subjects solve
complex problems which would have been impossi-
ble to solve if they were attempted individually.
Thus, it is concluded that establishing cooperative
relations characterised by role coordination, mutual
control of the task, and allocation of responsibilities
within a group favor a positive effect in the pro-
blem-solving process.

Gelb and Jacobson (1988) observed that unpopu-
lar children showed less negative or immature be-
haviors in a benign, tension-free, atmosphere. Also,
their peers were more tolerant with them in the co-
operative tasks. These results match what Rué
(1989) obtained after different educational experi-
ences: performance in cooperative work is higher
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than in competitive or individualised work, and it
also improves classroom atmosphere and interper-
sonal relations within the group.

Wilder and Shapiro (1989), while studying the in-
fluence of cognitive processes on interpersonal re-
lations, showed that the expectation before a com-
petitive meeting with a group generates such anx-
iety that the positive behavior of the members of
the group decreases greatly. This research showed a
higher level of anxiety before a competitive meeting
than before a cooperative one. Lanzetta and Englis
(1989) also analyzed the expectation before coop-
erative and competitive encounters, together with
their effect on vicarious emotional responses, and
they concluded that expectation before a coopera-
tive meeting generated empathetic emotional expe-
riences, whereas expectation before a competitive
meeting generated counter-empathetic experiences.

These results highlight the influence of contex-
tual factors on children’s social abilities and con-
firm, first, the positive effects of a cooperative inter-
action to improve the individual results of children
with academic handicaps (Slavin, 1980, 1983), and
second, a greater interaction between children with
and without academic handicaps when solving math
tasks in a cooperative situation, as compared to an
individual one (Johnson & Johnson, 1981).

Regarding the influence of the different types of
social organization that learning activities have on
the level of performance of the participants, John-
son et al. (1981), concluded that cooperative situ-
ations yield higher results than competitive situ-
ations in terms of performance and productivity of
participants, especially when forming concepts, solv-
ing problems and working things out. Other well-
known researchers (Slavin, 1983, 1990; Johnson &
Johnson, 1986; Stevens & Slavin, 1991) confirmed
that such learning situations lead to an increase in
school performance, in several prosocial behaviors,
and in peer acceptance.

In summary, the studies in the cited literature
suggest that playing, as much as intragroup coopera-
tion, has an important role in child development.

The purpose of this research was the assessment
of the effects of participation in a friendly, cooper-
ative game program on the socio-affective relations
and on group cooperation capacity. This study has
two main hypotheses. First, the participation in the
game program brings about improvement, within
experimental groups versus control groups,in socio-
affective relations by stimulating new leaderships
and by reducing rejection which is highly focused on
a particular member of the group. Second, interven-
tion improves cooperation capacity by increasing
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behaviors which make cooperation possible and by
reducing disturbing behaviors, in addition to reduc-
ing the execution time needed to achieve a cooper-
ative task.

Method
Design

This study used an experimental Pretest-Interven-
tion-Posttest design, where 6 experimental groups
and 2 control groups were compared. The game pro-
gram was the independent variable in this multi-
group design, while socio-affective relations and
group cooperation capacity were the dependent
variables.

Subjects

The make-up of the sample was 178 children from
ages 6-7 (Ist grade in elementary school) distrib-
uted among 8classrooms in the province of Gui-
ptizcoa, Northern Spain. The children in these class-
rooms had already been placed there and formed
what we can call “natural groups”; that is to say, the
school takes the list of pupils and distributes them
into classrooms trying to have an even number of
each last name initial in every class, with the excep-
tion of brothers or sisters who are usually placed in
different classrooms. 125 children (6 groups) under-
went the game-program and 53 (2 groups) were de-
termined as control.

The groups were selected according to two crite-
ria. First, they were chosen among different schools,
private and public, rural and urban. Therefore, they
represented to various socio-cultural and economic
environments. Second, the characteristics of the
teacher were taken into account, mainly due to the
special requirements of the investigation. Each ex-
perimental teacher had to be able systematically to
apply one game session per week over the whole
school year and all teachers attended a training
course every fortnight where they were taught how
to conduct the experience in the classroom. This ob-
viously meant the teachers needed be motivated.

Two control groups were chosen at random out
of the 8 groups of subjects. The groups remained un-
changed throughout the whole course. The experi-
mental groups underwent the game program in the
same school they were attending and during their
usual school hours. Thus, they had no especial atten-
tion out of their schedule which would have affected
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the internal validity of the experience. While the ex-
perimental subjects were having the game sessions,
the control groups had their usual school activities
such as mathematics, grammar, etc.

Instruments

With the purpose of seeking evidence of the influ-
ence of the game-program in development, an as-
sessment took place before and after the interven-
tion. The measured factors were sociometric rela-
tions and group cooperation capacity.

First, J.L..Moreno’s “Sociometric Questionnaire”
(Moreno, 1934/1972; Silva & Lépez, 1983) was ad-
ministered after being adjusted to children of this
age. This questionnaire defines the socio-affective
relations in the classroom, making it easier to estab-
lish peer status for popular and rejected children in
concepts such as “playmate” and “working-mate”.
Each child points out the names of two of his peers
he would like to have as playmates, two as working-
mates, two he would not like to have as playmates
and two he would not like to have as working-mates.
With this data, a sociogram was put together in both
phases of the assessment to determine choice and
rejection of playmates and working-mates. This
graphic representation of the socio-affective rela-
tions within the groups was used to determine the
leaders, the rejected children, and the isolated ones
within each of the groups, as well as the number of
choices and rejections each child had made. The pre-
test-posttest analysis was focused on changes of
status (leader, rejected, isolated) among peers (an
individual analysis was carried out for each subject)
and, on changes in intragroup communication nets
(subgroups or communication nets before and after
the program). Here, the units of measurement were
qualitative.

Second, group-cooperation capacity was mea-
sured. For this purpose a cooperative game called
“a game of squares” was transformed into an obser-
vation instrument for group-cooperation (Garai-
gordobil, 1992 ab). Previous to this study, different
experiments were carried out with subjects not be-
longing to the sample, in order to define the appli-
cation and the observing procedure of this instru-
ment. Initially, the squares had 4 or 5 pieces each,
but this amount increased the cognitive difficulty of
the game. Then, one side of each square was colored,
which turned out to be too easy. Finally, the game
was composed of a set of 5 squares of 12 cm, each of
the squares having 3 white pieces bearing a color
reference so as to make the assemblage easier, as is
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Figure 1. Display of “The game of the squares”.

shown in the graphic “The game of the squares” (see
Figure 1).

For the game itself, children are arranged in
teams of 5, each of them receiving an envelope with
three pieces. Putting the children’s 3 pieces together
they can make 5 squares, but to be able to succeed
they must share the pieces with their playmates
since each of the pieces each child has belongs to a
different square making it impossible to do so indi-
vidually. The purpose of the game is for children to
give and receive help (pieces) with a common goal
(to make the 5 squares) which will only be achieved
if they cooperate with one another.

Each team of 5 was taken to a separate room
where they were filmed on video tapes while play-
ing. Then, a pattern was designed to analyze the in-
teractions in the game. This was done following
Angera’s procedures for observational methodolo-
gy (1988, 1991). In the first place, the execution in
all teams was observed without a predetermined
pattern and all behaviors and interactions which
took place in the cooperative activity were regis-
tered. Later on, the categories thought to have a
greater relation with cooperation were chosen and
operationally defined. Subsequently, positive be-
haviors such as “giving-taking” “asking-receiving”
and “helping”, and negative behaviors such as “re-
fusing to give” and “taking away” were defined. In
the second place, 5 observers watched the teams’
execution in both phases of the assessment in order
to register the sequence of interaction of each child
throughout the game.

Afterwards, these behaviors were quantified for
each group. The units of measurement were the raw
scores of each team for the variable “time” and for
“5 assessed behaviors”. All variables were mea-
sured with an interval scale.
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Procedure

Our study was conducted over one year. At the be-
ginning of the school year a pretest assessment was
carried out in all 8 groups. After this, the 6 experi-
mental groups had one session of the game program
per week during 8 months. Finally, the posttest as-
sessment was done at the end of the school year.

In the assessment, first, the sociometric question-
naire was administered individually. Second, the
groups were arranged into teams of 5 subjects each
(according to alphabetical order) that performed
the cooperative task “the game of the squares”
while being recorded on video tape. The procedure
of the treatment was rather long and it is fully de-
scribed in the following section.

The research team consisted of 17 professionals
(psychologists and teachers) who underwent a group
training session every two weeks. The training was
focused on theoretical concepts related to the game
program and on the methodology needed for its ap-
plication.

Intervention

The intervention was the administration of a
friendly-cooperative peer-helping game program. It
was conducted in 22 game sessions in each class-
room, that is to say, once a week over the school year
and in 60 to 90-minute periods in which 4 or 5 games
took place. All sessions were held in a large and bar-
rier-free classroom on the same day of the week and
at the same hour.

The intervention program was designed by
Garaigordobil (1992 a) as follows: first, selecting the
most interesting games (out of a 1,500-game-collec-
tion) and classifying them according to the type of
behavior they stimulated (communication, help, co-
operation. ..) and, second, designing the procedure
of the intervention. Some of the games chosen be-
long to the pioneer experiences in cooperative games
carried out by Orlick (1978, 1988), and some are
adapted versions of competitive games in which rules
were modified so as to make them cooperative.

The 54 games used in the program have 5 distinct
characteristics: (a) Participation — everybody takes
part, nobody is left out or loses; (b) Acceptance —
each player has a significant and necessary role in
the game; (c) Cooperation — the game policy leads
the players to help each other towards a common
goal, a group goal; (d) Fiction - you play to imitate
real life, “let’s be ... snakes, trains, bells, blind,...”;
and (e) Joy - the aim is that children have a good
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time while interacting in a constructive positive way
with their peers at school.

Furthermore, the game-program is arranged in six
categories, depending on the difficulty involved in
each game and the main social factor it deals with.
In the first category, introductory games are included
to stimulate the familiarization of the members.

In the second category, there are verbal and non-
verbal communicative games to promote both com-
munication within the group and active peer-listen-
ing habits. For instance, in the “Musical Hugs” activ-
ity, all the players freely dance to background music
around the classroom, and then the teacher stops
the music and they have to hug one of the nearest
children and remain like this until all of them find a
couple. When the music starts again, they separate
and dance freely once more. They go on dancing and
subsequently hugging 5 or 6 times. Another example
of a communicative game could be the “Story
thought in group”. Children, taking turns to narrate,
make up a story as if it was a single narrator. Great
attention is needed so as to coherently follow what
has already been told in previous passages.

In the third category, games whose objective is to
give and receive help are included. One such game
is “Sand bags”, in which all the players walk around
the classroom carrying a sand bag on top of their
heads. If the sand bag falls, the player freezes and
has to wait without moving until another player re-
places the sand bag so he/she can walk again. This
game takes about 10 minutes and is played with back-
ground music. In the fourth category, the games are
meant to stimulate faith in themselves and others.

In the most significant category, the fifth, there
are cooperative games which cannot be done cor-
rectly if the players do not give mutual help in order
to achieve group goals. An example of this is the
“Cooperative jigsaws or puzzles”. In this game all
players start with the same number of pieces which
belong to one puzzle. They first discuss which order
they will follow (taking turns, or arbitrarily if one
sees his/her pieces match) in order to finish the puz-
zle. There are several activities which share this co-
operative structure, including “modelling with clay
or play dough”, “construction games with big
wooden pieces”, “finger painting in groups”, etc. In
this category there are also included some cooper-
ative body-games, such as the one in which 3 or 4
players make a snake with their bodies and, coordi-
nating their movements, have to creep around the
classroom, avoiding rivers, climbing mountains, etc.
Finally, the last category includes cooperative socio-
dramatic games which promote children’s coopera-
tion and emotional expression through drama.
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Taking into account the structure of the sessions,
we can differentiate three stages: (a) the opening, in
which for the first 5-10 minutes the children sit on
the floor in a circle and the teacher reminds them
of the aim of the games (to play in a friendly, coop-
erative way and to help each other) and explains
how the first game is played; (b) the playing, in
which children take part in 4-5 consecutive game
activities; and (c) the closing stage, when, for the last
5-10 minutes the children discuss the positive and
negative points of the session (how much they en-
joyed themselves, everybody’s participation, diffi-
culties faced in organization, how much they stuck
to the rules, how much they cooperated, if any
player was excluded).

The sequence of the games in each session is de-
signed by the teacher who conducts the intervention
and by the outside observer who collaborates by
registering in a diary, in a narrative style, all the in-
teractions observed in each session. They select the
games and decide the order of presentation. This
flexibility allows a different layout so as to suit the
specific features of each group or the events in pre-
vious sessions.

Results

Changes in Socio-affective Relations

To investigate the effects of the treatment on the
socio-affective intragroup relations, a qualitative
analysis was carried out using the data in the So-
ciometric Questionnaire. Sociograms were ‘con-
structed for each classroom so as to be able to ana-
lyze pretest-posttest changes in the socio-affective
intra-group layout. Four variables were included:
choice of playmate, choice of working-mate, rejec-
tion of playmate and rejection of working-mate.

Analysis conducted on observed pre-post changes
in sociograms of the 8 groups and further comparison
between experimental and control groups confirmed
positive evolution of experimental groups owing to
the effect of the friendly-cooperative peer-helping
game program. This intervention stimulated major
structural changes in socio-affective relations.

On the “choice of playmate and working-mate”
variables the intervention reinforced deeper knowl-
edge among children in experimental groups, favor-
ing the following: (a) Consolidation and higher re-
sults in leadership capacity for children who had al-
ready been chosen in pretest phase; (b) Appearance
of new leaders able to organize and invigorate
group-playing activities during free game situations
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in the classroom; and (c) more acceptance intra-
group. However these structural changes did not
take place in control groups, where group organiza-
tional changes were rare. There was a lack of signifi-
cant children in posttest who acted as integrators or
leaders in the games.

On “rejection of playmate and working-mate”
the experimental groups underwent the following
transformations: (a) They moved from a pretest
situation where rejection was highly focused on one
of the members, to a distributed rejection in post-
test, where rejection was spread among several
members of the group and moving from one anoth-
er without particularly focusing on one subject; and
(b) Subjects who had previously been rejected
changed in the posttest phase.

In control groups we observed that there were
no changes in one of them (Group 8) and rejected
subjects in pretest were still similarly rejected in
posttest. In the other control group (Group 7) there
was a transfer of the rejection, although extremely
focused on one member of the group who received
70% of the rejection.

According to these results we can infer that the
game program had a noteworthy effect on some of
the experimental groups where rejection was dis-
tributed and transferred. At the same time a de-
crease in the focusing in one subject was stimulated.
This suggests that the game program might have dis-
couraged some of the negative interactions, such as
the extreme rejection of one subject clearly seen in
control group 7 which never happened in the experi-
mental groups.

Changes in Group Cooperation
Capacity

To investigate the effects of the treatment on group
cooperation capacity we used a means-comparing
analysis (#-test) to assess changes in posttest-pretest.
All these analyses were carried out using the
SPSS/PC+ program, and were conducted to measure
execution time in the task “The game of the
squares”, and the positive and negative behaviors for
cooperation, in one minute of execution of the coop-
erative task. The sample consisted of 8 “natural”
groups or full classrooms, divided into teams of 5 sub-
jects to perform the task resulting in 25 experimental
teams and 11 of control to operate the analysis.
First, group means and standard deviations were
obtained for the execution time that subjects need-
ed for achieving a cooperative task in both phases
of the assessment. Then, it was analyzed as to wheth-
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Table 1. Difference of posttest-pretest means, standard deviations, and -test for execution time of cooperative-play task

“The game of the squares”.

Pretest Posttest Post-Pre
Group n M SD p M SD )4 M SD p
Experi 25 9.96 6.06 1.60 70 -836 6.02
Cntrol 11 8.81 4.77 6.27 3.58 -2.54 4.39
Exp-Ctrl 550 001 .003

er there were any significant differences (¢-test. £ <
.05) between experimental and control teams in
both post and pretest phases and in their post-pre
differences. Obtained results are indexed in Table 1.

The data in Table 1 show that 25 experimental

teams, as opposed to 11 control teams, significantly

‘reduced the time needed to finish a cooperative
group task. While experimental teams reduced the
execution time by 8.3 minutes, the control teams
only reduced it by 2.5 minutes. They did not have
any significant differences in the pretest phase, and
yet they showed significant differences pretest-post-
test (t(34) = -3.25, p < .005). This verifies the effec-
tiveness of the cooperative program in increasing
cooperation capacity in experimental subjects. De-
velopment of this capacity is stimulated and can be
seen in the learning of efficient strategies leading to
the quick execution of activities which require a
contribution from all members of the group in order
to achieve a common goal.

To be able to assess the effect of the game-pro-
gram on group cooperation capacity, sequences of
the interactive behavior that each child showed
while doing the task were registered in both phases
of the assessment. For instance, gives — takes — helps
- gives — gives — receives — asks — receives — finishes
the square. Later, this sequential observation was
quantified so as to see whether the conducted inter-
vention stimulated an increase in behaviors that
make cooperation easier or a decrease in behaviors
that disturb cooperation.

After having observed and registered all the be-
havioral sequences of the 36 teams in the sample we
proceeded to quantify the frequency of the five in-
teractive assessed behaviors (give—take, ask-re-
ceive, helping, refuse to give, and take away) in each
team, for the whole execution time of the game of
the squares, in both pretest and posttest phases.

However, the frequency of these behaviors is in
direct relation to the execution time of the whole
task. The longer it takes the more frequent these be-
haviors are. That is why the team frequency of these
behaviors was related to the time they needed for
the execution of the task. Thus, we obtained the

team frequency in each behavior for one minute of
the execution time in both phases.

Based on this data, the means and standard de-
viations of experimental and control teams were
found, in both phases of the assessment, as well as
in the post-pre differences. Then we performed an
analysis to see if there were any significant differ-
ences (¢ < .05) in both post and pretest phases and
in their post-pre differences. The same procedure
was carried out with the five assessed behaviors.

An assessment of the program was conducted to
see to what extent the program stimulated behav-
iors which make cooperation easier. The following
behaviors were considered: (a) give and take pieces
simultaneously, (b) ask and receive consecutively,
and (c) helping a peer. The results for these behav-
iors are displayed in Tables 2,3 and 4.

Taking into account the three positive behaviors
for cooperation, this data confirms that there were
not any significant differences between experimen-
tal and control teams in the pretest phase, but there
were some significant differences in the posttest
phase and in the post-pre differences. This shows
that experimental and control teams were homoge-
neous in the beginning and the significant differ-
ences are due to the one-year intervention.

The data obtained in interactive behaviors of re-
ciptocal help — “give and take simultaneously” -
showed, in experimental teams, a significant evolv-
ing increase of behaviors which make cooperation
easier. The difference of post-pre means in experi-
mental teams (M = 4.20) was much greater than in
control teams (M = 0.44). The differences pre-post
between them were also significant (t(34) = 5.65, p<
.001). This corroborates that the cooperative game
program provided significant improvement in be-
haviors of reciprocal help. '

In addition to this, significant differences between
experimental and control teams can be observed in
interactive behaviors of “asking and receiving con-
secutively”. Experimental groups showed an in-
crease of this kind of interaction (M = 1.55), while
control teams decreased (M = -0.17). Differences
pre-post between them were significant (t(34) =3.41,
p <.005). Global results confirm that the cooperative
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Table 2. Difference of posttest-pretest means, standard deviations, and t-test for one minute of execution in “give—take”

behaviors.

Pretest Posttest Post-Pre
Group n M SD P M SD D M SD r
Experi 25 1.09 .90 530 261 420 279
Cntrol 11 1.22 72 1.66 1.13 0.44 1.20
Exp-Ctrl .665 .000 .000

Table 3. Difference of posttest-pretest means, standard deviations, and r-test for one minute of execution in “ask—recejve”

behaviors.

Pretest Posttest Post-Pre
Group n M SD p M SD )4 M SD P
Experi 25 25 25 1.80 2.46 1.55 246
Cntrol 11 43 30 25 22 -0.17 .39
Exp-Ctrl .098 .005 .002

Table 4. Difference of posttest-pretest means, standard deviations, and -test for one minute of execution in “help”

behaviors.

Pretest Posttest Post-Pre
Group n M SD )4 M SD )4 M SD p
Experi 25 .07 10 .98 1.04 91 1.06
Cntrol 11 a7 25 47 A5 29 43
Exp-Ctrl 206 .048 .018

Table 5. Difference of posttest-pretest means, standard deviations, and t-test for one minute of execution in “refuse to

give” behaviors,

Pretest Posttest Post-Pre
Group n M SD p M SD p M SD p
Experi 25 A7 40 46 73 -007 .93
Cntrol 11 .64 59 40 .60 -241 94
403 788 501

Exp-Cirl

Table 6. Difference of posttest-pretest means, standard deviations, and r-test for one minute of execution in “take away”

behaviors.

Pretest Posttest Post-Pre
Group n M SD P M SD )4 M SD P
Experi 25 1.70 1.64 1.02 1.67 -.68 2.09
Cntrol 11 1.02 91 33 35 -.68 1.04
Exp-Ctrl 119 .062 994

game program had a positive effect because it in-
creased behaviors which make group cooperation
easier, something that did not happen with control
teams.

Finally, results obtained in the “helping by indi-
cations” behavior, in which a subject helps another
by verbal or non-verbal indications, show a signifi-
cant increase in these behaviors in experimental

teams. From posttest-pretest means differences
found in these behaviors, we can see that experi-
mental teams had a higher increase (M = .915) than
control groups (M = .299). Differences pre-post be-
tween them were significant (t(34) = 2.47, p < .05).
This demonstrates that the cooperative game pro-
gram stimulated the “give help” behavior.

Further study was done to see how the program
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helped to reduce negative cooperation behaviors.
The “refuse to give” behavior was taken into ac-
count and registered every time a subject, sponta-
neously or after being asked, refuses to give a piece,
or when after being dispossessed of a piece by any
playmate he reacted immediately by getting the
piece back, without allowing the other to see if it
fitted in his/her square. “Taking away” behavior was
also measured. It was included as a disturbing be-
havior because it seemed to a degree somewhat ne-
gative for cooperation, as in many occasions it
would give free way to conflicts which meant a ne-
gative effect in the process of cooperation and help.

Using the same method, the teams means and the
derived differences were measured for one minute
of execution in pre-post phases. Results are indexed
in Tables 5 and 6.

No significant differences between experimental
and control groups were found in these behaviors.
Therefore, it cannot be affirmed that the coopera-
tive game program had a relevant reducing effect
on these negative behaviors.

Discussion and Educational
Implications

The assessment of the program suggests the effec-
tiveness of this friendly-cooperative peer-helping
game program in child socio-affective relations in
school, as well as an increase in helping and cooper-
ative behaviors between peers. The results showed
that the intervention: (a) stimulated the blooming
of new group leaders together with a greater
number of behaviors that show acceptance among
children within the group; (b) decreased partially
the rejection of peers in school; (c) significantly re-
duced the execution time needed for a cooperative
activity; and (d) increased positive behaviors, that is,
behaviors that make cooperation easier, such as giv-
ing-taking, asking-receiving and helping behaviors.
All these positive changes are associated with the
improvement in socio-affective relations and in
group cooperation capacity. Nevertheless, the pro-
gram hadn’t effect on negative behaviors for coop-
eration such as refusing to give or taking away.
Findings in our study are consistent with a
number of investigations (Deutsch, 1971; Elkonin,
1978/1980; Coll, 1984; Stevens & Slavin, 1991), which
have suggested that play or intragroup cooperation
have a significant role in child development. Results
generated by the present study provide evidence
that this psychoeducative interventional game pro-
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gram — which includes action, communication, and
cooperative interaction between subjects and which
highlights the idea of help and cooperation among
peers by avoiding aggression — improves socializa-
tion and stimulates positive interactions within the
groups.

The results we obtained suggest that a simple in-
tervention of this kind can be very beneficial for chil-
dren and teachers. In this program children have the
chance to enjoy themselves together with their peers
in a cooperative and friendly atmosphere, while they
perform edifying activities in a relaxed environment.
The intervention is very useful for teachers as well.
They are more aware of the children’s emotions and
their interactions. This close attention helps to in-
crease the teacher’s knowledge about the different
styles of personalities his/her students have. This al-
lows the teacher to take part more adequately in the
students’ development processes.

We consider that the very nature of the games is
the main reason for the obtained results. Since the
principal components of these games are coopera-
tion and help, they have stimulated communication,
cohesion and confidence within the players. The
program also has a very important metacognitive
factor which is activated in the closing stage of each
session. This closing stage gives the children a clear
opportunity to think over and to talk about what-
ever has occurred during the session. The sub-
sequent intragroup communication is induced by
the wide range of questions asked by the teacher.
The only object of these questions is to make chil-
dren aware of their own interactions and “how” to
cooperate.

It is important to mention that the results could
have been influenced by an independent factor: the
theoretical and methodological training of the
teachers which took place during the group semi-
nars. At the end of the investigation all teachers ad-
mitted that the analysis and continuous assessment
had stimulated cognitive changes in their original
conception of education, consequently changing
their own behavior. This is why we suggest that
teachers who want to conduct such an intervention
should share with the other teachers their personal
experiences in the classroom and discuss new inter-
ventional strategies for the difficult cases that may
arise in each group during the program.

Most important, this investigation reveals new
facts on the relation between cooperative games
and child socialization. It also gives teachers a tool
to promote socio-affective development and coop-
eration capacity, and contributes with an instrument
to assess child intragroup cooperation.
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Too often schools only consider academic learn-
ing, forgetting all the other factors that are involved
in child development. This is why the findings in this
study have implications for reforms designed to im-
prove socio-affective development processes within
the school.

The early learning of cooperation which has been
stimulated with this program has significant reper-
cussions on the cognitive and moral development of
children as has already been indicated by Piaget’s
studies and confirmed by recent investigations of
the Vygoskian approach.

These results not only offer a new educational
guide-line, but also provide the teacher with a tool
to promote social integration of problem children.
As we have already said, this study is part of a wider
investigation (Garaigordobil, 1992 a) which revealed
“significant benefits for children who had shown apa-
thy-withdrawal, anxiety-shyness and low self-con-
cept behaviors in the pretest phase” (p.581).

Regarding the manner in which these problem
children have been socially integrated in the class-
room, we can point out some useful techniques: (a)
Social reinforcement or verbal appraisal of any situ-
ation where solidarity is observed; (b) Communica-
tion and reflection at the closing stage of each ses-
sion. This is so that children can think about what it
would be like to be in the rejected subject’s shoes.
They can verbalize their feelings about being socially
excluded, and reflect on the benefits of cooperation
versus competition; (c) Keeping a “diary” to record
all the interactions problem children have. This data
allows the teacher to analyze their behavior and in-
teractions so as to design different strategies to en-
courage their integration. One example would be to
let the rejected child join a group with a friendly, co-
hesive leader whose behavior is a model for the rest
of the group. Another possibility is to give the re-
jected child a principal role at certain points. The
teacher could even be his/her partner in some games
so that he/she can be led into group interaction.

Finally, this experience has had implications for
the teachers in their relationship with the students,
as was stated by the teachers at the end of the in-
vestigation. In their opinion, this new way of teach-
ing has helped them to take a more psychosocial
perspective in education, and it has changed their
original ideas about academic learning. They have
also modified their interactional behavior with the
children and have strengthened their capacity to ob-
serve the individual students, the entire group, as
well as their own teaching.
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