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ABSTRACT
How do prosocial sharing behaviours of preschool-aged children progress or diminish when interacting
with mobile devices? Participants include five children (ages 3-4) within a preschool setting in Vancouver,
British Columbia. Design-based research and video ethnography were used for qualitative and quantitative
data collection and analysis. Data collection included two researcher cameras for participant observation as
well as multiple personal point of view cameras (Snapcam Ion) worn by participants. To record observations
of sharing, the Observational Measure of Prosocial Incidents (OMPI) was used. Procedures included a
teaching intervention for data collection and analysis: 1) Reading Mine, a digital story, 2) Demonstration of
Chatterpix Kid, and 3) Limited iPad-to-children ratio using Chatterpix Kid to animate pictures taken. Nuanced
in various ways, results indicate a higher frequency of incidents of prosocial behaviours compared to
nonsocial or antisocial behaviours when interacting with mobile devices. The research underscores the
importance of investigating children’s uses of mobile devices and the utility of point of view wearable
cameras.
Keywords: preschool-aged children, prosocial behaviours, science and technology education, mobile
devices, cameras

INTRODUCTION
Challenges of prosocial behaviour are pervasive across STEM education. This article addresses children’s (ages
3-4) prosocial behaviour with iPads in a preschool setting. With a focus on technology, mobile or tablet devices,
such as iPads, and smartphones are increasingly used in a variety of settings. A number of researchers associate
negative effects resulting from over-exposure to technologies, such as attention deficits, cyberbullying, physical
inactivity, and selfishness (Adams and Thompson, 2016; Clayton et al., 2013; Papadakis et al., 2018; Rosen et al.,
2013). While, media and technology (M&T) have been associated with negative effects, there is also ample evidence
of positive outcomes. These include: deeper or higher level learning, increased motivation, more independent
work, and increased confidence and curiosity (Bullock et al., 2017; Flewitt et al., 2014; Herodotou, 2018; Lynch
and Redpath, 2014; Zhou and Yadav, 2017). As we move into the third decade of the 21st century, with M&T
ubiquitous in early childhood education (ECE), it is especially important to empirically investigate children’s
interactions with devices. Relatively few studies have explored the impacts of STEM, and in particular of
technology, on young children between the ages 2-5. Although some research has been conducted analyzing how
young children share technology (Medvin et al., 2000; Muller and Perlmutter, 1984), for the most part this research
focuses on computers, prior to the prevalence of mobile devices. Mobile devices can impact learning at various
times and spaces (Chang et al., 2018). Technology, mobile or tablet devices, such as iPads, and smartphones are
increasingly used in diverse settings. In the UK, children, at an average of eight years old, use the internet and have
their own smartphones or tablets (Mascheroni and Ólafsson, 2014). Children understand how to “watch videos”
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and “play games” (Dashti and Yateem, 2018, p. 128; Mascheroni and Ólafsson, 2014, p. 16). The emergence of
prosocial behaviours can be positively or negatively shaped by the introduction of technology (De Simone, 2013;
Edwards and Pye, 2011; Luzón, 2011); however, it is unclear how prosocial sharing behaviours of young children
are reinforced or suppressed through the use of devices, such as iPads.
This empirical case study explored how preschool-aged children interact and share with each other while using
iPads. In particular, how do prosocial sharing behaviours of preschool-aged children progress or diminish when interacting with mobile
devices?

BACKGROUND: SOCIAL LEARNING THEORY
Social learning theory addresses a series of social processes through which we learn and learn how to act
(Bandura, 1977). In particular, it addresses learning by observing another person’s behaviours and the
consequences of that behaviour. For example, a younger sibling may observe that the consequence that happens
when their older sibling does not do their chores is to have their video game taken away. People are able to control
their own behaviour, but that behaviour is often influenced by environmental factors. Self-regulatory capacities are
generated from cognitive supports and consequences for one’s own actions (Bandura, 1977). Self-regulation is the
“self-directive process by which learners transform their mental abilities into academic skills” (Zimmerman, 2002,
p. 65). In other words, self-regulation means being self-aware, intrinsically motivated, and having the skill to apply
knowledge appropriately. For example, early in education children are taught to walk and not run in the hallways
at school and at some point, most children are able to regulate themselves without reminders from their teachers
to walk not run.
Overall, social learning theory suggests that learned behaviour from an authority figure or cultural norms
dictates behaviour (Berkowitz, 2004; Eisenberg, 1982). In other words, when we behave a certain way, for example
sharing a cookie, we aren’t doing this because we have learned about sharing; rather we share because that is what
the teachers or parents expect us to do. According to Bierhoff (2002), socially approved behavioural modeling is
strongly linked to prosocial behaviour because “[behavioural] models frequently function as releasers that
contribute to the performance of prosocial behaviour in children” (p. 74). Children may have learned a behaviour
previously but now rely on modeling or cues to facilitate behaviours. The next section explains in more detail the
manifestations of prosocial behaviours with preschool-aged children.
Preschool Children’s Prosocial Sharing Behaviours
Prosocial behaviours are defined as one person or persons acting to benefit another or others. Children’s
prosocial behaviours include: sharing, comforting, helping, and cooperating; and generally, emerge in preschool
years (ages 2-5) (Belacchi and Farina, 2012; Eisenberg et al., 2014; Radke-Yarrow et al., 1976). Researchers have
noted that parents and teachers prompt children to share by the age of two (i.e., food, toys, etc.) (Brownell et al.,
2013; Chernyak and Kushnir, 2013; Dunfield, 2014; Paulus et al., 2013). Young children readily share physical
objects, such as toys or stickers (Hay et al., 1999; Paulus et al., 2013) and can self-initiate sharing with computers
(Medvin et al., 2000; Muller and Perlmutter, 1984). However, it is unclear how prosocial sharing behaviours of
young children are reinforced or suppressed through the use of mobile devices, such as iPads.
Children exhibit a variety of behaviours at a very young age by mimicking adults’ (e.g., their parents) actions,
or language and watching every move that everyone makes around them (Bandura, 1977; Dashti and Yateem, 2018;
Plowman et al., 2008). These early behaviours are positive and negative. They could be learning please and thank
you. They could be learning how to pick their nose. They could be learning how to say hello or goodbye or learning
curse words. Learned behaviours are based upon the social situation in which they are immersed. In many social
situations, whether at home, interacting with television and videos on devices, or at school, children are learning
both prosocial and antisocial and aggressive behaviours.
Early in life, reciprocity occurs between parents and children that supports early socialization skills (Feldman
et al., 2013). In particular, Feldman et al. (2013) studied 86 families observing mother-child and father-child
reciprocal behaviours. They found that children who had experienced mother-child or father-child reciprocity
demonstrated lower aggression and higher social competence in social situations at school. As infants become
toddlers, sharing reciprocity transfers from parents to the inclusion of peers. Children are more likely to share with
their friends as they progress throughout ECE (Paulus and Moore, 2014; Warneken and Tomasello, 2013).
Moreover, friendship and reciprocity are affiliated with the balance of social contracts in which children expect a
reciprocal friendship (Fujisawa et al., 2008).
As children enter preschool and ECE classrooms, their exposure to social situations expands. Essential to
cognitive development, socialization skills or lack of can create a division amongst children (Brownell et al., 2013;
Dunfield, 2014; Eisenberg-Berg, 1981; Vygotsky, 1978). Children who exhibit prosocial behaviours may not want
to affiliate with antisocial or aggressive children and often form friendships based on peer affiliations (Dahl et al.,
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Table 1. DBR characteristics definitions and usage in research study
DBR Characteristic
Interventionist

Characteristic Defined
This approach introduces an innovative intervention design or
practice to disrupt current education practices (Anderson and
Shattuck, 2012)
This approach allows researchers to connect theory to practice
(Reimann, 2011; Wang and Hannafin, 2005)

How it was used in our research
A designed teaching intervention was created
using iPads to encourage sharing behaviours
through designed sharing scenarios.
Pragmatic
Based on social learning theory, a designed
intervention connected the theories to
practice in ECE classrooms.
Collaborative
This allows researchers and teachers to co-construct the An early pilot stage was designed and tested
between researchers intervention by identifying the problem and designing the solution with teachers.1
and practitioners
(Dede, 2005; Jacobson, 2014; Wang and Hannafin, 2005)
Iterative and flexible There are multiple iterations or phases that are flexible as they may Each phase allowed for analysis and feedback
change throughout the study based on analysis and feedback from from the researcher, as well as the
the researchers and participants (Anderson and Shattuck, 2012; participants. Iterations allowed for analysis
Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; Jacobson, 2014).
and refinement until a ‘successful’
intervention was developed.
Integrative
This method employs a multi-methodological approach that Data were collected iteratively to allow for
collects data through multiple methods that is both formative and formative assessment, which influenced the
summative (Barab and Squire, 2004; Edelson, 2002).
following phases and iterations.
Situated in authentic This method captures data outside of traditional laboratory settings, Data were captured in authentic ECE
‘real-world’ settings in authentic classrooms or in situ settings (Brown, 1992). Authentic classrooms. The two sites that were visited
‘real-world’ settings can be single classrooms, multiple classrooms were the children’s ECE classroom that they
at a school, or even multiple classrooms across a district or districts. attended every day or every other day.1
1 Note: This paper focuses on one group of preschool-children only.

2013; Eivers et al., 2012; Fabes et al., 2012; Fujisawa et al., 2008; Liao et al., 2014). In other words, children will
share toys with other children who also share toys. Children who display antisocial behaviours often affiliate or
play with other peers who also display antisocial behaviours. Peers who are aggressive tend to associate with other
children who are also aggressive (Eivers et al., 2012; Persson, 2005).
This section explored prosocial sharing behaviours of preschool aged children in ECE classrooms. The next
section will describe the methodologies used for this research.

METHODOLOGIES
Design-based research (DBR) and video ethnography were used for qualitative and quantitative data collection
and analysis. DBR was initially developed to refine innovations and create iterative methodologies that link theory
to practice (Brown, 1992; Collins et al., 2004). The paradigm has evolved into a methodology for studying
innovative learning environments, which often include technologies, in authentic, real-world classroom settings
(Sandoval and Bell, 2004). The characteristics of DBR are essential to its use (Table 1).
Video ethnography was initially developed to record naturalistic experiences and habits that can be analyzed
and re-analyzed (Heath et al., 2010). With the advent of M&T, the concept of space has been transformed from a
physical space to an online virtual space. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) suggest that “ethnographies of digital
life itself are important aspects of contemporary social research” (p. 137) and many ethnographers attempt to
employ the use of audio and video technologies to support data collection (Creswell, 2013; Erickson, 2011;
Erickson and Wilson, 1982; Fetterman, 1989). Video recording devices have become relatively inexpensive and
allow researchers to record in ‘natural’ settings, such as classrooms (Heath et al., 2010). The examination of digital
spaces can include: virtual classrooms, social networks, various websites, and blended learning environments.
When conducting research with preschool-aged children, video recordings of the ECE classroom should be a part
of data collection to understand, explore, and research digital aspects of education. The use of video in qualitative
research allows an ethnographer to enhance their study because video recordings have an increased capacity for
analysis and manipulation of data, and it is possible to reanalyze footage even after work has been published
(Hayashi and Tobin, 2012; Pearce et al., 2010). Using video recordings and manipulating digital data demand “new
capabilities and knowledge” that early ethnographies didn’t allow (Adams and Thompson, 2016, p. 114). Video
enables a “fine-grained scrutiny of moments of social life” (Heath et al., 2010, p. 3), which could be quite limited
in a researcher’s hand-written notebook in the chaotic setting of the ECE classroom. In the current study, the
audio portion of the data was quite difficult to understand because many of the participant’s voices had a similar
tone, and several had speech difficulties. The video recording assisted in analysis by enabling views of the children’s
mouth and vocal gestures; transcribing and analyzing footage facilitated an understanding of what was said.
This section described, DBR and video ethnography, the two methodologies used in this research. The next
section explains the methods used, including data collection, the participants and ethical considerations, and data
analysis.
© 2018 by Author/s
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Figure 1. Participants reading an iPad story with the researcher.
Methods and Data Collection
The study included two researcher cameras for participant observation as well as multiple personal point of
view cameras (Snapcam Ion) worn by participants. Field notes, semi-structured interviews, open focus-group
discussions, and artifacts from children’s drawings and animations on the iPads using the Chatterpix Kid app were
also collected. Chatterpix Kid app was chosen based on the four pillar model of Hirsh-Pasek et al. (2015) and
reflective of the rubric from Papadakis et al. (2017) (Ralph, 2017a).
This article reports one scenario, based on the most successful parts of an intervention developed in a prior
phase of a larger study (Ralph, 2017b). The scenario had three activities: reading the digital story, Mine, researcher
demonstration of Chatterpix Kid, and limited iPad-to-children ratio using Chatterpix Kid to animate pictures taken.
In the first activity, the first author read Mine, a digital picture book. Participants were asked simple questions (i.e.,
is this good or bad? OR do you know what an iPad is?) to prompt discussion during the reading. The scenario
helped facilitate the interview process and a semi-structured interview was conducted after the story was
completed. The children then used the Chatterpix Kid app for animating pictures they took. First the app was
demonstrated to the children. Once there was a basic understanding of the app, the participants worked with each
other to take pictures around the room and animate a mouth within the app to talk. Participants worked
independently and in groups of two and three. This scenario ended with children watching their animations.
Participants
Participants were preschool children (n=5) who attended the full day of a 12-month registered ECE preschool
program (Figure 1). There were three girls and two boys. Convenience sampling was used. Located in Vancouver,
British Columbia the preschool accommodates a range of families with diverse ethnic backgrounds and
socioeconomic means.

Ethical Considerations When Working with Children
When working with children, it is imperative to consider ethical concerns. Researchers in Canada, as guided by
the Tri-Council Policy Statement (TCPS) and university research ethics boards, abide to a code of ethical standards.
The ethical standards include: attention to privacy, awareness of potential exploitation, acquiring consent, avoiding
deception, and understanding the impact of costs to benefits of research (Dockett et al., 2009; Fetterman, 1989;
Graham et al., 2013; Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007; Hunleth, 2011; Musante, 2014). The code of ethical
standards applies to all human subjects and each standard must be addressed when working with young children,
including: consent and assent, privacy, avoiding deception, and being conscious of potential risks and exploitation.
The children were underage; therefore, consent and image/video release forms were signed by their parent(s) or
guardian(s). Also, verbal and visual checks were used throughout the study to confirm the child’s assent.
Data Analysis
Qualitative and quantitative data analyses were used. NVivo software was used for the qualitative analysis of
video data (QSR International, 2016). To record observations of sharing, the Observational Measure of Prosocial
Incidents (OMPI) was used (Ramaswamy and Bergin, 2009). The social behaviours of the children were initially
divided into the following categories: offering, showing, allowing another child to use an object, and turn taking
(Ramaswamy and Bergin, 2009). Multiple levels of coding were analyzed using NVivo software (QSR International,
2016). The initial four codes were insufficient because they did not address non-sharing behaviours repeated by
the children across the activities. Nonsocial behaviours were observed when the children worked independently.
Antisocial behaviours were observed when the children behaved in ways that opposed sharing behaviours, such as
pushing another child away or saying no. Nonsocial was established as different from antisocial. Typically,
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Table 2. Codes and subcodes for children using iPads
Event code
Nonsocial behaviour
Antisocial behaviour

Prosocial individual behaviour
Prosocial group behaviour

Event subcode
Work independently
Pull item away
Push hand away
Allowing use
Offering
Showing
Taking turns
Watch together, researcher controls
Watch together, participant controls
Multiple hands holding device
One participant holds, another participant touches the screen
Touch screen together
Speak together

Figure 2. Participants sharing iPads
antisocial behaviours have a negative connotation and sometimes the children would work alone, not to be
antisocial or isolated, but rather to work independently. Prosocial behaviours included all of the positive sharing
events in which the children would share. For finer grained qualitative data analysis, these three main event codes
were divided into subcodes (Table 2).
For the quantitative results, SPSS software was used (IBM Corp, 2016) to analyze prosocial, antisocial, and
nonsocial behaviours. The data were measured based on statistical frequencies and Cohen’s Kappa agreement for
inter-rater reliability. Qualitative and quantitative data were triangulated.
Cohen’s Kappa was calculated to determine inter-rater reliability through a second coder who coded 10% of a
random set of events. Cohen’s Kappa represents moderate agreement value at .5, good agreement value at .7, and
very good agreement above .8 (Pallant, 2010). Values of Cohen’s Kappa indicated very good agreement for
nonsocial behaviours (Cohen’s Kappa =.85, p < .0005), moderate agreement for antisocial behaviours (Cohen’s
Kappa =.55, p < .0005), and very good agreement for prosocial behaviours (Cohen’s Kappa =.82, p < .0005).
This section described the methods and procedures of this study. It addressed video data collection, ethics
approval, and qualitative and quantitative data analysis. The next section explains the results of these methods
based on three themes of: nonsocial, antisocial, and prosocial behaviours.
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Figure 3. Participants 1 and 2 work independently while other participants work together.

Figure 4. Participant 5 playing with other toys

RESULTS
The results of this study focus on the children using iPads independently from the researcher. The results are
based on 206 observed behaviours and clustered into three main categories: nonsocial, antisocial, and prosocial.
The following sections will describe the occurrences of these three behaviours.
Nonsocial Observations
Nonsocial behaviours occurred throughout the activity and were exhibited when the children worked
independently (Figure 2). For the majority of time spent in the activity, the children interacted with each other,
but at times they would work on their own. Nonsocial time occurred as there were five devices and three children.
This did not allow for pairs or groups of three per device. Perhaps if there were fewer devices or more children,
this situation would not occur. However, the number of devices was chosen based on prior research in the larger
context of this study (Ralph, 2017b).
Sometimes children did not work with an iPad or with any other participants. They were distracted from the
designated research activity and played with another toy (i.e., a chick) (Figure 3). They continued to work
independently and were not involved in playing with devices. Participant 5 exhibited the most nonsocial
behaviours, 8 (3.9% of total behaviours). This may have to do with prior peer affiliations, as Participant 5 did not
seem to know the other children as well as they knew each other.
Antisocial Observations
Antisocial behaviours observed were: pushing another’s hand aside and pulling an item away (Figure 4). The
children also displayed antisocial behaviours verbally. For example, Participant 3 pushed Participant 4’s hand off
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Figure 5. Participant 3 exhibiting antisocial behaviours.
the screen and said, “No, no, no. I want to do it. You do this!” Participant 4 said, “No!” in response. This lead to
Participant 3 saying “No, no, no, no. No! I want to do it.”
Other antisocial behaviours were verbally expressed using “I want.” For example, Participants 1, 3, and 4 said,
“I want to do it.” When antisocial behaviours persisted, the researcher used verbal cues to encourage sharing, as
reflective of a teacher in a classroom. For example, the researcher initiated prosocial behaviours for Participants 3
and 4 by reminding them to “take turns”. Verbal cues initiated other prosocial sharing behaviours, such as touching
the screen together. If the researcher did not intervene more persistent antisocial and perhaps even more aggressive
behaviours would occur. However, as an interventionist methodology, DBR allows for researchers and teachers
to act as they would in a traditional authentic classroom setting.
Their antisocial behaviours were not influenced by prior peer affiliations or who their friends were but by more
reactionary aggression such as pushing or hitting (physical) or yelling (verbal) (Eisenberg-Berg, 1981; Eivers et al.,
2012). Our study found that the children who pushed a hand away or said “no” or “I want” related to maintaining
or obtaining control of the mobile device.
In another event of antisocial behaviours, Participant 2 took a picture of Participant 4 and proceeded to animate
her photo in the app. He made her photo talk and made noises, such as, “Hootoo! Hootoo! Hootoo!” As the other
children gathered around the iPad to laugh at Participant 2’s funny animation, Participant 4 was becoming visually
upset and began to cover her face and tears welled up in her eyes (Figure 5). Participants 2 and 3 exhibited the
most antisocial behaviours, 3 (1.5% of total behaviours).
The researcher noticed this right away and intervened by saying, “Wow you are a good model. Good picture,”
to Participant 4. The encouraging words from the researcher stopped the laughing and caused Participant 4 to
smile. The researcher attempted to emulate the practice of the teacher, who would also intervene in this scenario.
The behaviour of the children in this situation could have persisted to more bullying tactics or moved on to other
victims. More longitudinal studies could identify these behaviours in the future. However, the least frequently
observed behaviour was antisocial behaviour with only 9 events (4.4%) and with only minor researcher
intervention. The boys were two times (1% of total behaviours) more antisocial and nonsocial than the girls.
Relational antisocial behaviour, such as making fun of someone to intentionally upset them (Liao et al., 2014;
Renouf et al., 2010; Ronald et al., 2005; Sutton et al., 1999; Yagmurlu, 2014), only occurred once. The child
understood what he was doing because he only targeted Participant 4, the smallest and youngest. However, when
the researcher intervened and stopped the behaviour, it did not occur again. In this type of designed intervention
research, targeted relational antisocial behaviour, bullying, or cyberbullying is likely reduced because researchers
and teachers are present and can intervene in problematic negative behaviours, as is reflective of DBR methods
(Brown, 1992; Jacobson, 2014). Even though these antisocial or aggressive incidents did occur, prosocial
behaviours significantly outweighed the negative behaviours.
Prosocial Observations
Prosocial behaviours observed included: offering, allowing use, showing, watch together and participant
controls, one participant holds while the other touches the screen, taking turns, multiple hands on the device,
speaking together, and touching the screen together (Figure 6).
All five participants exhibited prosocial group behaviours 146 (70.9% of total behaviours) (Figure 7).
Participants 4 and 5 did not exhibit individual prosocial behaviours. Overall prosocial behaviours were the most
common with 177 events (86% of total behaviours). Individually, Participant 1 exhibited the most prosocial
behaviours, 14 (6.8% of total behaviours). For prosocial group measures, Participant 3 exhibited the most prosocial
© 2018 by Author/s
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Figure 6. All participants laughing while Participant 4 covers her face

Figure 7. Participant (1-5) social behaviour counts with M&T.
behaviours, 47 (22.8% of total behaviours). On average, the boys exhibited slightly less prosocial behaviours than
the girls with 30 to 37 events (15% to 17% of total behaviours).
Figure 8 displays the individual prosocial sharing behaviours of showing, allowing use, and offering. Overall,
showing was the most common sharing behaviour displayed, 20 (64.5% of total behaviours). The least common
individual behaviour was allowing use, 3 (9.7% of total behaviours). Participants 4 and 5 are removed from the
figure as they did not display any individual sharing behaviours.
The children would gather around devices and watch the screen together after an animation was created. They
would also sit on the floor together and touch the screen and speak into the device to record their voices together.
The children would express the need to share and show their creations. Several times children said “look” and held
up their device or pointed to the screen. Showing occurred more frequently when the children discovered the
ability to add stickers to their screens. For example, Participant 1 said, “Look I got 2 butterflies.”
This research supports other findings, as the children initially chose their groups based on prior relationships
(Dahl et al., 2013; Fabes et al., 2012; Liao et al., 2014); however, the children in this study were seen to share with
other children based on resource availability. There were three iPads and five children. The children shifted to
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Figure 8. Individual prosocial behaviours per participant (1-3).
different groups based on who was in possession of the iPad and did not choose partners based on prior peer
affiliations. In other words, the children clustered around who controlled the mobile device not just their friends.
This section described the results observed during this research, reflective of non, anti, and prosocial
behaviours. The next section will discuss these results in more detail.

DISCUSSION
To reiterate, this research explored how preschool children’s prosocial sharing behaviours progress or diminish
when interacting with mobile devices. The themes that arose from this study include: videos for research with
preschool-aged children and using mobile devices in ECE STEM education.
Videos for Research with Preschool-aged Children
As stated above, this study used video ethnographic methods to capture behaviours. Two cameras were used
to reduce the partial representation that a video ethnographer captures (Hammersley and Atkinson, 2007). At
times, the children moved out of shot and the researcher camera did not capture the behaviours (Figure 9). When
the children moved out of the shot of the researcher camera, the Snapcam Ion continued to capture what the children
were doing and was essential to data analysis (Figure 10).
At times, the point of view footage was dark or obscured when the children would lie down on the carpet or
their shirt would cover the camera lens and some footage was lost. However, a significant amount of video was
captured and supported the research camera. Even though there were times when the image was obscured, the
cameras continuously captured the audio and the cameras acted as individual microphones. Some researchers
recommend that children can capture their own footage in participatory research (Kullman, 2012); however,
participatory research in which children use their own cameras is typically for children over six years old. This can
extend research that encourages children to understand children’s perspectives when using mobile devices (Dashti
and Yateem, 2018). It allowed us an insight to the point of view of preschool-aged children. We can use these
recordings to gain new knowledge to enhance our ethnographical understandings (Adams and Thompson, 2016).
Wearable cameras with preschool-aged children are fairly unique in educational research and should be tested in
other ECE settings.
Additionally, some of the children had speech difficulties, making it even more difficult to decipher what they
were saying. When transcribing and coding, NVivo and video recordings were central to understand what was
being said. Children would often speak at the same time, as is often the situation in preschools. If the voices were
similar or unclear, watching the video footage allowed the researcher to look at the children’s mouth and vocal
gestures to see what words they were trying to say. Although some parents or research ethics boards may be
hesitant about children being recorded, researchers need to emphasize the importance of capturing children’s
authentic behaviours on camera.
As mentioned earlier, video enables a “fine-grained scrutiny of moments of social life” (Heath et al., 2010, p.
3). This is very true for a preschool classroom. There are micro-moments that occurred and were captured.
Whether children were saying it or moving around, we were able to capture the day to day, moment to moment
experiences of these children. And we were also able to watch and rewatch the footage to get a better understanding
of the occurrences. The ability to rewatch also allowed us to improve upon the OMPI measures (Ramaswamy and
Bergin, 2009), which can be tested in future research.
© 2018 by Author/s
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Figure 9. Participants 2 and 5 move out of researcher camera shot

Figure 10. Participant 2’s point of view camera
Using individual and other cameras in ECE is one way to include more technology into ECE STEM education.
This research suggests more inclusion of mobile devices, which will be discussed in the following section.
Using Mobile Devices in ECE STEM Education
Using technology in ECE has been controversial and yet we are seeing an increase in use and systemic changes
in policy. As research and policy suggest there are concerns for too much screen time, especially as many apps
focus on drill and practice, which promotes low level and rote memorization style learning (American Academy of
Pediatrics (AAP), 2014; Papadakis et al., 2018). Policy for preschool-aged children focuses on limitations of
technology, while there is an increasing emphasis on STEM education and more devices in primary and secondary
schools (Thibaut et al., 2018). These policies are slowly having an impact on STEM teacher education in postsecondary institutions (Ralph, 2016).
10 / 15

© 2018 by Author/s

European Journal of STEM Education, 2018, 3(3), 12
If changes from kindergarten to grade 12 are occurring, changes in ECE should follow. Some changes in ECE
have begun to occur based on the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) and the
Fred Rogers Center. They promote the use of interactive M&T and interdisciplinary approaches like STEM to
support the development of children and assist ECE teachers to support learning goals. Even the American
Academy of Pediatrics (AAP)’s has changed its initial policy of banning and limiting devices to support the
importance of M&T to “allow children opportunities to discover and make choices… to explore, imagine and
problem-solve” (American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP), 2016). Even with our small sample size, our research
can inform these policies and STEM in ECE. In particular, our research uses STEM practices to promote social
learning.
Social learning is a significant part of ECE, as preschool children are not only learning academic skills in these
classrooms, but also social skills, including how to share and collaborate in STEM activities. Additional research is
needed in the development of STEM literacies using devices, especially as more interactive apps are developed. In
particular, Papadakis et al. (2018) suggest the challenges of designing appropriate interactive apps for children, as
they need to be designed considering their developmental and cognitive abilities as well as content, including
limited text. Even if an educator is informed and able to use the four pillar model or app rubric (Hirsh-Pasek et
al., 2015; Papadakis et al., 2017), there are over 2.2 million apps and in particular over 300,000 for children (Apple,
2017). And as Papadakis et al. (2018) also suggest, there are no regulations on what defines an educational app.
This is challenging to educators, policy makers, and researchers; however, this current research study and HirshPasek et al. (2015) alongside of Papadakis et al. (2017) can inform and assist in making these decisions.
This section discussed the results relating to video for research and mobile devices in preschool classrooms.
The next section provides limitations, directions for future research, and a conclusion for this article.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
The bias of this study was reduced through the triangulation of the qualitative and quantitative data. Also, to
reduce bias, another coder contributed to inter-rater reliability. To reduce bias in the future, the researchers could
invite the second coder to do the initial coding with the researcher as the second coder or apply a formal training
process until inter-rater agreement is at least .8. A secondary limitation was the small sample size, which reduces
generalizability or transferability. One reason for the small sample size was the use of video recordings. Some
parents were not comfortable with their child being recorded and did not participate in the study. However,
qualitative approaches tend to have smaller sample sizes, which allow for rich data. Also, sample size issues were
reduced through the detailed coding which identified high frequencies of observed behaviours/events and multiple
iterations until the intervention was deemed successful (over 200 observed behaviours). Small sample size concerns
may not be an issue for those considering transferring the design or research findings to other settings that can
include larger groups of children and more frequent iterations.
Another limitation was the time frame, as the results measured more short-term effects of the intervention.
Due the limited scope of the school year, we do not know the long-term effects. For future research, ideally the
intervention would be initiated at the beginning of the school year and continue throughout the year or following
children through 2 years in a preschool program.
Implications for future research also include an extension to diverse ranges of ECE centres and a variety of
new apps, as well as exploring other variables, and innovating with video ethnographic methods. First, the
‘successful’ intervention should be carried out in ECE centres in other settings, including rural settings in a range
of different countries. In terms of other apps, research can explore the impact of more apps chosen based on the
Hirsh-Pasek et al. (2015) four pillar model or on the Papadakis et al. (2018) rubric. Additionally, more research
needs to be conducted in the development of digital literacy using tablet devices, especially as new and more
interactive apps are developed.
The use of video ethnographic methods was imperative towards data collection and analysis. Although some
Research Ethics Board representatives and parents may disprove of the use of wearable, point of view video with
young children, the use of researcher and wearable cameras in this setting to capture moment-to-moment
behaviours and interactions was imperative to interpreting linguistic and social situations. The Snapcam Ion cameras
were essential for the data analysis as they captured individual perspectives, with close-up microphones and footage
that may not be captured in a researcher camera’s angle. This also can assist in exploring children’s perspectives
while using digital technologies (Dashti and Yateem, 2018). What does interaction with digital technologies mean
to the children, from their point of view?
Finally, this type of research on prosocial behaviours should be conducted within differentiated preschool and
ECE settings (e.g., Child Care, Head Start, High/Scope, Montessori, Reggio Emilia, and Waldorf).
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CONCLUSION
We need to ask what does interaction with M&T mean to the children, from their point of view? What are the
most relevant roles for M&T in ECE (Petrina, Feng and Kim, 2008)? How do ECE teachers establish balance
between experiential STEM activities and virtual activities, including virtual reality devices (Ralph, 2017b)? This
research focused on prosocial behaviours, with an intention of informing educational and familial decisions on
children’s access to and interactions with M&T. Using DBR, the specific intent was to test interventions that
inform the design of activities and apps that facilitate children’s prosocial behaviour. In addition to employing
devices for an expansion of children’s STEM literacies, a challenge is developing scenarios that forefront prosocial
behaviours and sharing.
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