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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Nowadays, adults and children spend more time than they ever have interacting 

with media and technology and spend less time in other activities or even interacting with 

one another. In some families where both parents are working, television is served as a 

“babysitter” for the children (Certain & Kahn, 2002). The result of a study conducted by 

Zimmerman and Christakis (2005) showed that children at ages 3 to 5 years watched 

television on an average of 3.3 hours per day. For young children, television programs 

seem to be somewhat stimulating and entertaining. However, it can unknowingly bring 

about negative effects on children’s imagination and creativity (Greenfield et al., 1990). 

While watching television, children remain passive – they do not need to imagine or 

create their own stories or characters. Moreover, watching television may hinder 

children’s physical and cognitive development. 

 Creativity has been defined variously. According to Sharp (2005), there are a 

number of components that many theorists agree upon, which are as the following:  

…imagination, originality (i.e., the ability to come up with ideas and products that 

are new and unusual), productivity (i.e., the ability to generate a variety of 

different ideas through divergent thinking), problem solving (i.e., application of 

knowledge and imagination to a given situation), and the ability to produce an 

outcome of value and worth. (p. 5) 
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Most theories of child development viewed young children as being highly 

creative. However, the level of creativity is argued to be inconsistent throughout an 

individual’s lifespan (Runco, 1996). For instance, Meador (1992) found a decline in 

creativity level when children reach the age of five or six, or after children enter 

kindergarten. Albert (1996) also suggested that there is a ‘break’ in creativity at 

adolescence. According to Runco (1996), the inconsistency in the development may be 

the result of certain traits and/or talents with different rates of development and the 

influence of individual’s environment and life opportunities. 

Among other factors, culture plays an important role in children’s development 

(Vygotsky, 1978). In Western cultures, children are allowed to be different and freely 

expressed themselves (Pang & Richey, 2007). This tends to facilitate creativity. In 

contrast, some cultures, like Chinese and Taiwanese cultures, tend to hinder this 

development through the rigid, strict rules and expectation of desirable behaviors (e.g., 

Halpin, Payne, & Ellet, 1973; Papalia & Olds, 1986).  

Socioeconomic status (SES) also seems to have an effect on the development of 

creativity. Research (e.g., Barnett & Kleiber, 1984; Lichtenwalner & Maxwell, 1969) 

found that high SES is associated with higher level of creativity. This can be explained 

with the fact that high SES children are in the environment that stimulates creativity, in 

opposed to low SES. However, some other research (e.g., Smith, 1965) found 

contradicting evidence that low SES children tend to be more creative. 

Although there is an increase in awareness on the impact of media on children’s 

creativity, the business of broadcasting directly to children is still growing, with 
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increasing numbers of television shows which can be classified into what is known as 

“product-based program” which is defined by Metroka-kirkham (2008) as a type of 

program that their main theme is the developed, for marketing, products (Fletcher & 

Nielsen, 2011). These programs and together with their products have been found to 

reduce children’s creativity (Fletcher & Nielsen, 2011; Greenfield et al., 1990). However, 

previous research have not yet investigated such effect across culture and in different 

ranges of socioeconomic status (SES). By conducting experimental research with a no 

viewing control condition, this study aimed to find out whether the effects found in 

Western children can be generalized to those raised in an Eastern culture. 

The existing literature/research related to creativity and early childhood are rarely 

emphasized on the cultural influence. Furthermore, a few research on creativity and 

culture are at some stage of childhood. Noted that there are developmental differences 

between children at different stages or age group, the result of a study in a certain 

developmental stage cannot be used in predicting the results in other different stages, 

since the development is not in a linear fashion (Marsh, 2010). Contributed to previous 

research, this study then focused on children aged 3.5 years old, which is within the 

crucial years (i.e., between age 3-6 years) of creativity development (Rowe & 

Humphries, 2001; Craft, 2000; Beetlestone, 1998; Hubbard & Power, 1996; Woods, 

1995).  

Specifically, the purpose of the current study was to examine the effect of 

product-based program on 3.5-year-old children’s creativity by comparing the differences 

across cultures (i.e., Australian and Thai) and within Thai culture in relation to 
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socioeconomic status (SES).This research provided data collected outside of Western 

cultures to investigate cultural differences in order to rule out the fact that many 

researchers often assume that there is little difference across populations, that is, that 

Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD) children are 

representative of all populations (Henrich, Heine , & Norensayan, 2010).  

Theoretical Background 

Creativity 

Nowadays, creativity raises its popularity in education, psychology, as well as, 

parenting. According to a national survey from North Western University (2013), 

creativity, just like health, safety, social-emotional skills, media uses, and cultural 

awareness, is one of parents’ major concerns. Though a universal definition of creativity 

is elusive, many researchers have tried to develop the meaning and the construct of such 

concept. For instance, Barbara (2009) defined creativity in the encyclopedia of positive 

psychology as: 

 “A characteristic of a person, a product, or a process. In people,  

creativity is most often seen as the capacity to solve problems in 

new ways and to produce works that are novel, appropriate, 

and socially valued….. A process is considered creative when it  

involves divergent thinking, multiple ideas, and new connections.” 

In general, creativity is defined by an ability to develop new and unusual ideas 

that can involve physical, emotional or mental processes (Valkenburg & van der Voort, 

1994; Vygotsky, 2004; Prentice, 2000). As closely related, sometimes ‘creativity’ is 



5 

 

referred to as imagination and fantasy; these two synonyms are also linked to imaginative 

play, fantasy play, pretend play, and make-believe play (Valkenburg & van der Voort, 

1994; van der Voort &Valkenburg, 1994; Vygotsky, 2004). Thus, those words will be 

used interchangeably in this report. 

Creativity emerges in the early years of childhood and peaks at the age of three to 

six (Blumenthal, 2009; Vygotsky, 2004), and is found to be linked to self-worth, healthy 

lifestyle, well-being, emotional, social, cognitive, and intellectual development in young 

children (Blumenthal, 2009; Feldhusen & Goh, 1995; Martlew & Grogan, 2013; Ruoff, 

1973; Singer, 2003). For instance, Connolly and Doyle (1984) found a positive 

correlation between the frequency and complexity of children’s fantasy play during free 

time in school and competence measures that included teacher’s rating, social role-taking 

skill, popularity, and observation of social behavior.  

Other studies have found that play is important for developing creativity and 

imagination (Blumenthal, 2009). Taylor and Rogers (2001) studied the association of 

playfulness and creativity. Although they reported no significant statistical analysis as a 

result of unusual testing conditions, they found through qualitative data analysis that the 

positive relationship between playfulness and creativity occurs. They described playful 

children to be active leaders with curiosity, creativity, and self-motivation. Moreover, 

their further elaboration suggests that curiosity is a main drive of creativity and 

playfulness.  

Although play takes a significant role in developing children’s creativity, it is 

increasingly being replaced by the growth of media consumption. A review by van der 
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Voort and Valkenburg (1994), reported that many studies return evidence supporting the 

displacement hypothesis which states that children spend most of their time with media 

rather than other activities. Undeniably, media has some educational advantages; 

however, the benefits of entertainment-based programs are still questioned.  

Product-Based Program 

In the early 20th century, Charles Fracis Jenkins and John Logie Baird discovered 

a method for stable and motion image transmission via wire and radio; and that is the 

origin of television  (Hilliard & Keith, 2010; Knapp & Tebo, 1978). Many children’s 

broadcasts come right after its first production, Howdy Doddy, in 1947 (Hilliard & Keith, 

2010). With the growth in broadcast industry, it is reported that children spend more time 

in front of the screen. Instead of watching television in the morning and evening after 

school and homework time, children also consume dramatic programs and adult 

programs which are on aired from 9 p.m. to after midnight (Hilliard & Keith, 2010; TV & 

Children, 1951).  

Due to the increase in television watching, researchers become interested in the 

effect of television to children’s creativity. The two main hypotheses in this kind of 

research are stimulation hypothesis and reduction hypothesis. Stimulation hypothesis 

predicts that children’s creativity, as assessed by imaginative play and creative task, can 

be facilitated by television (Fletcher & Nielsen, 2012; van der Voort &Valkenburg, 1994; 

Valkenburg, 2001). In contrast, the reduction hypothesis proposes that television inhibits 

children’s creativity by reducing their playtime (displacement hypothesis), providing a 

ready-made story (passivity hypothesis), resulting in cognitive overload (rapid-pacing 
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hypothesis), promoting hyperactive and impulsive behavior (arousal hypothesis), and 

creating anxiety (anxiety hypothesis) (Fletcher & Nielsen, 2012; van der Voort & 

Valkenburg, 1994).  

Many research tend to support the stimulation hypothesis; however, this positive 

interaction is only limited to education-based programs or when adults’ advice is 

available (Singer, 2003; Tower, Singer, Singer, & Biggs, 1979). In Fletcher and Nielsen 

(2012), children were randomly assigned to watch neutral, education-based and 

entertainment-based programs. Prior to watching the show, children’s play was coded as 

functional or pretence and as novel or imitative. Their result showed that there was an 

increase in children’s creativity and a drop in children’s imitativeness after watching 

education-based programs. However, entertainment-based programs led to a directly 

opposite direction. This is another proponent for the claim by van der Voort and 

Valkenburg (1994) that the enhancement or inhibition of children’s creativity is based on 

the type of media they have consumed rather than whether or not they have seen the 

media.  

Although education-based programs can be beneficial to children’s creativity, 

parents are still concerned about the time their children spend in front of the screen 

(Jason & Fries, 2004; Chan & McNeal, 2003). This has led researchers to test the 

displacement hypothesis which predicts a significant negative correlation between 

media’s popularity and time spent on play, social activities, shopping, doing homework, 

and sleeping (Murray & Kippax, 1978; van der Voort & Valkenburg, 1994). This means 

that when children spend more time consuming on television shows, they have less time 
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to join other social activities. Unsurprisingly, media growth shortened ‘playtime’ in 

which it’s significant part is the time for fantasy play which helps children to develop 

their creativity, as well, as, their intelligence, cognition, and emotion (Blumenthal, 2009; 

Feldhusen & Goh, 1995; Martlew & Grogan, 2013; Ruoff, 1973; Singer, 2003; van der 

Voort &Valkenburg, 1994). Therefore, the displacement of media on playtime may delay 

children creativity.  

Not only taking fantasy playtime away from children, media provides a ready-

made plot (passive hypothesis) which is claimed to prohibit children’s creativity that may 

arise when they make their own story line (Greenfield et al., 1990; van der 

Voort&Valkenburg, 1994). There is a high tendency that the ready-made plot will be 

copied as it was found that, by the age of three, children are capable of using and 

applying the content from television shows to their plays (van der Voort &Valkenburg, 

1994). According to Social Learning Theory by Albert Bandura (1978), behaviors, such 

as aggression, are not inborn but rather it has to be learnt via observational learning. 

Many research (e.g. Bandura, 1965; Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963) found that apart from 

a real person, film and television are good models for children as young as 35 months 

old. Thus, from the work of Bandura, it can be argued that preschoolers have an ability to 

imitate the model which could be a real person or a filmed actor. It means that their 

creativity will be influenced by media as their have a high tendency to imitate whatever 

they see. 

Furthermore, visual media, compared to other types of media, is very influential 

for young children. Hayes and Birnbaum (1980) found that children pay more attention to 
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visual media than other types of media. They recruited preschoolers aged between four to 

six years old and showed them a clip of Superfriendcartoon (visually presented) and 

Scooby Doo cartoon (auditory presented). The experimenter later asked children to 

respond on the questions regarding the major part of the shows. As predicted, children’s 

recognition of visual information was more accurate than that of auditory processing. 

This research indicates that children are sensitive to visual information. In sum, the 

tendency and the capability to imitate and the sensitivity to visual information enhance 

children’s imitative acts. 

So far we have proposed ways that children broadcast can either increase or 

prohibit children’s creativity. From this point onward, we will guide you to our main 

focus which is product-based.  

Metroka-Kirkham (2008), as cited in Fletcher and Nielsen (2011), defined 

product-based program as a type of television show that have marketing as their major 

concern; instead of planning a beneficial story for children, they start with designing a 

product and make the program to promote the product. Such program is sometime 

referred to as program-length commercial (Boyer, 1986; Charren & Krock, 1986; 

Greenfield et al., 1990). Though the research of product-based program are still in its 

infancy, the available research has found that such programs support the reduction 

hypothesis. For instance, as mentioned earlier, Fletcher and Nielsen (2011) found that 

entertainment-based program reduced novel play and increased imitative play.  

Similarly Greenfield et al. (1990) investigated whether children’s creativity would 

be reduced the most when a product-based program is followed by play with program-
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related products, while their creativity should be facilitated the most when the same toys 

followed a nonproduct-based program. Through observational coding that was 

categorized by type of imagination, their hypotheses were supported. This research 

emphasizes two important points. Firstly, children’s creative acts were decreased when 

they watched a product-based program even if they did not have a chance to play with 

program-based toys. This suggests that a product-based program alone can impacts 

creativity. The ready-made plot that reduces the cognitive processes in children to 

innovate new ideas could explain this. Moreover, for marketing purpose, product-based 

program focuses on physical attributes that include the invention of heroes, villains, and 

action-adventure themes (Boyer, 1986; Fletcher & Nielsen, 2011). Children’s creativity is 

found to have a higher reduction when children watch high action and violence children 

broadcast (Blumenthal, 2009; van der Voort &Valkenburg, 1994). Furthermore, in many 

cases, the main characters engage in aggressive actions resulting in a positive outcome. 

This in turn positively reinforces children to imitate the actions, which thereby limits 

their creative acts (Bandura, 1965; Huston-Stein, Fox, Greer, Watkins, & Whitaker, 

1981). Without a necessity to create a story plot and with the ability to use action 

product-based program as an attractive model, children become more imitative and less 

creative. 

Secondly, children’s imagination was further prohibited when they were exposed 

to both product-based program and program-based toys. Developing one’s desire of the 

product is a major goal of these program (Greenfield et al., 1990). Greenfield et al. 

(1990) explained that toys serve as visual cues in triggering children to recall the scene 
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from the program which then lower the tendency in developing creative play. Moreover, 

the invented products from this type of program usually consist of models and figures 

which are claimed to be highly structured and close-ended toys that lower the creative 

acts (Blumenthal, 2009; Greenfield et al., 1990; Ruoff, 1973). Ruoff (1973) conducted a 

study to investigate whether or not toy preference is related to creativity. Children were 

asked to choose between open-ended toys (e.g. crayons, play dough, and building blocks) 

and close-ended toys (e.g. people and their jobs matching puzzle, barn with realistic 

animals, and truck) and to complete a creativity assessment (Torrance test and teacher 

evaluation). The result illustrated that children who have high creativity, have a higher 

tendency to choose open-ended toys. Thus, more than reducing the need to be creative, 

program-based products could also be a visual cue of the story plot that has been 

presented in the product-based program (Greenfield et al., 1990).  

To sum up, there are two opposing theories of the effect of media on children's 

creativity. One of the reasons to explain the difference is that whether the broadcast 

serves as an enhancer or an inhibitor is depended on the type of programs in which in was 

found that normally education-based programs enhance creativity while entertainment-

based programs inhibit creativity. However, there is a growth in product-based program 

which most of them are an entertainment-based type with the purpose in toys 

merchandise. This type of program is assumed to further diminish children’s creativity by 

providing a ready-made plot, being action and violence, and giving toys that serve as 

visual cues and limit creative play.  

 



12 

 

 

Culture 

Creativity arises from the interaction of individuals and culture (Csikszentmihalyi, 

1988; Kim, 2009). Cultures are made by humans; in the other words, it is the product of 

human creativity (Gauntlett & Stjerne-Thomsen, 2013). At the same time, it does have a 

great impact on individuals in the society and significantly shapes young children. 

Different cultures may promote the development of different cognitive skills (i.e., 

creativity) that are adaptive or necessary in particular environment. Children across 

cultures and backgrounds are naturally born with a creative mindset – being playful, 

taking risks, exploring and creating their own worlds (Gauntlett & Stjerne-Thomsen, 

2013; Hennessey, 2013). However, research has shown that the conceptualizations of 

creativity are similar but not identical among Eastern and Western people (Niu & 

Sternberg, 2006; Rudowicz, 2003).  With different conceptualizations, different cultures 

affect on children’s creativity variedly through different beliefs, values, parenting styles, 

and other contextual factors.  

Individualism is typical in Western countries. Individualism is defined as 

“societies in which the ties between individuals are loose; everyone is expected to look 

after himself or herself and his or her immediate family” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51). Parents 

in individualistic cultures encourage their children to be independent and autonomous, 

generating divergent thinking, and self-expression (Pang & Richey, 2007). Independence 

allows individuals to behave in unconventional and creative ways. Moreover, American 
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preschoolers are given more free time to play compared to children in East Asian 

countries like China. 

On the other hand, collectivism is most common in Asia and the East. 

Collectivism is defined as “…societies in which people from birth onward are integrated 

into strong, cohesive in-groups, which throughout people’s lifetimes continue to protect 

them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51). It emphasizes 

harmony, self-sacrifice, strong ethics, and respect for elders and authority figures. In 

order to achieve harmony, people often tend to behave in conformity and, as observable, 

tend to be less creative (Cropley, 1973).  

In East Asian countries, particularly China and Thailand, parents tend to place 

more emphasis on hard work, effort, diligence, endurance, perseverance, and persistence 

(Haynes & Chalker, 1998; Henderson, 1990; Park & Kim, 1999). As a result, they do not 

believe that childhood is the time to play or have fun (Fielding, 1997; Rudowicz & Hui, 

1997). In this case, play is devalued and thereby may hinder children’s creativity (Bishop 

& Chace, 1971; Vygotsky, 1992). Moreover, East Asian parents usually place emphasis 

on loyalty and obedience to elders, following rules and traditions, which can in turn 

inhibit creative innovation (Van Gundy, 1987). Even though some researchers, like 

Williams and Yang (1999), suggested that modern Asian society put more importance on 

creative problem solving and decision making than loyalty and obedience, some old 

traditions/beliefs still remain. In addition, filial piety, or consanguineous affection, is 

what East Asian people value the most (Hwang, 1999). The importance of filial piety and 

obedience are embedded into the teaching of young children and that often lead the 
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children, without questioning, to automatically accept their parents’ or elders’ 

conventional thinking. As a result, it leads to a reduction in autonomy and independence, 

less divergence (i.e., more conforming), and thus, inhibit creativity. East Asian parenting 

is warm but very strict to rules (e.g., Bond, 1992). Youngsters are expected to respect the 

authority of the elder at home. In particular, children should be obedient and submissive 

to their parents. This type of parenting thereby may have a negative effect on children’s 

creativity. In home environment, other factors that may hinder creativity are parental 

vigilance (Getzels & Jackson, 1961), hostile, rigid, and controlling home environments 

(Halpin, Payne, & Ellet, 1973; Papalia & Olds, 1986).    

Socioeconomic Status 

According to Lehaman (1990), the early peak of creativity is a result of 

environmental factors such as poor family conditions, financial issues, and lack of leisure 

time. Some children are in stimulating environments that result in satisfied development 

of creativity at the critical period while others of the same age are not. It is assumed that 

parents in good socioeconomic status (SES) can adequately satisfy the need of children to 

enhance their creativity. Some studies, such as Mankar, Ugale, and Rothe (2011), failed 

to support this assumption. They did not find a significant relationship between creativity 

of children and SES. However, other studies (e.g., Barnett & Kleiber, 1984; 

Lichtenwalner & Maxwell, 1969), support this assumption of the difference of creativity 

in children in different levels of SES. Barnett and Kleiber (1984) suggested that high SES 

is associated with high levels of playfulness, which is a fundamental dimension of 

personality linked to creativity. A study conducted by Lichtenwalner and Maxwell (1969) 
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found that middle-class children, aged 4-6 years old, have higher levels of creativity than 

the lower-class children. Lichtenwalner and Maxwell proposed three factors that could 

affect on the development of creativity in low SES children. First of all, children in low-

SES families usually are independent from their parents. Secondly, low-SES parents tend 

to use harsh physical punishment rather than reasoning and thereby, this can repress 

creative behavior. Lastly, low-SES homes often are not stimulating environment to 

promote creativity.  

In opposed to the assumption above, some research suggests that children from 

low SES are often in the situations that force them to behave autonomously (Smith, 

1965). Findings suggest that creative children are most often associated with an 

environment that emphasizes independent behavior, risk taking, and personal judgment. 

In contrast, children with lower levels of creativity are often raised in the environment 

that places an emphasis on the safest solution.  

Current Study 

Specifically, the purpose of the current study was to examine the effect of 

product-based program on 3.5-year-old children’s creativity that is the crucial years (i.e., 

between age 3-6 years) of creativity development (Rowe & Humphries, 2001; Craft, 

2000; Beetlestone, 1998; Hubbard & Power, 1996; Woods, 1995) and to compare the 

differences across cultures (i.e., Australian and Thai) and within Thai culture in relation 

to SES. In contribution to the previous research, this study provided the data collected 

outside of Western cultures used in investigating the cultural differences in the impact of 

product-based program on children’s creativity.  
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The current study implemented the method of inferring creativity from children's 

toy preference. According to Ruoff (1973), toy preference and creativity were found to be 

related. In this study, children were asked to select from sets of toys and/or picture 

choices that they want to use or play with, in answering the questions. Among the toys 

provided, half of the toys were program-related toys that were considered to limit creative 

or divergent thinking, while the other half were program-unrelated toys that were 

considered to enhance creativity and flexibility (Ruoff, 1973).  

Derived from the literature review, research questions and hypotheses were made 

to be examined in the study.  

Hypotheses 

As a part of this study, the aim was to investigate:  

1. A negative relationship between viewing product-based program, and 

children’s creativity has been found in a number of research, such as Fletcher 

and Nielsen (2011) and Greenfield et al. (1990). As creativity is defined as a 

novel act, we hypothesized that children who watch a product-based program 

would prefer program-related toys more than program-unrelated toys. In other 

words, participants in the viewing condition would show less creativity than 

those in a no viewing condition.  

2. According to Altbach (1989), Asian countries have long been impacted by the 

western education system, which leads to a more westernized higher education 

in Asia, including Thailand, Japan, and China. Moreover, Pinyuchon (1997) 

suggested that cultural fusion in high SES sample  in Thailand, adopting 
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Western cultures and becoming more westernized, as compared to the low 

SES sample  in the rural areas. By comparing between cultures, we 

hypothesized that, regardless of the effect of the viewing conditions, the 

creativity would be similar in both Australia and high SES Thai sample 

groups. 

3. As suggested by a few research (e.g., Barnett & Kleiber, 1984; Lichtenwalner 

& Maxwell, 1969), high SES is associated with higher level of creativity. In 

investigating between SES in Thailand, we hypothesized children from low 

SES backgrounds to have a higher preference for program-related toys than 

children from high SES backgrounds. This means that after viewing condition, 

children in low SES would be more affected than high SES and Australia 

samples. Thus, their creativity would be lowest, compare to the other two 

groups.  

Operational Definition 

Creativity. Creativity in this study refers to the ability to creatively select the toys 

that do not appear in the product-based program.  

 Product-based program. Product-based program is defined as the program that 

is produced and designed with marketing purposes to induce the desires of the audiences 

to purchase the products based on the program. 

 Culture.Culture is “a society that has its own set of ideas, beliefs, and ways of 

behaving” (Macmillan Dictionaries). In this study, culture is different across countries 

and continents in terms of their native language, tradition, lifestyle, beliefs, and values. 



18 

 

People in Western and Eastern cultures hold different concept of individualism and 

collectivism (Markus & Kitayma, 1991).    

 Socioeconomic status (SES).School tuition fees and location were used as the 

criteria to categorize the Thai sample into high- and low-SES. High SES refers to 

children living in town within 25 kilometers from the Central Business District (CBD) in 

Bangkok. The tuition fee of high SES is approximately 20,000-50,000 Baht per semester. 

In contrast, low-SES refers to children living in the rural areas, which are located more 

than 50 kilometers from the CBD in Bangkok. Tuition fee of low SES is lower than 4,000 

Baht per semester. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Chapter 2 

Methodology 

Design 

The experiment was a 2 (viewing condition) x 3 (culture and SES) between-group 

factorial design. The independent variables were (a) viewing condition (viewing vs. no 

viewing), and (b) culture and SES which divided into three groups including Australian, 

high-SES Thai, and low-SES Thai. Creativity, as assessed by toy selections, was the 

dependent variable of this research.  

Participants 

The participants were separated into three groups including Australian, high SES 

Thai, and low SES Thai, in which the experimenters recruited children from the early 

cognitive development center (The University of Queensland, Australia) and children 

from schools in Thailand from Bangkok, Nakornpathom, and Ratchaburi.Table 1 

illustrated the demographic information of the participants. Each sample consists of 

twenty-four children. In total, the experiment consisted of 72 participants, composed of 

32 males and 40 females (Mage = 4.03, SD = 0.51). Rewards (i.e. toothbrush, toothpaste, 

and certificate) were given to all participants as a compensation for their time. 
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Table 1 

Demographic information of the participants 

 Australian Thai High-SES Thai Low-SES 

Location Brisbane, Australia Approximately 20 km 

from CBD of 

Bangkok, at 

Nonthaburi 

A school at Samphran, 

Nakornpathom 

province and another 

school at Pak Tho, 

Ratchaburi province, 

located respectively at 

61 km and 99 km 

distance from CBD of 

Bangkok 

Tuition fee  25,000 Baht per 

semester 

3,000 Baht per 

semester 

Age 3 to 3.58 years 

(M = 3.54, SD = 0.12) 

3.25 to 4.92 years 

(M = 3.99, SD = 0.39) 

4 to 5.08 years 

(M = 4.55, SD = 0.33) 
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Materials 

Harry Lego product-based program.A new Harry Potter Lego product-based 

program, presented by Apple iPad 2, was created by taking the scenes from LEGO Harry 

Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone and LEGO Harry Potter and the Chamber of 

Secrets(HogwartsTheGreatHall, 2012). This was a revised version from the one ran in the 

pilot study (see Appendix A).  

Lego figures. Eight lego figures (see Appendix B) were involved in the 

experiment. They were divided into two categories: program-related (Harry Potter, 

Dumbledore, Hermione, and Dubby) and program-unrelated toy (a man, a boy, a girl, and 

a monster). Two of them were required in the first question while the rest were used in 

the third question.  

Transportation toys. Transportation toys (see Appendix B) used in Question 5, 

were a blue car, a boat, a lego bus, and a rocking horse. A blue car was categorized as 

program-related toys while other options were counted as program-unrelated toys. 

Picture choices. Picture choices (see Appendix B) were applied to Question 4, 6, 

and 7. In Question 4, four choices of places for holding a party were a Quidditch field, a 

Lego house, a factory, and a playground. Four choices that were provided in Question 6 

were a Jumper ‘R’ (worn by a character in the program), a cap, a Lego car, and an apple. 

Question 7 that required participant to select two toys for the character had six choices, in 

which half of them were program-related toys (a Quidditch goal, a Quidditch ball, and a 

golden snitch) and the other half were program-unrelated toys (a kite, a ball, and bowling 

pints). Quidditch field, Jumper ‘R’, a Quidditch goal, a Quidditch ball, and a golden 
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snitch were characterized as program-related toys while the rest were program-unrelated 

toys. In these three questions, at least four choices were provided in order to reduce by-

chance selection.  

Marking sheet. A marking sheet, as shown in Appendix C, was used while 

conducting the experiment to score the child’s responses. 

Procedure 

The first phase of data collection was conducted at the University of Queensland 

in Brisbane, Australia. Parents with children fitted the criteria of age 3.5 years old were 

contacted by the experimenter regarding the study with some details provided (see 

Appendix D). They were informed that the participation is voluntary and they are allowed 

to withdraw from the experiment anytime without a penalty and their child will still be 

rewarded with a certificate and a set of toothbrush and toothpaste as compensation for 

their time. 

Upon arrival, each child went through a warm-up session of approximately 5 to 

10 minutes with another experimenter who conducted the experiment prior to the current 

one. In the warm-up session, children were allowed to have free play with toys that match 

their gender. For example, boys were provided with cars and dinosaurs while girls were 

given baby dolls and a supermarket set. After a warm-up session, the child entered the 

testing room with an experimenter and his/her parent(s). The child and his/her parent(s) 

were requested to sit on the opposite side of the experimenter. Viewing or no viewing 

condition was randomly assigned to each child. After the experiment, they were debriefed 

about the purpose of the research.  
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In the second part of the experiment that was carried out in Thailand, participants 

were recruited from the kindergarten schools. The letters of the experimental details (see 

Appendix E) were sent to the schools for approval. Participants were randomly assigned 

to one of two conditions. Two participants were picked up from their classroom at a time. 

They had a warm-up session with the two experimenters. During the warm-up session, 

children and the experimenters played the matching and arithmetic game. After that, the 

experimenters asked for a volunteer for the research. The first participant who 

volunteered took part in the experiment first with one of the experimenters while the 

second subject continued in the warm up session with another experimenter. They then 

took turn. At the end of the experiment before returning to their classroom, the 

experimenters rewarded them with a cartoon paper clip.  

In doing research with children, the experimenters were required to be flexible 

and able to appropriately and effectively handle the children as well as the parents, in 

case that some problems arose. The length of warm-up and experimental sessions varied 

across each individual. In this study, if the child was quiet, shy, and/or uncooperative, the 

experimenter gave them 1-2 minutes before ending the experiment.  

Viewing condition. Children in viewing condition were exposed to a 5-minute 

product-based program of Harry Potter Lego Animation. After watching the program, the 

experimenter brought up a man and Harry Potter figure, for the child to choose the one 

he/she would like to play with. He/she was asked to name the chosen figure before 

choosing another two figures that would be friends of the previous figure. Later, the 

experimenter showed transportation toys and picture choices to the participants who had 
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to choose the objects to fill in the story line (see Appendix B for the story sequence) 

No viewing condition. Children in no viewing condition were not exposed to the 

product-based program, while the same questions as those in the viewing condition were 

asked. 

Data Analysis 

Coding. The coding of the child’s creativity was based on the score of toy 

preferences, either program-related or program-unrelated toys. For each question, 

children were given 1 mark for choosing program-related option and 2 marks for 

program-unrelated choices. An overall score for each category of each question and 

overall score for each participant was obtained by summing across all scores. The 

incomplete set of with some questions left unresponded were included.  

Statistical analysis. The experimenters ran 2-way Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) using Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) to find the main effect 

and the interaction of the two independent variables. Pairwise comparison was conducted 

as a follow-up of the significant main effect.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Chapter 3 

Results 

A 2 (viewing condition) x 3 (culture and SES) between-group ANOVA on the 

level of creativity was conducted. Table 2 demonstrated the output of statistical analysis 

of the test of between subjects effects and figure 1 represented the pattern of the results. 

No significant main effect of viewing condition was found, F(1, 66) = 0.98, p = .326, ηp
2 

= .02.  This indicated that viewing (M = 14.92, SD = 1.30) or no viewing condition (M = 

15.20, SD = 1.24) did not affect creativity. The statistical analysis revealed significant 

main effects of culture and SES with small effect size of the analysis, F(2, 66) = 4.18, p = 

.02, ηp
2 = .11, followed up by pairwise comparisons against α = .05. Levene test indicated 

that there was a violation to the assumption of normality and homogeneity, p = .042. As a 

follow-up, Dunnett C was used as a post hoc test. The analysis illustrated the difference 

across each sample in which the mean creativity of Australian sample (M = 14.50, SD = 

11,46) was significantly lower than that of high-SES Thai sample (M = 15.46, SD = 1.02) 

and Australian sample was not differ from low-SES Thai sample (M = 15.21, SD = 1.10). 

Moreover, the analysis did not found a significant difference within Thai samples. 

Furthermore, the interaction of viewing condition and culture and SES was not 

significant, F (2, 66) = 2.42, p = .097, ηp
2 = .07.   
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Table 2 

The output of statistical analysis of the test of between-subjects effects 

Source SS df MS F p Partial Eta 

Squared 

Condition 1.389 1 1.389 .979 .326 .015 

Samples (culture and 

SES) 

11.861 2 5.931 4.179 .020* .112 

Condition x Samples 6.861 2 3.431 2.417 .097 .068 

Error 93.667 66 1.419    

Total 16434.00 72     

  Note: Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance, p  = .04 

p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Level of creativity according to viewing condition and culture and SES.



 

 

Chapter 4 

Discussion 

Principle Findings 

This study aimed to investigate the effect of product-based program on children’s 

creativity across culture and SES.  The results suggest that the differences in the effect of 

product-based program watching on creativity could be observed among children in 

Australia and high SES Thai group; however, no difference was found across viewing 

conditions and SES in Thai sample.  

Inconsistent with the first hypothesis, creativity levels did not differ between 

children in viewing and no viewing conditions.  This finding could be partly due to the 

low quality of the newly edited program. This finding seems to be inconsistent with the 

findings in the existing previous literature and that, it raises the question for further study 

to explore on the factors that may mediate the effect. 

Contrary to the prediction, the creativity level as a result of product-based program 

watching was lower among Australian children than high-SES Thai children.A possible 

explanation is the cultural diversity and the exposure to foreign cultural images from foreign 

filmsand online media in Thailand and Australia (Chua, 2011). According to Arphattananon 

(2010), Thailand has been recognized as a culturally diverse country. Therefore, the 

creativity in Thai children is at the same level as that of Australian children. However, the 

exposure seems to be more profound among high SES children and less so among low SES 

children.  Moreover, the explanation for the finding of a higher creativity in Thai children, 

as compared to Australian, is the exposure effect – the Australian children are likely to have 
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had greater exposure to the toys and the Harry Potter characters, which in turn constricted 

their creativity. Thereby, the difference in creativity can be observed between Australian and 

high-SES Thai children, but not low-SES Thai children. 

Opposed to the third hypothesis, high-SES Thai children did not show a higher 

creativity, compared to low-SES Thai children.  This might be rationalized by the fact 

that they have the same cultural background and similar parenting styles.  An alternative 

explanation is due to the small effect size and/or low power, it is difficult to detect any 

difference.  

Strengths and Weaknesses 

This is the first study to examine how culture and SES could shape the effect of 

product-based program on children’s creativity.  One of the difficulties in doing cross-

cultural experiment is the language barrier.  To solve this issue, the product-based 

program  utilized in this experiment was with sound effects but without language.  With 

sound effects, participants would thereby develop similar emotions and similarly 

experience emotional changes from the product-based program.  Moreover, another 

challenge of the study is the development of tasks and tools that were suitable for young 

children as young as 3.5 years old.  To ensure the appropriateness of the tasks and tools, a 

pilot study was conducted and necessary improvements were made.  Another strength of 

the study is the use of fixed coding with marking sheet that has a clear criteria, which 

thereby rules out the problem of ambiguity in behavioral coding. 

There are several limitations in the study that prevent drawing firmer conclusions.  

Firstly, a major limitation of this study is the lack of a standardized measure of creativity.  
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Rather than directly assessing creativity, the measure used here assessed toy preferences, 

which may indirectly infer creativity.  Secondly, there was an age difference between the 

two cross-cultural samples (Australians vs. Thai) that may affect on the findings since the 

development of creativity varies as a function of age. In comparison, age range in the 

Thai sample was larger. The study conducted by McDowell and Howe (1941) in 

preschool children aged 2 to 4 years old found that creativity level varies with age. Since 

creativity varies with age, such development may differ cross-culturally. However, many 

research related to the development of creativity in young children primarily conducted in 

Western countries, and rarely, if not none, have been done in the East Asian countries. 

Thereby, the age range and mean age of the peak of creativity may be wrongly assumed 

to be similar in East Asian children.  

Another limitation is the uninterestingness of the product-based program shown in 

the viewing condition and the tasks that require children to answer the questions without 

actually engaging in play.  Several researchers (e.g., Valkenburg & Janssen, 1999; 

Bazalgette & Buckingham, 1995; Clifford, Gunter, & McAleer, 1995; Collins, 1982; 

Valkenburg & van der Voort, 1994) claim that attractiveness and understandability of the 

television programs do affect on children’s imagination and the effort in interpreting TV 

contents in their own ways. Since the presented product-based program was a newly 

edited one into a shorter version of the originals, thereby it may not contain a good story 

plotand may also lack the heroic feelings, which are some characteristics of product-

based program that grasps children’s attention (Boyer, 1986; Fletcher & Nielsen, 2011). 

Due to the shortness of the newly edited product-based program, the exposure time may 
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not be enough for children to get the main theme and/or bring about an immediate effect 

on their creativity, leading to the insignificant result.  

Moreover, the activities done in the warm-up sessions varied across samples and 

that, they were not tested of the impact on creativity. The different warm-up activities 

may affect on creativity levels variedly. Furthermore, another limitation is that the study 

has not examined on the differences between the low SES in Western and Eastern 

countries. Children in low socioeconomic status from the Eastern countries may possibly 

be more creative than those from the Western countries due to the fact that they have to 

create/invent their own toys. Lastly, participants were distracted by parents or friends 

who were in the same room or nearby area the experiment was conducted.   

Future Research 

Future research should aim at using and/or developing a standardized measure of 

creativity to ensure its reliability and validity. The use of a standardized measure along 

with a newly developed measure can serve as a mean to evaluate the standardization of 

the newly developed measure, whether it is reliable and valid for measuring creativity.  

To rule out the problem of small effect size, a larger sample size may be necessary to 

increase power in detecting the interaction effect.  To rule out the limitations with the 

uninterestingness of the product-based program in future study, ratings of arousal and 

interest from teachers and/or caretakers may provide feedback whether or not the 

developed product-based program is interesting to children aged 3.5 years.  To rule out 

the confounding of the effect of the warm-up activities, the experiment should control 
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and implement the same activity across the samples. Moreover, such activity should be 

tested on the extent to which it affects on creativity. 

The amount of TV viewing at home, which can be estimated by children’s 

parents, should be added as a control factor in future studies because the immediate effect 

of product-based program used in the experiment might be due to the accumulative effect 

of the long-period exposure to TV programs. Importantly, the experimenter should do a 

background check whether the children has exposed to such program before, since that 

might contributes to the difference. Parental involvement during TV viewing is another 

factor to be explored into.  Singer and Singer (1976) found that the presence of active 

adults during watching television tend to promote imagination.That is, adults usually 

direct children’s attention to the fascinating part of the program (Singer & Singer, 1976; 

Thakkar, Garrison, & Christakis, 2006). This study, however, examined the short-term 

exposure effect; therefore, a longitudinal study should be done to confirm the effect of 

adult involvement that prevents the negative effect of media on children’s creativity. 

Additionally, parenting style is an interesting factor to further investigate on its impact on 

children’s development of creativity. For instance, Rogers (1959) suggested that creative 

behaviors are developed from childhood environment that parents are responsible for 

(Koestner, Walker, &Fichman, 1999). The best setting is when children have a sense of 

safety and freedom (Koestner et al., 1999). As based on Rogers’ suggestion, Koestner et 

al. (1999) found positive relationship between creative acts and the experience of 

freedom during childhood; thus, as parents are the significant figures for their children, 
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‘how creative ones are’ would due to what parenting style they had experienced in their 

childhood (Papalia & Olds, 1986).   

An additional of a viewing condition in which children are exposed to a non-

product-based program would be beneficial in future study, in observing the effects of 

product-based program and non-product-based program on creativity, as compared to no 

program (control) condition. The differences in creativity level between product-based 

program and non-product-based program may suggest that highly-structured program-

based toys serve as visual cues and reinforcement. Therefore, they tend to limit creativity.  

Implications 

The findings of this study have important implication for the notion that product-

based program has contributed to the reduction in creativity.  Although it is true that these 

program limit creative thinking and play, our findings do not support the notion of the 

negative effect of product-based program on creativity.  In addition, culture implicated 

the difference in the effect of television programs on creativity.  This implies that some 

types of television programs may be beneficial to Western children, but not for Eastern 

children.  

With the rapid growth of the children media industry, especially product-based 

one, it is important to investigate its effects on children’s creativity. This study would be 

beneficial for parents, teachers, and even for the media legal system to choose the 

appropriate type of media and to limit the inappropriate one for the best of our children’s 

future.  

 



33 

 

References 

Arphattananon, T. (2010). Education for culturally diverse students in Thailand: The case 

of muslim students in the southernmost provinces. The International Journal of 

Learning, 17(10), 497-510. 

Albert, R. S. (1996). Some reasons why childhood creativity often fails to make it past 

puberty into the real world. In M. A. Runco (Ed), Creativity from childhood 

through adulthood: The developmental issues. San Francisco: CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Altbach, P. G. (1989). Twisted roots: The western impact on Asian higher education. 

Higher Education, 18(1), 9-28. doi:10.1007/BF00138959 

Bandura, A. (1965). Influence of models’ reinforcement contingencies on the acquisition 

of imitative responses’. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1(6), 589-

595. doi:10.1037/h0022070  

Bandura, A. (1978). Social learning theory of aggression. Journal of Communication, 

 28(3), 12-29. doi:10.1111/j.1460-2466.1978.tb01621.x  

Bandura, A., Ross, D., & Ross, S. A. (1963). Imitation of film-mediated aggressive 

models. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 66(1), 3-11. 

doi:10.1037/h0048687 

Barbara, K. (2009). Creativity. In The Encyclopedia of Positive Psychology. Retrieved 

from http://www.blackwellreference.com.ezproxy.library.uq.edu.au/subscriber/ 

tocnode.html?id=g9781405161251_chunk_g97814051612515_ss1-35 

Barnett, L. A., & Kleiber, D. A. (1984). Playfulness and the early play environment. The 

Journal of Genetic Psychology, 144(2), 153-164. 



34 

 

Bazalgette, C., & Buckingham, D. (1995). In front of the children: Screen entertainment 

and young audiences. London: British Film Institute. 

Beetlestone, F. (1998). Creative children, imaginative teaching.New York, NY: McGraw 

Hill International.  

Bishop, D. W., & Chace, C. A. (1971). Parental conceptual systems, home play 

environment, and potential creativity in children. Journal of Experimental Child 

Psychology, 12(3), 318-338. 

Blumenthal, E. (2009). Book review: Imagination and play in the electronic age, by D. 

G. Singer & J. L. Singer. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association, 57, 

257-262. doi:10.1177/0003065108328714 

Bond, M. H. (1992). Beyond the Chinese face: Insights from psychology. Hong Kong: 

Oxford University Press. 

Boyer, P. J. (1986). Toy-based TV: Effects on children debated. The New York Times. 

Retrieve from http://www.nytimes.com/1986/02/03/arts/toy-based-tv-effects-on-

children-debated.html 

Center on Media and Human Development. School of Communication. Northwestern 

University. (2013). Parenting in the age of digital technology: A national survey 

by E. Wartella, V. Rideout, A. R. Lauricella, and S. L. Connell. Chicago: 

Northwestern University. 

Certain, L. K., & Kahn, R. S. (2002).Prevalence, correlates, and trajectory of television 

viewing among infants and toddlers. Pediatrics, 109(4), 634-642 



35 

 

Chan, K., & McNeal, J. U. (2003). Parental concern about television viewing and   

children’s advertising in China. International Journal of Public Opinion   

Research, 15(2), 151-166. doi:10.1093/ijpor/15.2.151 

Charren, P., & Krock, R. (1986). ‘Program-Length Commercials’ turn kiddies’ TV into 

toy store. Penske Business Media, Los Angeles. 

Clifford, B. R., Gunter, B., & McAleer, J. (1995). Television and children. Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Chua, R. Y. J. (2011). Innovating at the world’s crossroads: How multicultural networks 

promote creativity (Working Paper No. 11-085). Retrieved from 

http://www.hbs.edu/faculty/Publication%20Files/11-085.pdf 

Collins, W. A. (1982). Cognitive processing in television viewing. In D. Pearl, L. 

Bouthilet, & J. Lazar (Eds.), Television and behavior: Ten years of scientific 

progress and implications for the eighties (Vol.2, pp. 125–150). New York: 

Academic Press. 

Connolly, J. A., & Doyle, A. –B. (1984). Relation of social fantasy play to social 

 competence in preschoolers.Developmental Psychology, 20(5), 797-806. 

doi:10.1037/0012-1649.20.5.797 

Craft, A. (2003).Creativity across the primary curriculum.London: Routledge. 

Cropley, A. J. (1973). Creativity and culture. Educational Trends, 8, 19-27. 

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1988). Society, culture, and person: A systems view of creativity. 

Cambridge University Press. 



36 

 

Culture [Def. 2]. (2014). Macmillan Dictionaries. Retrieved 17 May 2014, from 

http://www.macmillandictionary.com/dictionary/british/culture 

Feldhusen, J. F., & Goh, B. E. (1995). Assessing and accessing creativity: An integrative 

review of theory, research, and development. Creativity Research Journal, 8(3), 

231-247. doi:10.1207/s15326034crj0803_3 

Fielding, R. M. (1997). A socio-cognitive perspective on cross-cultural attitudes and 

practices in creativity development.Australian Art Education, 20(1-2), 27-33. 

Fletcher, R., & Nielsen, M. (2012). Product-based television and young children’s 

 pretend play in Australia. Journal of Children and Media, 6(1), 5-17. 

doi:10.1080/17482798.2011.633397 

Gauntlett, D. & Stjerne-Thomsen, B. (2013). Cultures of Creativity. Billund, Denmark: 

The LEGO Foundation. 

Getzels, J. W., & Jackson, P. W. (1961). Family environment and cognitive style: A 

study of the sources of highly intelligent and of highly creative adolescents. 

American Sociological Review, 26, 351-360. 

Greenfield, P. M., Yut, E., Chung, M., Land, D., Kreider, H., Pantoja, M., & Horsley, K. 

(1990). The program-length commercial: A study of the effects of  television/toy 

tie-ins on imaginative play. Psychology & Marketing, 7(4), 237-255. 

doi:10.1002/mar.4220070402 

Halpin, W. G., Payne, D. A., & Ellett, C. D. (1973). Biographical correlates of the 

 creative personality: Gifted adolescents. Exceptional Children, 39, 652-653. 



37 

 

Hayes, D. S., & Birnbaum, D. W. (1980). Preschoolers’ retention of televised events: Is a 

picture worth a thousand words? Developmental Psychology, 16(5), 410- 416. 

doi:10.1037/0012-1649.16.5.410 

Haynes, R. M., & Chalker, D. M. (1998). The making of a world-class elementary 

school, Principal, 77(3), 5-6, & 8-9. 

Henderson, Z. P. (1990). Myth of native ability hurts American education. Human 

Ecology, 19(1), 29-30. 

Hennessey, B. (2013), Cultures of creativity: A toolbox for teachers, Billund: The  LEGO 

Foundation. Available from: www.legofoundation.com.  

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzaya, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? 

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2-3), 61-83 

Hilliard, R. L., & Keith, M. C. (2010).The broadcast century and beyond: A biography of 

American broadcasting (5th ed.). Retrieved from 

http://reader.eblib.com.au.ezproxy.library.uq.edu.au/%28S%282p1grsbnl1solrj4zz

kfbz3m%29%29/Reader.aspx?p=534969&o=86&u=9wTS%2bUzIO1Cx3rlIUEP

NboHgqnnCEqWI&t=1394707300&h=241FD9979CC96B8F6B5851970B3D7D

691EACF281&s=11510967&ut=213&pg=1&r=img&c=-1&pat=n# 

Hofstede, G. (1991). Organizations and cultures: Software of the mind. McGrawHill, 

New York. 

 

 



38 

 

HogwartstheGreatHall (2012, October 5). LEGO Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s 

 Stone (Sorcerer’s Stone) [Video file]. Retrieved from 

 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Eu1DFwb4xCM&index=2&list=PLuTPhR

 zy8gFe9MNoWQHzSamxANB1HvEOf 

HogwartstheGreatHall (2012, November 16).LEGO Harry Potter and the Chamber of 

Secrets FULL MOVIE [Video file]. Retrieved from 

 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QtJRBbl0Z_8&index=3&list=PLuTPhRzy

 8gFe9MNoWQHzSamxANB1HvEOf 

Hubbard, R. S., & Power, B. M. (1993). The art of classroom inquiry: A handbook for 

 teacher-researchers. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 

Huston-Stein, A., Fox, S., Greer, D., Watkins, B. A., & Whitaker, J. (1981). The effects 

of TV action and violence on children’s social behavior.The Journal of Genetic 

Psychology, 138(2). 183-191.  

Hwang, K-K. (1999). Filial piety and loyalty: Two types of social identification in 

Confucianism. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 2, 163-183. 

Jason, L. A., & Fries, M. (2004). Helping parents reduce children’s television viewing. 

Research on Social Work Practice, 14(2), 121-131. 

doi:10.1177/1049731503257873 

Kim, K. H. (2009). Cultural influence on creativity: The relationship between Asian 

culture (Confucianism) and creativity among Korean educators. The Journal of 

Creative Behavior, 43(2), 73-93. 



39 

 

Knapp, J. G., & Tebo, J. D. (1978). The history of television.IEEE Transactions on 

 Cable Television, 3(4), 130-144. doi:10.1109/TCATV.1978.285753 

Koestner, R., Walker, M., & Fichman, L. (1999).Childhood parenting experiences and 

adult creativity.Journal of Research in Personality, 33(1), 92-107. 

doi:10.1006/jrpe.1998.2240 

Lehaman, D. R. (1990).A longitudinal study of the effect of undergraduate training on 

reasoning.Developmental Psychology, 26, 952-960. 

Lichtenwalner, J. S., & Maxwell, J. W. (1969). The relationship of birth order and 

 socioeconomic status to the creativity of preschool children. Child  development, 

40, 1241-1247. 

Mankar, J. P., Ugale, S. U., & Rothe, S. P. (2011). Creativity in children as function of 

parent occupation and socio-economic status.International Multidisciplinary 

Research Journal, 1(4), 17-18. 

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, 

emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224-253. 

Marsh, J. (2010). Childhood, culture and creativity: A literature review. Newcastle: 

Creativity, Culture and Education. 

Martlew, J., & Deirdre, G. (2013). Reach for the stars! Creative engagement with  young 

children. Early Child Development and Care, 183(8), 1029-1041. 

doi:10.1080/03004430.2012.733382 

McDowell, M. S., & Howe, S. R. (1941). Creative use of play materials by preschool 

children. Childhood Education, 17(7), 321-326 



40 

 

Meador, K. S. (1992). Emerging rainbows: A review of the literature on creativity. 

Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 15(2), 163-181. 

Murray, J. P., & Kippax, S. (1978). Children’s social behavior in three towns with 

 differing television experience.Journal of Communication, 28(1), 19-29. 

Niu, W., & Sternberg, R. J. (2006). The philosophical roots of Western and Eastern 

 conceptions of creativity. Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical 

 Psychology, 26(1-2), 18. 

Pang, Y., & Richey, D. (2007). Preschool education in China and the United States: A 

 personal perspective. Early Child Development and Care, 177(1), 1-13. 

Papalia, D. E., & Olds, S. W. (1986). Human development (3rd Ed.). New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Park, Y-S., & Kim, U. (1999). The educational challenge of Korea in the global era: The 

role of family, school, and government. Chinese University Education Journal, 

26(2), 91-120. 

Pinyuchon, M., Gray, L. A., & House, R. M. (2003). The Pa Sook model of counseling 

Thai families: A culturally mindful approach. Journal of Family Psychotherapy, 

14(3), 67-93. 

Prentice, R. (2000). Creativity: A reaffirmation of its place in early childhood education. 

The Curriculum Journal, 11(2), 145-158.doi: 10.1080/09585170050045173 

Rowe, S., & Humphries, S. (2001). Creating a climate for learning at Coombes infant and 

nursery school. In A. Craft, B. Jeffrey, & M. Leibling (Eds.), Creativity in 

 education. London: Continuum. 



41 

 

Rudowicz, E., & Hui, A. (1997). The creative personality: Hong Kong perspective. 

Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 12, 139-148. 

Rudowicz, E. (2003). Creativity and culture: A two way interaction. Scandinavian journal 

of educational research, 47(3), 273-290. 

Runco, M. A. (1996).Creativity from childhood through adulthood: The developmental 

issues. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Ruoff, L. O. (1973). Toy preferences: As related to creativity. Retrieved from University 

of Winconsin.  

Sharp, C. (2005). Developing young children’s creativity: What can we learn from 

 research? Topic, 32, 5-12. 

Singer, D. G. (2003). Television and its potential for imagination. Televizion, 16.

 Retrieved from http://www.br-online.de/jugend/izi/english/publication 

 /televizion/16_2003_1/e_singer_television.pdf 

Singer, J. L., & Singer, D. G. (1976). Can TV stimulate imaginative play? Journal of 

 Communication, 26(3), 74-80. doi:10.1111/j.1460-2466.1976.tb01907.x 

Smith, R. M. (1965). The relationship of creativity to social class.Pittsburg, PA: 

 University of Pittsburg. 

Taylor, S. I., & Rogers, C. S. (2001). The relationship between playfulness and 

 creativity of Japanese preschool children.International Journal of Early 

Childhood, 33(1), 43-49. 



42 

 

Thakkar, R. R., Garrison, M. M., & Christakis, D. A. (2006). A systematic review for the 

effects of television viewing by infants and preschoolers.Pediatrics, 118(5), 2025-

2031. doi:10.1542/peds.2006-1307 

Tower, R. B., Singer, D. G., Singer, J. L., & Biggs, A. (1979). Differential effects of 

 television programming on preschoolers’ cognition imagination, and social 

 play. American Orthopsychiatric Association, 49(2), 265-281. 

doi:10.1111/j.1939-0025.1979.tb02608.x 

TV & CHILDREN. (1951, Dec 31). Broadcasting, Telecasting (Archive: 1945-1957), 41, 

50. Retrieved from http://search.proquest.com/docview/1401199207? 

accountid=14723 

Valkenburg, P. M. (2001). Television and the child’s developing imagination. In D. G. 

Singer, & J. L. Singer (Eds.), Handbook of Children and the Media (pp. 121-132). 

Thousand Oaks, Calif: Sage Publications. 

Valkenburg, P. M., & Janssen, S. C. (1999). What do children value in entertainment 

programs? A cross-‐cultural investigation. Journal of Communication, 49(2), 3-21. 

Valkenburg, P. M., & van der Voort, T. H. A. (1994). Influence of TV on  daydreaming 

and creative imagination: A review of research. Psychological Bulletin, 116(2), 

316-339. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.116.2.316 

van der Voort, T. H. A., & Valkenburg, P. M. (1994). Television’s impact on fantasy 

 play: A review of research. Developmental Review, 14, 27-51. 

doi:10.1006/drev.1994.1002 



43 

 

Van Gundy, A. B. (1987). Organizational creativity and innovation. In S. G. Isaksen 

(Ed.), Frontiers of creativity research (pp.358-379). Buffalo, NY: Bearly Limited. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1992). Imagination and creativity in childhood (F. Smolucha, 

Trans.).Creativity Research Journal, 5, 49-67. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (2004). Imagination and creativity in childhood. Journal of Russian and 

East European Psychology, 42(1), 7-97. 

Williams, W. M., & Yang, L. T. (1999). Organizational creativity. In R. J. Sternberg 

(Ed.), The handbook of creativity (pp. 373-391). New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Wilson, B. J., & Weiss, A. J. (1992). Developmental differences in children’s reactions to 

a toy advertisement linked to a toy-based cartoon. Journal of Broadcasting and 

Electronic Media, 36(4), 371-394. doi:10.1080/08838159209364188 

Woods, P. (1995). Creative teachers in primary schools. Buckingham: Open University 

Press. 

Zimerman, F. J., & Christakis, D. A. (2005). Children’s television viewing and cognitive 

outcomes: A longitudinal analysis of national data. Archives of Pediatrics & 

Adolescent Medicine, 159(7), 619-625 

 

 

 

 

 



44 

 

Appendix A 

Pilot study 

A new program-based program of LEGO Harry Potter was developed, composing 

of the scenes taken from LEGO Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone,LEGO Harry 

Potter and the Chamber of Secrets and LEGO Harry Potter and the Deathly Hallows. 

The program was 4 minutes long with the theme song at its opening. The program started 

with the wedding party and later continued with the Christmas scene that is when Ron 

(one of the characters) got a red jumper with ‘R’ as a present. After that Harry Potter and 

Ron used a blue flying car to travel to school. Later Harry got involved in the Quidditch 

game when Harry (the main character) broke his arm. This was the first appearance of 

Hermione. Dumbledore was presented on scene with Dubby before the program ended 

with the end of semester school party. In the pilot study, the program was implemented to 

check its appropriateness for children aged 3.5 years. The participant was asked to choose 

one of the characters that he/she would like to play with and name it. After that, the 

experimenter created a plot, in which it was the selected main character’s birthday and 

where a party would be held, and that the participant was asked to draw the place for 

holding the party and a birthday’s gift. Then, a set of characters was provided for the 

child to pick friends for the main character. The experiment went on with the story that 

the main character was in an accident and broke his arm, just like what appeared in the 

program. After that the participant was asked to choose the treatment for that main 

character.  
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As the result, the experimenter found that the theme song along with the dark 

opening scene seemed to be scary for the participant. The scene of gloomy wedding and 

of the main character in an accident induced fear and was not appropriate for the 3-year-

old child. Moreover, drawing task was not appropriate for 3-year-old child since their 

drawings were very difficult to interpret and comprehend. Thereby, the improvement and 

revision were made on the program and the tasks. The scary scenes and opening song 

were removed and that, the experimenter developed another program that was more age-

appropriated. Experimental task was changed from drawing to selecting LEGO characters 

and picture choices for the ease and more engaging of the 3-year-old children. 
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Appendix B 

Materials 
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Appendix C 

Marking sheet 

 

 

Name%
Date/%Time%
1. Choose a character (A) 
 
2.  Can you give him a name? 
 
3. Can you invite two persons (B and C) for him to play with? 
 
  [  ] A Boy 
  [  ] A Girl 
  [  ] A Monster 
  [  ] Hermione 
  [  ] Dumbledore 
  [  ] Dubby    
 
4. ‘A’ would like to play with his friends.  
      Can you pick a place where ‘A’ will play with his friends.  
 
  [  ] Quidditch field 
  [  ] Playground  
  [  ] Lego House 
  [  ] Factory  

 
 
5.    How can B and C get there?  

 
[  ] A Blue Car  
[  ] A Boat  
[  ] A Knight bus 
[  ] A Rocking horse  

 
6.    Today is B’s birthday. ‘A’ wants to give him a gift. Can you choose that 

for him?’ 
 

[  ] A jumper with ‘R’ 
[  ] A Cap  
[  ] A lego toy 
[  ] An Apple 
 

7.   These are all the stuffs they have. Can you pick two things for them to 
play with? 

[  ] Golden Snitch  
[  ] A broom  
[  ] Quidditch Goal 
[  ] Pint bowling 
[  ] Ball  
[  ] Kite 

%
%
%
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SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY 
 
Early Cognitive Development Centre 
School of Psychology  
The University of Queensland  
Brisbane   QLD   4072  
 
 
 

Thursday, 1 May 2014 
Dear parent,  

My name is Jeremy Nash and in collaboration with Dr. Mark Nielsen, Director of the Early Cognitive Development Centre at 
the University of Queensland, I am currently exploring how children learn from others1. Your contact information was 
obtained from the Brisbane Pregnancy, Babies and Children’s Expo; registration from our brochure; or referrals from your 
friends whose children have participated in our past studies. With your permission, we would greatly appreciate the 
opportunity to include your child in our research. 

In past studies we have documented that when learning a novel skill, children will replicate all of the actions an adult 
demonstrates to them, including those having no apparent purpose or causal function. We have also shown that this occurs 
whether children are from large, urban cities in Australia or remote, traditional communities in Northern Australia and 
Southern Africa. This behaviour has come to be called over-imitation and we are trying to understand why children do it. To 
date, over-imitation has been found across a range of different objects, but it is unclear whether the actions on these different 
objects are being copied for the same reasons. The aim of our current study is therefore to help us understand if this is so. 
The results of this project will shed light on important questions of how children learn from others, thereby informing 
approaches to early education, and will provide the basis for further studies that will help in the early identification of children 
at risk of developmental delays.  

For this study we will use specially designed boxes adapted from those we have used in the past in which the target outcome is 
to retrieve a desirable object (e.g., stickers). Opening the box first requires a sequence of steps to be enacted that involve 
removing different bolts and disengaging hidden switches. Sometimes an adult will show children how to do this; sometimes 
they’ll need to work it out for themselves. 

The experimental sessions are run with a playful approach and take approximately 30 minutes. Your child will receive a certificate 
and a small gift for participating, and you or your child may withdraw from participation at any time during the study without 
prejudice. All experimental sessions are videotaped for the purpose of data collection, and these will only be accessed by myself and 
Dr. Mark Nielsen. At all other times they will be kept locked in a secure storage room at the Early Cognitive Development Centre. 
All information regarding yourself and your child will be treated with the strictest confidentiality. 

Along with this letter I have included a map providing directions to the Early Cognitive Development Centre in the McElwain 
Building where the testing will take place. Weekend appointments are available. If you would like any further information about the 
study or would like to make an appointment to participate, please don’t hesitate to contact me on 3365 6323. I will follow up this 
initial contact with a courtesy phone call if I have not heard from you within a week or so.  

Yours truly,  

 

Jeremy Nash 

Study Coordinator 

 

                                                
1 This study has been cleared in accordance with the ethical review processes of the University of Queensland, and within the guidelines of the 
National Health and Medical Research Council’s guidelines.  You are, of course, free to discuss your centre’s participation in these studies with me 
(3365 6323), or Dr Mark Nielsen (3365 6805).  If you would like to speak to an officer of the University who is not involved in these studies, please 
contact the School of Psychology Ethics Review Officer directly on 3365 6394 (message on 3365 6230), or contact the University of Queensland 
Ethics Officer on 3365 3924.   

Appendix D 

A letter from Early Cognitive Development Center, the University of Queensland, 

Australia 
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Appendix E 

A letter from Faculty of Psychology, Chulalongkorn University, Thailand 
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