P

T
- ‘4

-and experimental methddologieq;v

*

- : L

4

. (" | ‘¢

® In the correlational study, 91 day-care children

v,
-

participated in a naturalistic investigation of the two
f . o

‘'phenomena. Social competence was assessed using behavioral

observations during frée-plﬁy, social roIe-taking tasks,
the Kohn & Rosman Social Competence-Scale and a measure of
playmat; popularity. Social bretend play was ‘éssessed
quantitatively ghd Qqualitativély. Since little data are
currently ~$vaiiable regarding such gu;litative asseésmeni,

a prgliminary step in the Tresearch was to analyse the

social pretend play of younéer and older preschoolers so as

to determine those. aspects on which they differed; From

these data were derived qualitative measures.for gse in the

[2
[

correlational study.
7

In the experimental study, 33 of the children were
assigned to one of three groups. Two of the gréups met with
the author for eight 30-minute'sessions_an9 participated in
ei;her social preténd play activities or Ain individual
non-fantasy, activities. The third group received no
treatment. The social cémpetence measures collected for the
correlational stdqy served as prete;t measures and the
battery was .re-aJﬁinistered at . posttest.. Observational
mohitoring of the group sessi@ns was‘undertaken to evaluate
the adult-child and chﬁ%dfcﬁild contacts im the two

canditions.
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Th_e‘i results of the developmental study indicated that

2 &y

the older\children engaged 'in more social pretend play than
\

did the younger childrén Furthermore, a greater proportlon

m
Ty A A

of . this . play ‘'was of a comp}ex nature, involving

e
©

v
-

elehents.;ndicee of these two play components were

-

differences in the content of the play episodes were also

o : . The oorreiational data were analysed by means of
multiple _regression procedures. Eeot social bompeteﬁce
measure was regﬁessed on the social pretend play measures

and on fourfcovariates: age, sex, IQ and non-pretend.social

TN e aer

'prediction of popglarity,. teacher ratings, behavioral
' 4 :

and sodial cognition. In @ach equation,“the pretend play

"on.
‘
/ \
. .
f

measures accounted for significant portions of the variance

. ‘ in addition to that accourited for by the control variables.

The pretend play measures were not equally potent.

P
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, predictor for the first four ‘measures while complexity of

" play was the only significant pretend predictor of the last

-

measure. More refined analyses of some of these data

indicated that " ‘the relatiodships with the be&avioral

i ! measures were pdssibly more perbasive "for the malesfthan

v

o iy o v .

/ s;mdltaneous - transformations . of multiple. play-
.theref‘orec used id‘ the correlational study. Striking sex

found and-the lmpllcations of these findings are: discussed '

activity. Significant Multiple R's were obtdined in the )

/ measures of social activity and of successful assertiveness

Frequency of play: was ‘the only significant pretend’

,‘
1
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‘revealed no

analysed and the

+

the  females. A final\exblqratory analysis of.ihe.effect/of -

pretenq//xsw——aonapngg;n& .play context oh specific social.

behaviors indicated th@t‘ the 'pretend play context was .

‘cﬁaracterized by ;uﬁerior\social Tunctionihg.
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Analysis of the..training study post}éstﬂ scores

. o .
signifgécant " differences, on any 'of the

) : R
dompetence measures. The session monitoring data were also
training

failure of. ¢t

partialdy accounted for in terms of these résulﬁ;.

oo ' *

study was:
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In recent years' there has emerged in the develobhantal

r

. literature a growing recognition of the value to yohng

s

children of peer group social competencies (Hartup, 1978).

‘The delineation ¢f the dimensions of skilled interpersonal

. physical and emotional variables which have been included

" behaviors and ' specification ,Of'bhe processes undgﬁlying

their acquisitién are‘thu; topics of comwsiderable research
interest. -The goal of the research to be reported in this
investigation was ;o " extend our understandigg of the
developmént of peéﬁigroup social skills in préschoolers by
examining*+ its relationships' to those features ;f social

pkay which have been conFide(ed important to its growth.

One of the 'unresolve{ issues in the study of péér‘
social competence is the manner in which the construct is

' to be defined. Socié% competence is a term which has been

derived fism everyday language and it is thus assobiaped

with multiple differing referents. A diversity ' of

" operational defipitionslis, consequently, apparent in the

literature. For example, Anderson & Messick (1974) list

twenty-nine different stchological,'cognitive, bidlogical,

within this broad term. Such inclusiveness is, howe;er, of
limited value only theoretically and most researchers focus

on ohe ‘or two of these ‘dimensions in their investigations.
. 1

N
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Soci#t cognitiQe skills (thtﬁan, Gonso‘& Rasmussén, 1915),,J
- social behavioral skills (wtightg £980), peer acdeptance
(Rothenberg, 1970) and teaéﬁer ratings of socia%_coﬁpéteﬁce
(Jennings; 1975) are variables - which have éeen used to fﬂf
. ‘ define this construct. -While reseércher; havL in generéi_ ;
o . tended to measure. ‘social .gomgétgn%; by mears of .one or’. |
Pnded, . Zle N

another of these variables, 4therd is 1lit research .

evidence to suggest that any one of them is more useful or

important than another. In an "extensive dis¢ussion of the "/
role of peer relations 1in ‘the deﬁqlopm nt of; social

b

competence, Hartup (1978) suggests tha

all of the - 1
g T dimensions are relevant in specifying this construct. By ,

o . .
" defining social .competence in iterms of./ the capacity to . {
initiate and engage in ppsitive, sustained/ interactions, to P

AN

N t . // w - , ' i . o - .
become an accepted member ‘of " the peer group, .and to. - . .

MR e

»

demonstrate’a mature level of noh—egoced{ric thinking about

one's ® social world, he indicates th all of these skills

W

.éollectively contribute to suCCjﬁéfu; peer group social

v ) functioning.f Social competence is thus conceptualized as a

areas of psychosocial functioning.

'

Recognitidn ) the  importance of these

competencies can be attributed to several factors. Fifst, S

\

'cohtrary to earlier opinion, it has been shown that young

children can-acquire and demonstrate considggable skill in

/o \ - A
their \Eocial interactions with peers (eg., Garvey & Hogan,

-




1974). Sécon¢,: studies of sccial development in pridgﬁgﬁ ‘ h

héve demonstrétédl the. salience of early. peer contact in

social 'skill aéquisitioa (Suomi & Harlow, 1975). 'F;hally, \

v ' g and perhaps most imbortantly theré are several studies \\ ?
' docuﬁenting its importénce as a corrélate of Healtﬁy . ‘ {
childhood adaptation . and as a predictor of healthy aduit I
\-adjustment. For examplé,-young children lwho‘are shy and J

: \

- reserved tend-also to experience discomfort and anxiety in-

their social environment (Bronson, 1966). Additionally, , .S

those children who are not popular in thieir .peer group tend

?

rd . s
to have higher delinquency rates as 'aQOlescents (Roff, . i |

1961), are less likely® to complete high school (Roff, Sells

\ . .
% Golden, 1972) and are at greater risk for emotioni},f -
-Jgfficulties requiring Rsychiatric intervention in '

_Rolf, 1972). - - : .

. o [ -
' t

o ) . .
‘i i . adulthood (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo & Trost, 1973; LS : //ﬁ
. ) , . ‘ , ‘

A o

) . These data dleafix\suggest that success in peer

- \ relations is a fﬁhcial dimgnsioq in ?he socialization of | 3
} o the child. However, .very&#}ittle is knoip' about the i
! t N ! pro;ésses by which such.compeéent sociél'behavion might be

acquired. - Recently it has been proposed that social
. fanthSyA play: is one offthe major channels by which young
;_épildren iearn new cogpitige; social. and emo%ional ékiils.'

(Bruﬁer,’ 1933; kngn, ‘Note 1;, Gafvey, 1977; Smilansky,

1968). By social fantasy play these authors are referriﬁg

to ;hose play activities whic¢h involve symbolic




!

‘transformations of the real/ life situation, within the

13

context of a social interaction. These transformations ' :

o P s gl ALK il Cole ey

]

\tybically are apblied to the current situation,to the

i A

§
child's self-identity and ‘to objects in the ‘environment . ?
(Eein, 1979; Garvey, 1977). furthermore, in order for sdch i.
', . : fantasy play to be considered social, ali ‘partners must be oo . %
e «:1n agréement as to the nature of the trgn§formations:’ﬂ : %
'Fantasy play appears in its simplest form as solitary R ?;w

symbolic activity during the second year of life:,By three . ‘ |

PR

-

T A 3 e 0 e £ A

- years of age, the capacity for symbolic play'is fully

" developed ' and vduring the preschool years, one sees its

. 3 fuldest elaboration f; the form of social fa;tasy ﬁlay. In

fact, in tﬁe the preschool environment most of the observed

fantasy play. oceurs: within ‘a social cén}e;t (Sanders &

“3 : i Harper, ' 1976). " After tﬁe age of six, fantasy play, both

social aﬁd non-social, 1is said to hécome less and less
;prominent in the child's repertoire and to be gradually -

+' replaced by other activities. Early investigators of social

fantasy play (Piaget, 19519 assumed that its appearance in
\ ' the activities of the young child was a universally

occurring phenomenon. _More contemporary analyses have

#

. {
. indicated that cé}ldreh from ~ socially disadvantaged

bacﬁé}ounds do not éngage -in ‘this form of 'play as |

T e e e

frequently as do children from middle-class backgrounds

(Rosen, 1974; Smilansky, 1968).




o

The thelffetical foundations for the argument that
social preténd /play exercises an ihstruméntal rcle in

cognitive and socio-emotional develqpment are fo be fouﬁa

in the conceptual formulations of cd&nitive developmental

psychologists .such as Piaget (1951), .Vygotsky (1966) and .

- \ .
Bruner Jl(1973). A11°of\tpese researchers have analysed the

) v ~

s,

forms and functions of, ;%rly symbolic activity and all have /'

singled it out ' as a phenomenon of considerable
developmental ﬁignificancé. Piaget focused on a

. structu;al apaiysis of the different\stageshthrough which
symbolic play Aévelops and was relatively lesg concerned
with the analysis of its ‘possiblg fuqctional value.

A ]Vygotsky and Bruner, on the other hand,'have‘emphasizéd ifs
. leading role in lénguagé learnin;, impulse control and in
the acquisition of rulg concfptualizations, Both)sociai and
non-social. Bruner. (1972, ‘1973, }97“) incorporates both

human and ethological research in, his analyses and. argues

.+ for the crucial importance of,play in phylogenetic and

individual development. He suggests that, in preﬁend play
act}viﬁ&, patterns-can be'performed in'an atmosphere which
1s characterized by a 1lack of risk, a ‘lack of goal
Srientatign and a high levei of emotional involvement.
Consequently, this:form of play provides a médium in which
the 1learning of new bgha;ioral combinations and of their
consequences 1is ﬁaximiied. In this way, the' novei and
. creative use of materials and Behaviors is thu$ made more

probable. Bruner states  further that for the preschool’

-~

) ' ‘ ° .
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child, whose 1llinguistic skills are still relatively

primitive, symbolic blay has a crucial function iw-tEaching

et

the child fluency with the rules and conventions of his
social woriﬁf Wygots@y (1967) focuses on he cognitive

51gn1f1cance—ef'symbolic play and argues that thls activity \/’\\

helps the child to begin to separaqe action from thought.
Thus, through the conscious exercise of self-restgaint over
behavioral qa%ferns, an understanding of underlying 5001a1

and cogn1 ive rules is acquired , .o

Bruper, Piaget and Vygotsky did not differentiate

between soclial fantasy "and-soTTtary fantasy .aktivity in .

] | | - \
_ their'analyses of'gke functions of symbolic play. Smilansky

Cl968), after observing the play of Israeli preschoolers in
order to identify those skills necessary for sucqeesful
entry into élementary school, was one of the first
contemporary: theorists to sugge;% that sociodramatlc play
(elaboration of a pretend theme with another child) is the

specific form of symbqlic play linked to skill acquisition.

She argued that this form of play is the most highly

compl ex and that participation in aucﬁ an activitf
necessitateS"the exercise of a ndmber of eophlsticated
skills. These lnelude such cognitive skills as the
capacity for abstraction aﬁd the ability to attend to

details and to di scrimlnate the Eentral features of a role.

Also includgg/ are such  socio-emotional skills as

_creativity, flexibility, cooperation, empathy and

: .
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self-control. By necessitating the use of these skills,
social pretend play activates and consolidates the child's"
-existing emotional, %éocial and cognitive‘ skills. 1In
addition, it imulates further growth and development in
”;"éach of these jareas. Smil;gsky‘s;ggests that, as a result,
‘ the more a ch? d éngagbs in sgéié; preten? play, the ﬁore~
. these skilkfnyil; be acquiYEd and integrated at an earlier

age. {( ] ) _ - .

5 N . - ¢

" I . This positiwp has E}en amplified and réiterated
by other psychologists whd haye studied the ghenomenon of

social pretemd play. Fein ote 1), for example, states

that one £ of the problems onfrsntiﬁg developmental
psychologists is that of accounting for agiﬁild's hastery
of .cbmpléx social conventions, rolks and principles in the

absence  of any formal xpéining In agreement with

ap’

Smilansky, she“hypothesizes that d ing the Ppreschool vyears -

the acquisition df,these multipgle skillé occurs within the
safety afid privacy of social pretend piayf Singer (1976)L;

has also emphasized theirolerof make-béiieve play in sociai

deyelop;ent and discusses itﬁyutility in the acquisition of

new behavior” patterns’ ,and in other forms of social

uJe;rning. Concurring Q;th Smilansky; he fge;s that, the

= ,child.xwho is adept in make-believe skills will fuhection

- X
better in complex academic and social situations. He is
- §

also in 'agreehent with Bruner's suggestion that fantasy

»

bléy i1s inherently pleasureable to the child and that it is

+
.o
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this  property which makes it a natural vehicle Hp&

spéntan@qus .learning during the preschool years. Whén in

' play, the child's eléyated level of enjoyment ﬁermits him

R

"to be more darihg and .exploratory in his use of current}y

-

~

available conceptsgfﬁrThus, through play, "old skills are

consolidated and new skills are acquired. Golomb (Note 2),

in an analysfé of the‘cognitive'and social significance of

v

pretense play, suggests that soq}al pretend play represents

the chi%p's .highest level of social and cognitive

~

‘achievement. Within this form of play the child exercises

his most advanced skills in multiple role-taking, in social -

communicapidh | with his peers, ;p the inﬁegration -of
partners Qithin cooperative plgy and in t;g elabpration of
a complex (story ‘bheme.‘ More than any *other activity,
therefore, social ﬁretend pl;} fostersj the - child’'s
devel éhent ofrthesé comﬁ{%x cod%eptg;in répresentational
and i%ial skills. Because this highly §§yqured activity of
chiidtood\ offerscgfeat emotional satisfaction to_the child

and is so readily ;elf-generated, its educationgl potential

«

3 2 - . R
for informal learning is enonmousf , .

-~
-3

Some of the most gitensive "examinations gf ‘the
components and organizaﬁl;n of‘sobiél'vpretending.and the
ways in whicg)such acdtivities relate to‘érqwth and learning
have been provided by the work'of Garvey {(Note 3, 1975,

1977). Two features of social pretend piay are particularly
. .t .

> important 1in ‘her discussions. First, drawing on the work

‘v
<@

[
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» ! E of Bruner and of the ethnologists (Reynolds, 1975),<§he
o notes that play is a behavioral'system which does not have

any behaviors unique to itself. Instead "behavior patterns i} .o

comye..

-

are transferred from other behav1oral systems (eg., .
. - b 2

« "o ool
ML alr T BV Do~ e

- : . aggressive_ attack becomes roggh-and-tumble play) and are
. used in the play context 1in a simulative or "non-literal" ‘

L . 'mode!‘Secondlyf she points out that these behavior’patterns 9.

. “

appear in mutually regulated and . contingent sequences which - // . ;

are governed by ‘implicitly acknowledged thes Thusy for

oo . * social pretend play to be successful, the_child must use !
¢ ; . ~ ¥ ’ '

- < . the non-play behaviors in such . a way that dis/her actions

"' can ‘be understood_by the 'partners'and can elicit expected’
f Lo responses.; S/He;must first .communicate that the activity
f‘ ) . isa ncn-literal r(ié.,‘ pretend) and then must demonstrate
; -that his/her behavio§§ will follog certain expectations. LT e
Because the many'cues deriving from everyday, structured L .

interpersonal relations’ (eg., mother.” putting ‘baby to bed) L

are familiar to most preschoqﬂers, these action patterns™

"

. most . ea51ly i facilitate this ;vae .of rule-dependent

expeotation. These two features of . play then contribute

‘ both' to the child's'eipertise ase.a player and to expanded:
) ' ) ' * - ’ * ) .' ° . -
N ., learning in the non-play context. Specifically, the , ' o
¥ - ¢ . ‘ ' N
o

. , , - . ‘
. . ¢ ‘communication of a pretend stgte may be hypothesized to

. o facilitate ' cognitive development (Golomb %1;iojfelius,
5 v . ’ . A

o ‘ 1977); while ‘the execution of interpersonal rout nes may be A
. i

‘seen  as fostering;ggﬁial skill development. 'Ihcomplete or

'ﬂ ' '_ immature behav or opatterns performed in the play conteitj, A

PN
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. are elaborated on and improvised on by the child to a

greaber extent:than‘in non-play contexts. Therefore, when

the behav1or next appears in a non-play context, it will be-

better 1ntegrated, more skilled and, more effective

L o In. summary, . social pretend play has been
i %
identified as a phenomenon unique to the preschool period

N

and theoretieal analyses of its components suggest that it

may be 1nfluent1al in uthe cons?liﬁation and growth of

cognitive and * social skills during- this -period. This.

influence 1is conceived of as ‘interactional in nature. A

‘minimum repertoire of behaviors is necessary for' social
\

'pretend play. to oceur., The play activity. itself then

‘perfects and enhances these behaviors. Furthermore it leads

U

to\new growth and to the elaboration of new behav1ors which

have not yet occurred-in the non-play context. Having,been

' practiced withiﬁ " the . relatively = protected ‘pretend

!

situation, .these new bahaviors may ' then be transferred to
non—pretendiconteits: In this way, the engagement in social

. ' . . -
pretend play andqthe acquisition of social and cognitive

2

. skI¥ld become mutually stimulating, with- the play behaviors

having the "leadlng edge", The purpose oft the present

research was be to examine empirically some aspects of this
.

.hypothesis., Speeifically, the relationship of social

pretend play to the development of the social competencies

of preschool éhildren’ Was. investigated . using both

correlational and experfmental methodologies.

. )
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.Some llmlted empirxcal support for the/ pothesis
of"\th formative role of social prqxgnd lay' in the
dévelopment of social competebéel is currently avajlab;e.
Most of this subport comes from studies which attempt\to
increase. a particular skill by means of play training
gessibné, thereby suppoEting thé inference that this play
aétivity performs a causal role iﬁ the development of that
skill. Ih' its general form, this '"training" paradigm
consxsfs of the 3551gnment of small groups of children to
elther a treatment condltion in® whlch social pretend play

is explicitly encouraged by an adult, or to a‘control

condition in which the children receive no intervention. In-
‘addition, -many of the studies 1include other control

. ‘conditions in which thé effects of positive adult attention

3

or - verbal stimulation may be assessed by(prbviding thesé

eléments .in the absence of social opretend play. This,

approach was first ‘outlined by SmilanSky' (1968) in her
résearoh on the 5001odramatlc play of Isreali preschoolers.
Afte? finding that chlldren from disadvantaged famllles
demonstrated 1little social pretend play, she provided some
of these éhildren with specifico.encouragement and coéchingx
in soeiodramatié activities during the regular free-play
period. Theirﬂ Perforﬁance on a selection of cognitivé,
l;nguage and social interaction measures was then compar?d
to Phat of a group of children who recelved no such
tréiping. While Smllansky 8 description of her\dependent
meésuresﬁ iSAvyomewhat vague, it yoqld‘ appear - that the

SR , " 11
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. changes.

"
o

" children receiving sociodramatic training showed -increases

in their verbad communication skills nd in the amount of

positive affeetive behavior sho@n, as well as a decrease in

aggressive ' behaviors. A " replication of 3m

.f;eé-play intervention approt:h,‘ but thch‘ inclpded‘an

additional control group in which the children rece{ved
. - - : \

positivg adult lééténbion in a don-pretend situatipn, has
been provided:by Rosen (1974). She found that sociodra&atic
play .doaching given over ?oréy‘ free-play séssions caused
posttest increases on expérimental\ tasks reqdiging group

cooperation and gr6Wp effectiveness as well as on tasks of
affectivg: and spatial social, role-taking. The control

o

children, "who  received ten hours of adult coaching in
Ty ! Ve -

nonlbretend' activities, did ndt show any such comparable

-

Two studies by Saltz and his éolleagues (Saltz &

~

Johnson 1974; Saltz, Dixon & Johnson, 1977) investigated

" the impact of social fantasy training oi an -extensive

battery of bognitiQE tasks, in whicﬁ was included a task of
affective §ocial raole taking. The training procedure uged
by these. researchers was somewhat different from that used
by Smilansky and Rosen..Experimental children were'assigned
to small groups, each éomposed of four children, thch met

twice weekl§ for seven months. In these'groqps they were

taught to enact either familiar fairy tales, such as Little

Red 'Riding ' {ood, Qr else themes typical ofisociodrqmatic

. 12




play, such és enaqiing domestic activities. ébmpared with

either no treatment or

the control groups, which’received
A 7

“tr ning on ndn-fantasy taéks,ythe two pretend training

.

gro pé showed improvement on most _bf the dependent

measures. ', The

thematic-fantasy' group generally’ showed

éreqter improvement. than did 'the sociodramatic group. With
respect - to the sdcial roieftaking task, the/results of‘the

first  study (Saltz & Johnson, ~1974) indicated that

thematic-fantasy training caused increases in empathy. The

4

results of the

A

second .study provided only partial-

repliction of this finding (Saltz et al.,  1977).

The effects of role-play training on social
‘o ) . ‘ e ‘
peﬁspective-taking skills in particular have been examined
\‘
in a few other studies.

(1978),

4

Burns & Brainerd (1979), Iannotti
and Fink (1976) have all reported on short-teﬁh
tréining p}ocedures (four to eight Sessions) which provide

exposure to a variety of expériences invblvipg pretend

' énactment. Their .fﬁndings indicate increases on tasks of

affective and cognitive social rofe-taking. In general,

spatial perspective-taking is not influenced by these

training procedures, although such an effect was reported
— .

in one study (Burns & Brainard, 1979). A
/
. <
. . . P — '
The primary focus of the present research is the

irifluence of social pretend play on social skill

o

develépﬁpné\\and the literature has been reviewed from this
N : .

#
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N . . . ’ '
training” activities (Feitelson & Ross, 1973; Fink, 1974;

1972).

Lsucces;ful. Additionally, as noted by other researchers

Il

perspective. ~png "should note ’however, that a number of ¢: N

) s
‘these training studies have examined the effects of pretend
play training on cognitive and languége ‘developmene.'
Linguistfb skills, ‘associative® fluency, sonceptual

abilities and thé attainment of quantity consé?vgtion have
s .

been 'reported to .improve as a résult of pretend play

Freyberg, 1973; Saltz et al, 1977;' Golomb & Cornelius, . 3

A 4

1977). With respect to codservation,ski;lsd"however, a

failure ¢to Eeplicate has béen reported (Guthrie & Hudson,

-

In sumﬁary, data have been reported suggesting

Iy

that social pretend play méy be influential in social and
ecognitive skill development. A number of‘issueé, however,"
limit this inference. As noted above, some attempts tdﬁhi‘

replicate these training studies have not been entirely

(Burns & Brainerd, 1979; Rubin, 1980; Smith, 1977), these

studies provide 1little information on the actual‘coﬁpgnt R

-

and . processes of thg training and adult-attention control

group activities. In these studies, positive results are

attributed to the encouragement of pretend play in the

expebiméntal group. Ndﬁetheless; other dimensions are

certainly present in ﬁoth groups. Thus it is possible éhat
@ 2

these posttest changes are the result of other factors

A\ .
‘oceurring in the experimental groups, such as the

14
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r occurrence  of positive . adult-child . contacts or of

non-pretend peer interaction. Most of these studies - =~

included control groups'which are - described as receivingA

equivalent. amounts ' of adult interaction. Yet.' no

measurements of the amount or kind of interaction in the .

QVNQinerent situations are rqpo%ted. Therefore differential

A

tréaiment. effecﬁs may be due ftc differences in the nature

-

of the adulg contacé or ﬁo' the amount of nén-pretenq play

rather than  to. the . playful nature of ‘tﬁé pedr group ‘

contact. - ) ‘ .
h)

’ In attempting “to clarify these issues, Smith &

' Syddall (1979) conducted a fifteen-session training.study

.in which they measured the amount and quélity of the
adult-child inte‘ractio.n in both the experimental 'fant;asjy
tr'ainir;_g~ group and in the'noh-fantasy activity éontrol
- group. An analysis of the 'numbeerf adult-child contacts

indicated that they, had succeeded 1in matching the two

conditions on this vériable. Interestingly, iﬁeir results

_were unlike those of the studies previdusly described since

-~

-

‘ differential treabment' effects were no? found for~ény of

Y

the =~ cognitive  or ' language variablés which  they . . S

~administered. .They ' did,  however,- find significaht

treatment effects for those measures which tabped‘sécial

participation and social role-taking. At posttest, the - ¥

chil&ren in the fantasgy training group engaged'fn more peer .

) group aét%yiﬁy and weré also mote empathic. These results

i
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clearly demonstrate , the ytility of monitoring  actual

chilﬁfadult behavior occur ing'ﬁithin the group sessions

“and cast some -doubt on results obtained in the earlier

studies. They also .suggest/that the'important diménsion in
producing the cognitive [and Linguistid~ changes foung in
earlier studies may be the amount of adult contact rather
than ’the pretend play activity. Regardless of”the.careful

monitoring and control

. } , .
children still showed sigiificantly more change on measures
v . iy

of social participation than did the control children.

/ ' g
Perhaps, then, it is only the social skills dimension which

is influenced by social ptetend’play training.

a

The Smith & 'Syddall study sets an important

precedent by providing data to evaluate the adequagy of the

training and control group procedures and further -research

“

with this parédigm'should follow .this lead. The monitoring

of additional  aspects of ihe training sessions woﬁld‘bé
béneficial in evaluating _the validity oflpther resdl;s.
Although tﬁe experimentai sessions are- Hesigqu to
fa Q}jtate pretend interaction, th;re is no indication of
tgé extent to which this has been successful. quitoriné of
this \zghiab%e,; as. well as of the amou;t-of‘non-brétend
interactiony in both conditions woulg, tgérefére , seem
crucial ¢to e conclusion that pretend blay is in:géisan

effective treat nt.k,'.

f tHis variable, the experimental '

iy
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Aﬁother {igﬁgs which limits vthe ha£ure of the
concluéions to be drawd~f¥0m‘ these tralning studies deals
with the ”:relétionship between experlmentally induced
phenomen; and theiq,natura}ly occurr}ng counperparts.'On

the basis of studies using ,thé tra%pingoparadigm, one\may
- :

‘argue that when groups of children are led by an adult in

<
N

‘soc1a1 pretend play, sxgnlflcant chénges on Eognitive éndv

'socio-emotional measures are found. This training paradigm -

is; however, a highly artificial siﬁuation. In the naturél
\' - ) .
environment, adults rarely engage in much pretend play with

preschool-aged children. In additidn, play is characterized

by it spontaneous, voluntary and pleasureable nature

(Garvey, 1977) and it is not clear that these features are

' reproduced‘ within the training par%digm. The results of

these studies -cannot automatically be -generalized to the

natural environment and at present do not provide direct
support for  the ba51c hypothe51s that §pontaneously
generafed peer’ group fantasy play 1is insirumentalﬁln‘the
sqqiaiiiatiop, of the young childg. Correlatlonal analysis
of the Jjoint odéurrénce of thése~events in the natural
eﬁvironment would provide important.information on both the
validity and thelgenerality of this hypothesié. “

-

At present, little naturalistlc research of this
hypothesis has been conducted The Tesults of a few studies
are, nonetheless, pertinent-to this issue. Rubln & Maioni

(1976) conducted a naturalistic study in the preschoolw

f ; 17




ehvirbnment and fqund that the occurrence of drématic play
was’correlaggd with peer group popularity and with adv;hced
coghitive\éla%§ificatory and spatial role—tak%ng skills. A -
measure of em;athy was also administered but this did not

‘relate to dramatic’ play occurrence. ‘ Unfortunately, no

JURR PG

distinction was made'betweén Sopial and non-sociél"dramatio

play in this study. Perhaps ' this lack of distinction
. ) ' ' R

explains the failure to find a correlatidn with the empathy

measure. It may be that empathy 1is ‘correlated only with

social drémitic play and not with dramatic play in general.
In an earlier ,study,‘ Marshall (1961) investigated the ‘ o
correlates of language use and of +the expression -of

9

hostility occurring within social interactions that were
s *

defined as either dramatic or reality-based.\\fgpulariQy -i

was found to bedcorrklated with the incidence of dmamatic'

play interaction but not with the '"reality" variables.

\ Despite the restrictéd definition of pretend play,
Marshall's study does provide some\supportive evidence thay‘
the occurrence of‘pretend play is associated with a measure
'of social competence. Finally Johnson' 21976),‘in a study
which differentiat;&r between. social ’and sggitary fantasy
jplay, found that cregtivity'was related to the occhrrende R !
~\iﬁ\\f“"social fantasy play but. not toﬂwgbé occurrence of
ngn—social pretend play. In general, these correlatiohal
ré;\;ts provide some tentative éupport for the hypothes%&

hat\ . spontaneously occurring soclial_ pretend play \is e

nﬁeiated with social competence and guggest that further




. ,,_'\_.

3
]

investigation is warranted in this area.

4
L

A final limitation of both the correlational and

the experimental studies - is that the measures of sodlal

skill have often been restricted to the cognitive sphere

and have consisted primarily of role-taking tasks. Only
’

two of the training studies Nave included any 5ehavidral
} .

qindices' of social functioning and few of the other studies
have . employed such traditional measuregs Of social

comgetence as peer popularity nominations or teacher
“ oo '

ratings. Social compefence has been suggested to express

‘itself aloqg many dimehsions (Anderson & Messick, 1976;
Hartup, 19785, idcludingjﬁhe behavioral, éhe cognitive, and
Ehe emotional. Furthermore, 1ipitial research iﬁto the
1dimensiogality of this construct suggests that these
different aspects are not all frongly intercorrelated
(Connolly & Qcyle, Noie 4). Because a relationship is
established between social pretend play and‘ social
role-~taking, ione cannot assume that this relationsﬁip also
holds for diéferent measures of social competence. A
, rmeaningful analysis of the relationship between social
_pretend . play and social competence therefore entails_é
multi-dimensional assessment "of social skill. In this
context, social skill may be gonsideréd to manifest itself
a;ogg behaviora;, cpgnitivé and affective gimensions.lln
addition, teacher 'jhdgements ©of competence and Pégr

poﬁularity measures should be included since these measures

’

:
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. are traditionally used andnthei}'inclu;ion-would add to the

generality‘qf the resultsf'

f | fhe behaviorél e;alugtion of social skill has °
typicélly ‘inJolved the quantitative. measﬁrement ,éf the
frequency of 'social \interaction (eg., Smith* & Syddall, .
1979)."Somé research does sqggest'that qualitative asﬁécts\"‘
of- social interactioh'are also impg;tant (dénnings, 1975;
ﬁright, 1980). The successfulness :of‘a sociailbid, the,‘

1

"‘; degree of social assertiveness demonstrated by the child
‘ ; and tpe affective tone of the social'sequences have’been
identified as Lcoétriéutiﬂg to. a child's leve}dof skill
. (Hartup, Glazer & Charlesﬁorth, 1967; Jenhings, 1975;
Wright, . 1980). Evaluation of these qualitative, peﬁ%viora;
: | ‘ ' éeatures of social Skill~‘§hould also be includeq_in a.
comprehensive assessment of social competence. '
| o
- o With -resgecé “to the evaluatidq of the cognitive

components of social skill, two 'typeé of ocial

cognitive role-taking and ‘affective’ role-taking (Wright
. - ’
1980) . An adequate analysis 'of social cognitive skill
should therefore include an assessment of both of these ~
. . P

types of roleltakingj

|
|

‘; : In -reviewing thé.results and limjtations of the
! . . .

; am
L’e‘rl /

/

relevant literature, fwo .issues are iq#/need of further
(i o ’

’ ¢
N : )

<
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4 investigation. The first concerns the claéif;;ation of the |
relationship betuhen spontaneously 6ccurring social pfetend
pléj, and social competence. As has been %ﬁtlined)above,
;né establishment of such a relationship «is both ~
_ theoretically “importadt and as yet unéxblored. A majgr

goal of the. present resedarch ,h was to cpéprehensively

i

evaluate _the viability of this relationship. ~In'this

analysis, careful attentidn was paid to prdviding "
- : compreheﬁsive and meaningful assessments of ‘both variables.
| With respect "to +the assessment of social competence,

. - ' , .
measues which have proven useful in previous research .

(Connblly & Doyle, Note 4)}and'.which tap'%he full complex

of social skill ‘were included. . With . respect to the
‘assessment 6f ;ocial pretend play, less research is
. available from which to determine meaningful vériablésg
Clearly, an index of the overall amount of social pretend
piay is necessary. More refined measure§ may, hoyeyer, be
of value. Garvey (1977) has suggesfed that pretend play can
'involve different types of elements and aransformatig;s and
Jﬂcan exist 9n different levels of complgxity. She also
~suggests that these elements are related to the

developmen€a1 ,maturity  0£ the child. It would be useful,

'the}efore, to include a measure of the degree of complexity

or differentiatjon in the play itself. This refinement may ' "
. '; pxovide greater prediction of the proposed relationship and
‘ would permit an examination of the correlates of both the

. 1 o

a@ount and the maturipy of social pretend'pla%g- Since data ¢

9
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:correlétipnal anaiysis.

*

initial step' of the present research was to emp}rical y-

derive a. measure of play dpmplexity to wuse 1in_ the

' T
The\'second iggue which requires clarification in,
this literature " concerns the generality and viability of

the social pretend  play training-paradigm. As reviewed.

above, the majg?ity ofnthe traifing studies have\not been

¢

sufficiently robust or extensive ’to_gpppoqt the inf rence

[y

“
that social prétend play is indeed a crucial variaple in

social competence develdbment. *With the exception a

-

& Syddall (1979), they have g;ot provided any means of

evaluating the specifiec coptenté of ‘either.the experimental

v . ,
or of the control groups. In addition, the assessment of

so¢ial competence haa not been explbred in a comprehensive..

manner in any of sthese stqdie?. 'Mre;ent research, by
responding to thése 'issues, attempts to provide a more
extensive test of this hypothesis. To this éhd,'mgnitoring

of the play "sessions was conducted to ensure that the

children in the experimental pretend play training group -

'did in fact engage only in social pretend-play and that the,

child;Zn in the control group, while noi engaging in any

o

social pretend blay, did receive an -‘equal amount of

-

.adult-child contact. To provide a base-line for comparison,

l‘ il

a no-%reatment control group was included. Finally, as in -

. the correlaticnal study, extensive and meaninéful

\"- - M ‘, ‘\
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:assessments of social competence, were collected tp.permi% a

. ‘i"\\\‘_ . more complete and datailéd analysis of this hypothesis.

. . . o \ -
. ” .
- ; . s N '
N -~ f P - .
. . > . [ 4
- . '
. .

- ‘ 4 » The present research consists. of two interrelaﬁgd

studles. In the first is {is eiamined the relationship

W “‘:; betwﬁen social pretend play and social. c¢ompetence in
] - ! . } ) v . R .

“preschool -children ageg 'three_ to six years. Using =a

y/c'o_rrelational -approach, the joint ocdhrrance of these two

ppenometa wa evaluabedtﬁithin the context of the day-care
| . , ‘ h . . b ’

ﬂenvirohmént. , Quantitative and qualitative naturalistlc‘

obseréatlons ' of\m social . behavior  as’ well as

‘ non-observablonal measures. of social competence, were

\ . . . ®

s ‘ ) collect;d to assess a child‘ S status“ on, the~ social

v

a
"

' - of social pretend play were cnllected to assess the Chlld'

thés F'l data was first c3%ducted to" der&ye a measure

. [
) . L of qualitatlvély superior social pretend play This measuré

-

i
zj ' child' slevel’ of social pretend play Thése tWO sets of
R '

) ]
- L}

play measures, ‘were then analfsed so. as to determing the

] | ,! degree of interdependéncy between ' them. In this analysis,

[y

GO SN ‘ib: is h&potﬁe&ized that the, child‘s'téndency to.@ngagp in

]

» L his/her statd! on the concurrently collected measures of

\? - social ‘competence, Furthermore, it 13 hypothesized thiay the
. ) = . . . . o

’ )
P k

‘-,-‘ . competche dimension. Cogpurrent naturalistic observatlonSg

sta»tus %;Ige play dimensiop. A developmental .analysig of
X

Was useq in addition to ‘the quantltative index of each l

data the sdELal competence measures . aqd the soc1a1 pretend’

t lS \ o social prebend play should be a sign&ficant predictor ofﬂ

S

C we

gy
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\J//7 * degree to which this social pretend play may be eopsidered
, . ’ T ) '
T ‘ to‘ be qualitatively-superior should add significantly. to
L. RN : ' ‘
these predictions of {a child's compefence status.
‘ Cy R [ ' ‘;7 ! .

Specifically, the more time a child spends in social

- . J

pretend play, the more - highly should he/she score on

social competence of this child should\bé evaluated more
favourably by " his"” te%cﬁérs. Finally, 'he/she shoukd show

(

F ‘h;?heﬁ levels of social’ acceptanae'with‘peeré. Prediction
0 ;hese relationships shéhiﬁ be sharggned by the inclusion

of a qualitat;ve measure &f sgcial,bretend’plai.

o

! . v o ' * >

: v The | siéond étudy‘;contained in the present .
| research pro%ides an é*tension‘of the results of qhe firs%
Sthdy. %An‘experimental manipurgtiop of a.child{s level of
social pre{end play wés caéried out and - the impact.on

2 o." ) Eociél skill was egamined..This man;pulation was performed
using the pretend pléywtﬁaining paradigm. A sybset of .the

f ' ' cﬂildren who participated in ‘the corrélatignal study ere
aégigned to one of Ehreeﬁgroups. The first grcup took p;rt.

f~' | in activities. designed to facilitate social pretend play
@34 i " encouraged by%.the “adult trainer. Other forms of social
| ! .

I

this group were discourageg so 'as to méfe clearly deiineéte
: SR . ‘the role of sdcial pretend play in the acquisition of

iy . < 'social competence. - The ‘~seéond group took p in’
e ‘ NS o '

‘ N . o N
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behavioral and cognitive measures of -social competence..The
. ’ N -

]

< and the occurrence of this~forg£of play wasPpositively. .

. . - L] - " .
A . -ackivity among the children in the training sessions of BE
. N ] »

-
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. ~ .
constructive; crafts-oriented activities that would not

promoee social interaction, either pretend or nbn—pretgnd.

!
Tﬁﬁ? did‘however, provide the children with positive adult
attenéion .éna §timulatijy& This group thus served as a b
éontrol . for the possibility that any posttest changes
observed in ethe pretend 'pléir group. 'a)re the‘ results of the q °

. adulp-child‘ contact,rafﬁer than Hh; child-qhildvcontacts. ) ~ !
The , third érdgp served as. a no=treatment contro}; The

' ongéing procqsses‘of tﬁelfirst two groups were monitoréﬁ’by

“ f H
independent observers. These observations assessed two

aspegts of 'the group processes. First, observations of . |

'adult-cﬂ!id interaction were madé to verify that the two‘

_groups were‘(\éomparable on. this dimension. JSecondly,
observatidns of child-child contact were made to Qerify ‘\‘
thét the “childrén~ in the pre\end play grou;\did in fact
engage‘.ini‘pretend blay‘and AZt in other forms of soéial ~
‘ipﬁeraction. These child-child obsermatidhs also ‘served tq

verify that the children in ‘the construbt}on actiz}iies

group &id not -eﬁgage in any s&cial igtéraction ;mong
themselves. Upon complgtion of these training procedures,
.the posttsst social competencé:'data were ' .analysed to

ascertain any éifferential impact as a result of

participation in the three differ{entb groups. It was

hypothesized that the children participating in the pretend . 7;

play training group should show significant improvement on

1 A

the Isocial cbmbetence measqfes as compidred to the children

in the other two groups who would not be eﬁpected to show
Y » ; : '




ahy systematic changes on their posttest social competence

scores. , s

o
The methodblogieg and results of these analyses

are reported in several separate chapters. In the following

chapter, a brief.overview of the participating qu ects and

of the experimental designs ié given.‘In the ‘next chapter,

the devglopmgﬁ;al énalysié of the social pretend play data

- and. the resultané derivation of 'a° measure of qualitatively
‘, ’ '

superior social pretend play is described. The third

chapter " details the correlational examination ' of

sponﬁ%npously occurring sdcial pretend play and concurrent

levels of soeial compétence. The foilowing chapter provides
a' description of the pretend play training stu@y.,;n the
finai chapter, a summary and integration of all of the
Pesults is presented and the implications of these findings

5

‘are discussed.
-
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’ Methodological rview of the Résearch Project

v

-~

¢

The aata for the three analyses described in the

¢

preceding chabter were collected as a single unit. Hoﬁever;

as outlineﬁ‘pre%iouély; they pertain to differinghaspects

. ,of' éhe' ovenéll .investigat}on anq therefore éach r§’
.~ presented in é séparate chapter. This seckion_giyesya brief
overview of the sample and methods employed thrqughout the

project. Subject selection prqcedvres,' demographic . and

descriptive data are outlined. As well, the research

strategies of the different studies are described and the

procedures of each study are provided within the relevant’

>

chapter. v

N{nety-one children “enrolled in three day=-care |

centres located in Moq&réal-anea suburbs (Lachine, Lasalle

and Notre Dame de Gracekgtﬁwk paii in thisﬂétqdy. In each

centre, the parents of those children who were enrolled on

a full-time basis‘and who weré atlleast thirty-five monthé_

of age~ were asked if their children might participate in
the ;tudy; The letter. of solicitafion seg& £o the'parents

'is shown in Appendix A. The acceptance ra e was high (97%)

and resulted in two 'centres céntributfng\"twthy-nine‘

-
-

”~
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overlap between them is specified. Details. on the specific
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subjects eéch and one . centre contributing tﬁirty-three

‘subjects! In the first two centres, all sﬁbjects were

grouped together %p the same class. In the third centré,
the chfldren were separated into a ydunger group (N = 23)

and an older: group (N = 10). The childrem had all been

‘enrolled in thqlcentré for a.minimuM of two months and most

had Dbeen in the day care <centre considerably longer ( M =

i

13.63 months).

' \ngog?aphic data were collécted'by means of a
family biography form completed by the pa;ents. A copy of
the form is shown in Appendix ‘B. The résults indicated that
the childrén were from predominantly middle- and
1ower-mfggie class families, with the avgrage socioceconomic

status of the children in the third centre"somewhat hikhef

than those of the other two centres. For the three centres,

the mean socio-economic status values on the Pineo & Porter

5

Scale (1967) were, 44.17,,43.§§ and 55.47, re;pect;vely.‘

Most of the children came from two-parent families and were

typicaily ‘the eldest of two children or the ohly child in

the family.. The majority.of the <children were at%ending.

\ e
day-care in their home language. Many of them were,

'héwever, exbosed to another language during the week . (M =

+

15.6%4 hours/week).
‘ | ]

Overall, the children ranged in age from 35 to 69

: -
months, with a mean -age of 54,0 months., Within each centre

28
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;He‘ mean ages were, 52.76, 53.45 and 55.63, respectively:
Both acrbs; and within each centre, the boys outnumbered
the gifls (55;36). Within .'each classroom the proportions
.varigd.' somewbat, but Dboys wéfg always more ﬁeavily
represented (15:14; ‘17}12; 15:7; 3:2).- An index of each

» . B
child's intellectual ability was assessed by means of the

.Peabody Picture V&%hbulary Test. IQ scores ranged from 50°

to 131 with a mean of 90.72, 93.38, and 103.21, in each
centre.

Within each ceﬂire, all of the social competeqce
and social pretend play measUne§ used in the correlational
study were cqllecbed " for each child. ~ The behiviora;
" measures’ of social competence and the Social pretend play

measures were —collected concur?ently during the morning

free-play period by three trained observers. Independent

reliability checks were provided by the author. The

(Y

remainder of tB% social competence measures were obtained
at  other %imes .during the schéol day (usually . the
afternoon), ‘ also by .the author. A multivariate
correlationa;raﬁalysis of these data was empipyed‘to assess
thé degree of relationship between the two phenomena.

When‘ all of ‘the ‘"social coﬁpetence and socfél
pretend play measures had been col;ected. for -a eenpre,

rFd

twelve of the participating children were selected to take
: ph ’

.

part in the training 3study.,The7€“.twelve children were

¢

29
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"ﬁnginiqg sessions, the social competence of these t

e
1

¢ A

pretend play training, conétructigg\activit es training'or

a no-treatment control. The first \ﬁwo éroﬁps et with the
. i :

experimenter for eight half-hour tra?hing sessionhs and the

third group received no treatment. Upon cgmpletionm\of the

e
t

children was re-assessed through a postéest administratio

of the same battery of social competence measures ag were
. Y

collected for ‘the <correlatiopal study. A comﬁyfison of

thgse posttest scores was undertaken to determine if any

differences were‘ present among the threg* e}perimental

conditions.

-

g | : -
Upon completion of all data collection, a group

qf‘ thirty younger‘ children and a group of thirty older

- children were selected from the total sample such that the

two groups would be more homogeneous with respect to IQ and

sex ‘ratio. The observational social pretend play data of

,these children were used in the developmental analysis of
f * - .
soi}ai\pretend play. The scores of the two groups were then
] ' ~ . .
compared to determine\those measures on which the younger

and older children differed.

1

In summary, ninety-one ghildrén in three‘day-cére

centres participated in the‘fqtél study. The data for all

30
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of these chi;dren were analysed in the correlational study

of ‘soéial pretend play and social .competence. The social -

_pretend play of sixty of these children (thirty younger and

.
et phe

thirty older) was : analysed to determine qualitative

differences between the play of youhger and older children, . ' -
. Finally, within each centﬁe, twelve children were selected
®* to take part in the training study’ and the data of these- b .
children weref analysed to determine the "impact of social . .
; ) pretend play ﬁraining on sociaf.competence. ‘
. ye . ' ' . *
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o ' ‘
| 4 .
; . |
b
¥ ' \
|
|
! - R
'
N \ ‘
H M Q\
s g ; ‘ |
. R
‘ - i
* !
. S, b
("“‘“‘{ ' : 3 i
- —_ T . . 1 ¢
y O
3 ' )
e 3
Lo i .
| * 31



-

" to base such a measure. A developmental approach was taken Al

function 1is well developed and fantasy play in cooperation-

! ’ ' °
!
! \ . : \

i Developmental Analysis bf.Sbcial Pretend

.

Play ﬂﬁring.the Preschool Years. =~ . o B N
- ¢ ‘ h f ,'

®

T

The goal of the analyses to be described in this
chapter was to provide an ®mpirical data base for the
derivation of quantitative and qualitative measures of
social pretend play. This process was 'co;§ider§g a.
necessary preliminary sStep to the correlational study as .

there -is_ver& little cdrrently available research on which

in these analyses. The socital pretend play\measures that
elearly distinguished the .older from- the - younger
preschoolers could then Be _used as 1indicators of
quantitative and qualitativé differences 1in their social
pretend play. _ e

 ‘A;though feQ research studies on £he development
of pretend play have been\conducted, some,théoretical wbrg
éiists which provides a starting béint for the present
analyses. In his discussion of the growth of symbolic
activities’in the young child, Piaget (1951) indicaﬁed that
solitary symbolic activity first apéears in rudimentary
form.. around 18 months of age, By age three, Ehe symboiic'

with another' ehild begins to occur. It incfeas;s in

o t,

32




'Sinclair} 1975) » Researchers focusing on  qualitative

'frequehcy over the préschool years and then diminishes in

A}

-oceurrence after age six or se_ve:2 With raspect to

qualitative changes, researchers fo sing on the early

stages of  development have suggested that symbolic play

becomes less imitative, less reality-béund and more complex
over the“secondﬂyear of 'life (Lowe, 1975; Nicolich, 1977,
changes in symbolic play after age three have suggested

that during these years changes in complexity and level of

.infegfaﬁion can also be seen (Fein, 1979; Gar@ey, 1977

Smilansky, 1968). They sugges; that social pretend play may
be concepﬁualized as'typiqally involving the non-aliteral
treatment of  the self-identity, of objects in the
enviro;me?t .and _of the ongoing activity itself (Garvey,
1?77). The frequenc ‘of occdf}ence .of these elemepts and
their level. of comj?exity are postulated to change with
age.’

¢

As ‘regards thg@i entity transformations, these may be,

classified into three 'types (Garvey, 1977). Thé first
involves - the adoption of the role of a member of the
family, such as ;hg‘ mother, the féther or a child. The
second type involves taking 5n~the.identity of a character
encountered inldaily living, such as{lthe fiféman, or of‘a
dharacter " more remotely encountered as-,in . books, on

’televisidn, or in .movies. The third possible type of

identitx transformation involves the taking on of a

R

-
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1

nonJSpecificg functional role wﬁich is defined not by the
attributes of the identity itselfl but rather by the
requiééments of the action ‘sequence. Younger'children are
deséribed as enaocting the simpler family roles; while older
children are sald to be more likely to enact charfacter and
. functidnal roles.“ With respect to the use of o§332¥s and
' of the setting ih,social pretend play, Garvey suggests tﬁ;t
_~the }ncorporation may indeVé a ne;lispic use of the object
as a replica (eg., ironing with a toy iron), the’
non-realistic use of aﬁ object as a substitﬁte for whatevef
/”6bject is needed in the play (eg., using a wooden block Qs
an iron) or the invention of an object by suggestion alone
(eg., making ironing movements without an object).. By agé

-three, most children are able to use objects in all three

manners and . the type of object use 1is not suggested to

change . in frequehcy over ‘the preschool Years. All

preschool children wgul& be expected to be equally
proficient in the use of objects in a realistic, substitute
‘or invented manner. F;naIly, with age comes increasing

familiarity and sophistication with thes® play materials.
This in turn, permits the occurrence of’moré‘complex,play

routines iﬁvolving multipl%’identity, 6bject and situation

r

transformations. | : C : '
' : ' ~

The age-related increase in the r frequency of
-

t

symbolic play ) described ' in the preceding paragraphs has

‘been supported \by several ‘studies (Lowe, 1975; Markey{

N

LN : . 'A \3u;

N
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Subjects

-

1935;? Sanders & Harper, 1976; Tizand: Philps & Plkwis,

1976). \\gg\additioﬁ, qualitative <changes in symbolic plaft

"up to age!thrqe have beer moderately well documented (Lowé,

1975, Nicolich, 1977). Qualitative ‘changqg in social

pretend play after age three have not, however, been

inveqtigated. Consgequently, in the present study,

*. developmental chénges in the type of identi@Q.enacted,’in

the type of objéct'and sétbiqg used and in the incidence of
complex pretend play were‘assessédfr ‘
, &., ] .
Meghod
» ;

Two groups of thirty subjects each were selected from
the ninety-one children participating 'in the overall

project. The two groups were selected such that they would

. differ 1in mean age (48.3 vs. 60.1 months). The younger and

. older groups were however, selected such that they would be

comparable witﬁ respect to IQ (M = 95.7 and M=z 97.6,

.respectively), male:female ratio - (17:13  and 16: 14,

respectively) and approximate numbers selected from eéch

. day éére centre (11:10:9 and \1}8:11), respectively.

. )

;. -Pracedure . . e

-

. ;.”J~Jheﬁ amount and‘qUality of ‘the social’pretend play of-

35
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the subjects . was asses:e\\\ bx, means of one-minute

vobservationalr scans . of their free-play;activitieq. These

oy
5,

scans were -<scheduled - at .regular intenvals"during each

observation session. Forty scans were obtained in each

centre with a maxifnum of three pen session Becapse the

* . [}

free-play. rooms, were very large, threy were subdlvided into

four quadrants which were each observed for one ninute in

rotatiofi® This procedure resulted “in .a total of forty

'minutes pe? quadrant. At ‘the beginning of each minute, the
AN . ‘ . & .

-

observer recorded the names of;Jall children who were
present in the quadrant. At ‘the end of *the minute, a

record was %ade of" all of those children who had engaged in

at least ten seconds %f social pretend play during that

time. Social pretend play was* defined as the Joint

occurrence of symbolic play and of sod}El interaction with

~
at least one other ‘child.. $ymbolic play’ was. defined

according to thé‘!work of Garvey (1977) and consisted of

those play episodes in nhich\phe childnen %ngaged in a

. . . . \
transformation 'of some -feature of their current 'situation.

Such transformations could be indicated in a number of

‘»ways: These included the verbal or phys§c31 enactment 6f

an'imaginary role, the imaginary use of some feature of the
envinonnent,- " thé ~di§eussion of procedures and role
assignments (either prior to or during £ne play sequence)
and f;nally, the use of pretend "signals" such as laughing
and giggling whi}e wrestling. ‘5 social interaction was

defined as a behavioral sequence consieging of any physical

. B . R
Lo
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| whichgwas acknowlédged by that child within ten seconds.
| | witt se

+ -~

. N : ' ' . : Lo - . - 1
or verbal. social bid that was directed to another child and

4
%

N .
a - (I

'In a8ddition to recording the occurrence of social

- S Pre

pretend pld} during each one-minute interval, a'descriptio& ’

A

4 . r )
of the‘ pretehd . play behavior was|‘in¢luded. For eache

interval,'ytgf foliqwing categories were scored; fdentity

trqnsformationé,. object or.setting incorporations-and the

\

predominant “use‘xpf physical motion .in the play. Identity
transformetions were claSsified as familial (an? member‘dﬂ
‘the ‘ﬁndclear family), ' stereotypic (occupational roles’

encountered in. every day situations snchégg poiiceman org ﬂ;é/

‘teéchen),.ffictional (roles | taken from books,l,movies or

teleyision) functional (non-specific roies defined _in

’ v L A

terms of the ensuing agtlvity such as "driv r" or . "server")

(, N v AN

7’and animal/machine Co N ¢
N - . | .

;‘" ;3 _‘E . . '\‘ ' ‘ . . \: . . \
' 3 : '
\N\ Object incorporations were classified as_to whether N

the object was large‘(ie., non—portable) or small Small’
* N . .
objects werg also described as to whether ‘they were used as

a replica in a realistic fashion, used ;s a substitute for
_sopething else or 1nvented in ' a purely fantasized manner.

U )
Setting incorporations were defined as those instances in

ot L

* which 'the child referred explicitly to an aspect of the

phzsical 1ocation and stated a pretend transformation of
the deieu (eg.., anetend this i/i‘a restaurant"). Thess

were recorded if and .when they:occurred, ; , \

N
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Motion-use was clasaified’as té whether its principal

components were gross- motor moyements (running, jumping or

[l

wrestling) or .fine totar morementsfx(hand.lor facial

=

gestures). In order for the motion-use éategorit to be

[N

. scored, the motoric qomponent 'hags;iiizecupy a central

feature of the pretend episode such thag)its removal w 11

qualitatively alter the play The .manual for th scoring of

A 4

the social pretend play scans is included in Appquix C

X«

[
® /

Interrater reliability was calculated on 38% of:

. the “one-minute intervaIF he meah gercent aéreeménts

between two independent Jddges were 93% for presence in

Huadrant 81% for identity transformations, 71% for objeot ¥

use, 89% for settings and 61% for physical motion.

I

- \

Measures t . .
e ¢ - |
Th' frequency o} occurrence of“eacn .of thé pretenq
play categories was calculated- for each child, summing

across the forty scans. To adjust for'differences in the

number of scans for which each.child was present, (M = 27,
‘range = 10 to U40), all raw scores were divided by the

nuhber of scans in which a child was recorded as present.

This procedure yielded frequencies expressed as proportions

of* the number of participating ;cans for each -¢child. The -

proportions ‘were then . normalized qsing the arcsin

transggihaé{on‘(ﬂiner,'1971). - L




- the total amount of social pretend'play was calculated by

.

Inspection of these scores indicated that the majority

were of too low a frequency for 'meéningful analysis

(non-zero scores for 1less than 60% of the sample). More ~

global scores were therefore computed by summing across

conceptually meaningful ‘categories. A first sc0(é'measuring

g

'summing. together all intérvé¥§ in. whieh any pretend

elements were observed, either alone or in conjunction with

4

another element. A series of three scores was calculated to

~reflect differences in the complexity of pretend elements

\ [ 4

. usedg in the play. These included phé proportion of play . .

-

involving an identit§ transformation only (summed across
all of the idgntity cateéoties), the’ proportioﬁ of play
involvings an object incorporétion only (summed across all
6f the object use categories) and the proportion of play
involving both an iden@ity and an obj%gt transformation
(again summed across the identity and object categories).
A:‘further th;;e scores were calculated to reflect theitypé
of identity transf&rhation\sﬁployed by the child. These
inc¢luded the proportion ° of episodes 1involving any

1

functional identity transformation, the proportion

involving any familial identity transformation and the

proportion invblving any chaﬁacier iqéntity transformation,
either stereotypic, fictional 'or animal/machine. These
latter scores includ@d episodes in which only the identity

was transformed as well as _,episodes in which other elements

‘were included in the play. Finally, two scores were

. ) 39
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“calculated to reflect the type of object incorporation used -

" by the child. These included the proportion of episodes in

which small objects were used as replicas in a realistic
fashion and. the proportion of episodes inwhich large or
smelr objects were used in a substituted or invented
fashion. These two scores included episodes wlth only an
object and ebisodes with an object and other elements. The
motion and,\setting categories were recorded_ only very
rarely and were therefore eisPegarded in the calculation of

\
\
these variables.

. ‘/Results

Separate analyses were conducted to assess differences
in the overall amount of social pretend play, differences

in the complexity of social pfetend play, differences in-

the three identity categories and differences in the two

object use categories. A univariate énalysis ef‘vaniance

was employe¢~qin the calculation of the first comparison,'

The. 1latter three analyses differed from'the first in that

they 1included multiple , dependent measures and therefore
multivariate analyses of variance were employed. For-each

univariate and multivariate  analysis, age '(YOunge} vs.
T

older) was treated as a between group factor. In additi®n,

sex was included as a second-between greup facpog in order

3
]
-y
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ﬁo assess whether this variable '{nfluenced thé nature of
. .any obtained age éhanges. In the multivari;be analyses of

 variance, subsequent: univariate result® were interpreted

only when a significant overall multivariate F was
obtained, o ' . )
.’,/// . MAmount of Social Pretend Play . . S

\

. A two-factér univariate analysis’ of variance for the

total amount of social preﬁend play was calculated and é

.significapt age -effect was obtained, F(2,56) = 9.367,
p<.01. The analysis of variance table.is shown in Appendix

D. The results indicated that the older children spent a

Ny .
‘pretend play than did the younger children (.37 vs .25).
These means are shbwn in Table 1. Neither the sex effect

‘nor the interaction effect was significant.

"™

Complexigy of Play

"

A two-factor MANOVA for the three types of complexity
i : of play vafiablgs (identiéy only, objedt only, identity and

i Al

b . N .
[ -
1 / 1\

[ . ' ¥

t Co _ significantly greater proportion of their time in social

_9

N
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Calculated Separately.

, .
[,

73 ' \
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. Table 1 »
' &= s
Raw Proportions of the Social Pretend Play Measures,
for Younger and Older Children,
. .- Younger Older
d . o M_(SD) M (SD)
‘Total Amount of Soclal Pretend Play .25 (.14) A7
Q . - V-
w}ﬂ
' Identity Only 04 (,04) - .05 (.05)
. Object Only. - .07:(.08) .09 (.08)
«' " Ildentity And Object ©L13 (1) .22 (.15)
Identity Transformations . i
Functional .08 (.06) ..11 (.06) .
Pamilial .05 .08y, .09 (.10)
Character .04 (,08) ;08 (.08)
Object Use
Replica » .08 (.06) .14 (,09)
Substitute - .13 (.10) <17 (.’ld)
! K
\ , »
“Q, " .
o, N : .
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object), “was compﬁted. A significant multivariate effect

for age. was- obtained, F(3,54) =Vf3.2889; p<.05. The vﬁ

multivariate analysis of variance summary +table'is also o

1]

shown ‘in Appendix D. The wunivariate ANOVAS indicated the
two groups did not differ in the proportion of time spent

in identity only or object‘only,play, F(1,56) = .2879, gnd s

F(1,56) = .6856, respectively. The older children did 4l

however, spend a greater proportion‘of time in identity and \"

object - play, F(1,56) = 8.1143, . p<.01. The means for these p
P . .

categorieé are shown in Table 1. The multivariate F's

testiné‘ the effects of sex and of the age group x sex -
ihteraction showed no 'significant differences between males
and females on these measures. . L I .
Identity Transformations
j _.t i |
- A two-factor MANOVA forlthe ‘threé types of identity )
;tfansformation was calculated and it also showed a. N

"in the same direction were noted for: familial identity'pse,

significant multivariate effect for age, F(3,54) = 1.5028,
pk.OS, (See- Appendix b). The: uniyafiate ANOVAS revealed
that the older children showed more functional identity use
than the younger children, %(1,56)‘= 3.7%81, p<.05. Trends
3.7781, p(.HO, and {for charact;r identity hse,
3.5399, p<.i0. THEL MANOVA also indicated a

F(1,56)
F(1,56)

significant multiyariaté effect {or sex on these dépendeqt

, 7
variables, F(3,54) :

-,15.5392,\/p<.oxo1. The univariate ANOVAS'

e [
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' Object Use. - . )

. ' ~

[}

indicated that the boys showed significantly more character

identity transformations, F(1,56) = 6,0175, p<.05.

Conv§§se1y,h the girls showed significantly more familial
identity transfoémations, F(1,56) = 18.7470, - p<.00%. In
addition, a tremd was noted for the bbys to show more

functiqnal identity transformations, F(1;56) = 3.2523,

-p<.10. The means for these categories, calculated

separately by sex, are shown in Table 2. The multi&ariate

. '

test of the .sex x age interaction was not significant.

P

- \

- The two-factor MANOVA for the two tyﬁes of object usé
LN - '

shong a significant multivariate age effect, F(2,55) =
7.4218, p<.001, (See Apppendix D). The univariate ANOVAS
irdTeated that. the older children differed from the
“younger in their greater use of objegts as replicas,
IF(1.§ ) = 15.0841, p<.001, but not in their use of objects
aS/’subsfituges, Ft1,56) = 2.0184, p<.50 (See Table 1). A
signifigant multivariaﬁe F ratio was also cbtained for sex,
F(2,55), = 6.3373, indicating that the boys and,gir}s used
objects in different waysg?see Table 2). The univariate
KthAS iﬂdicaped‘igft the boys_were'observeq to use 6bj§cts
as substitutes more frequently than the girls, F (1,565 =
"8.1760, p<.01, but did nSt differ from the girls in their
use of objects as replicas. The multivariate F for the aée

x sex interaction was not significant, F(2,55) = 1.0723.

S
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\"\ ‘ Table 2° .
) Raw Proportiona of the Social Pretend Play Measurea, Calculated Separataly
t ‘ for Males and Females.
” ‘ ' ' Males  Pemales
: M___(SD) M __ (SD)
Total Amount of Social Pretend Play .33 (.16) ~ .29 (.17)
Complexity of Play C ’ . ‘?
SN o Identity Only - . « .05 (.05) .05 (.05 “ 3
. : ‘ tbject Only . 0T . .11(.08) . .06 (.06) . |
\ . ’
e o Identity And Objact N7 (12) 18 (W19 .
. . ' C o AR S -
‘ o d Identity Transformations \uy . o o
T Functional ' " .11.(.06) .08 (.06) N
) Familial o .03 (.06) .11 (.11) \
é ;Gha.ract'er o , .08 (.09) .03 (.05) \\ .
f“ . 3 Object Use L . . ‘ |
‘ - - . peplica : o Coa0 (07 N2 (10)
, Substitute , L W18 (100 .12 (09) T
/ g o : _ : SRR N >
}‘\'/—) ¥ : 4 ’ L E
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Discussion

\
.

?he © purposes of the. pre;ent study,gerﬁ_twofold;
to confirmr the occurrence of an age-related increase in
gocial bféfend play and toﬂ iSoléte qﬁalitative feathres
that differéntiéted' this global increase. These results

were preliminary to the derivation of the measures of

'preteda play to be used in the correlational anéIysis of
soc;al {retend play and social compétence. With respect to -

the first aim, the results indicated that the older

4

children were observed iﬁ'social pretend play,significantly
more often than were the younger . children (37% vs 25%).

This finding <confirms the ' results of previous research

(Lowe, ’1975; Tizard et al, 1977)" reporting age-related

increases 'in symbolic play..In addition, it extends these

findings‘ ﬁo include a specific increase in social pret;nd

play. The failunre to fiﬁd sex differences in the amount of
. N .
pretend play is at variahce with some other reports that
. L

boys, engage in higher levels of fantasy play than do girls

" (Sanders & Har per, 1975). This result may perhaps be due to

T

the wide variety .of qualitatively different types of

pretending which . were assessed in this study. More’

specifically, boys were fqund to show more charabéer rolgs
and substitute object use whereés the girls showed more
familial rolés; If boys and girls‘ generally show these
preferénce;ﬁ for different ‘types qf pretend activities, sex

dff(erence; in the amount of pret?nd play-mﬁg be obtained

-

.2 | '
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if the obseryational categories favor the play preferences

of one sex or the other.

N

\ . .6

.
v

With resbecp to the second purpose, several

differentiating features of a qualitative natufe were

identified. The older children's increase in social pretend
, . . .

_play appeared to be the result of a specific increase in

p¥ay that 1involved °“the concurrent employment of both an’

identity and an object change. This was in contrast to the

younger children's play which more often involved only a -
! 7

single transformati%n of either the identity or the: object.

With 1increasing age and increasing skill in prétend social‘

pléy, children were more able to enact pretend play

- routined en?giling tke complex task of integrating both a
- pretgpd identity and a pretehd object inte the action

sequence. This age-related increase in complexity occurred
_equally for. both the boys and the. girls. - These
developmental changes \are in aéreement with Garvey's
discussions (Garvey, 1977). . | ’

When the focus of the analysis was on the type of

identity’ enacted in the play sequence, regardless of the

('L") A + EY . . )
, N:“”‘;hgience or absence of other elements, the results were
I ' 13

" somewhat different, There was a tendency for all three
identity types to increase in . the older group. Functional
ident%tiqs 'showed a significant increase and the other two

;idintity types showed strong 'trehdsuin "that; direction.

I T . . ‘ P
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§otgble sexy,dixferences were also found on.

‘differences in character and familial foles, were not

f . .
-
Q
- R
- .

this measure. .

The girls' demonstrated a marked prefe;enée for enacting

[ familial roles and the boys demonstrated an equally strong

preference for enacting character roles,. These results

suggest that the overall increase in}iéentity‘and object

. play found in older children is qualitatively dif#irent for

the ¢two . sexes. Girls enact functional and familial roles

while the boys enact functional and character roles. '

The agefrelated inerease demdnsfréted for
fpnciional identity transformﬁi)on is iﬁ line with Garvey's
predictibns, although the increase‘ is perhaps less v
pronounced than wouid be expected. On the other hand,-t@e
failure to obtain a Signif?&ént increase in charactgpw;oies
in alder children, as well as the findings of sex
. . o »
anticipated from her ,Q}scussions. In the present study,

functional roles appeared to be very popular, negérdles; of

the child's age or sex, and all role enactments generally‘,

increased with age.lDifferential role enactment appeared to

\
be more a function of the sex of the child than of the age

e

The investigation of-the manner in which objects
. i

of the child.

are Incorporated into the play also showed both agé andlsekv

. ¥
differences. Older c¢hildren were more)likely to incorporate’

‘replica objects into their: play in a redlistic manner,

u

. T}
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' treg&ing the, object in a fashion abpropriqte to its

¥

intendéd use, Boys' of all ages, when compared with the

girls, more ' often wused objects as substitutes for other ’
objects in their play. These age differences are contrary

to those expecfed. The extané literature suggests that if

»

age changes were to occur, they would demonstrate ihcreased

e

flexibility and ease in using objecté in a non-realistic

manner (Lowe, 1975; Overton & Jackson,’1975). The present

. research differed however, from the previou$ experimental

étudies in tﬁat object uses were observed in the free-play
environment. Perhaps under these . more naturalistic

cirgumstancés, greater maturity is reflected in the use of

- objects in  an appropriate rather than idiosyncratit

: fashion, Although sex differences in the typgvof-prefend

play with objects were not predicted, ‘they are in

S

accordance with findings‘indicating sex differences in the

types of objects boys and girls c?g e 'to play with

(Maccoby & Jacklin, 19755.

+ ’

In summary, age-related increases in play
. 4

complexity were found as well as a tendency for older

children to\\prefer functional role enactmgnt and.to use

opjects” inta realistic manner. In addition, it was apparent

" that bhe gipls preferred to enact the familial roles while

the boys 1pre£erred to enact character roles._Boys also

) prefefréd' ,to use objects in a less reality-bound fashion,
SR '

transformingl them into‘yhahever‘obj$ct was needed in the

e T g
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JLlay. The implications of these results for the derivation
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of =& measure‘;af piay matu}ity or complexity are not

. Straight-forward. As a result, several criteria were

il

specified to aid in determining,such a measure. The méasurg

should” clearly - differentiate the younger and’ older

”

- ) ‘Ehildren. The. measure should not-be.biased in favour of one

sex or the other. Finally, the measure - shbul&"be

;
E.‘
5
%
¥
.
i
£
1

theoretically and concéptually consistent with current

- —Lliferature.~ Eearing- these criterié”in mind, the results .
suggested that an appropriaée mea;ufe would'bé the amount
of complex social pre&epdtplay, ie., play invdlving both an #
'-identity " and .an object traqsformatfon. Tgis measure
differentiated the age groups but‘ not the two sexes. Its
employment -would therefé}e; not discriminat@ against either
:mal s or females. wﬁo did 'show differences on ihe\more : Jif
’ rﬁ?fﬁéd HYeakdowns 65/the ;dentity alld objects categories. '

'This measure was further recommended. for use by ‘its o

relatively high rate of occurrence, thu$§ assuring that

- adequatq;variabilitylwould be obtained in the correlational
study. %ipally, the use of such a ﬁ;asure uopld"be ¥
consistent with“thé theoretical arguments ofﬁGarvpy (1977)

-~ - and other researchers (Fein, Note T) Wwho suggest that one :
of bther hallmagkﬁ of mature social pretend play is its
increase in the integration of complex and’ multipie

elements with a single play sequence.
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> ‘A ggrrelationPI”Study of Social Pretend Play and
S - _ o T
--Soeial Competence during the Rreschool Years. = -

t 4

5

In ‘this chapter the cq{relational: study of the

¢

relationShip between  social p;etend play and social

competence is described. oAs outlined in the first'chapter,

N

‘? ,positive relationship between thes\ﬁ two phenomena has

i

“been hypothesized and evidence in support of this claim. is

h.,

beginning to accumulate’ (Fink, 1976; Garvey, ‘1977; Saltz et
al, -1877; v‘Smilensky, 1968; ‘Smith & Syddall, 1979)

N
.EXamination of the designs and results of thése studies
' & N

indicates that  the majority of themx have addressed this ,

issue through analysis of posttest'changes in a varieéxﬁof

dependqnt neasures followingiexplicit coaching in social .

preténd play. it was-suggested that an‘elternatevappnoach

to this issue was through the correlationa:*study of these

two events ‘in %he natural environment. Such an analysis

s r

‘ may, .in fact "+ be seen' a? a necessany first nstep'rn

' establishing the ecological validity of this hypothetis and

in providing a. meaningful dé@cription of its components.

.Only a limi%ed number of pertinené correlational studies.

have been oonducted (;ohnson, 1976; Marshall, 1961, Rubin &
Haioni, 1976) None of these studies were dfrectly

-

conoerned Yith the present experimenté& hypothesis and .

$
oonsequently only quite restrioted measures of the relevant

- 51
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constructs were . collected. However,"the results are
generally supportive of the hypothesis and indicate the
utility of exploring this relationship in more detail The
purpose of the. pges%nt analysis was, therefore, to provide
- a correlational analysis of naturally . occurring epcial
pretend play and currént levels of social competence, using

comprehensive‘measures of,both.constructs,

-

Y ’} I e\

Method - -

—

i o
Subjects

. . . ) .
LN - ' ) /

Alll of the-nfnety-one children _obseryed in the three
y T . . ) ) |
- «In. total there were fifty-five boys and thirty-six girls.
1The children ranged in age from 35 to 69 months, with an”
{ average age pf 54,0 months. They also showed auwide range
pf intellectpal abilities. The Peabody IQ, scores rangef
from 50 to 131, with a mean“sgore of 95 8 (SD = 17.43).
Procedure . S j ' "
Within each centre, thé participating children vere.
admin}etered \ggcial competence meaedres which tapped four

dimensions, behavioral intereotions, social cog ition, peer

In addition, the mount of time that each ohifﬁ spent in

day-care centres took part in this .phase of the research. .

sroug 'popularfty and teaoher ratings of social oompetence.

‘ "

> . ! . ’
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SOcial preﬁend play was recorded, as well as the level of I

complexity of ‘that play The coliection of these measures

was carried -out simultaneously in each centrex\and was - '
- ‘ K ' ~N . . b
generally, completed within two months. i . ’ s
. ‘ b ¢ T [ j‘:
. . Y - . J ' #
Measures : S " /

1

\\
~ L

S ‘ doial, ] . In each- |
classroom, the head teagher was asked to complete the Kohn

& Rosman Social Cémpetence Scale (Kohn, '1937) for all of .
the qdildren participating in the Study. . This scale ‘
contains seventy-three items describing ra wide variety of
preschool behaviors. The child is rated on each item using:
a seVen-poinq Bcale; A copy of the scale is included in

Appendix E. Based on the ratings of these items, two scores

are calculated. The ~ first . score is labelled

InterFst-Participation and reflects the child's capacity to °
interdct: effectively with his peers and- his skill in using

the social and non-social features of the preschool .
1 o . ( R

X

environment. The secopd score is 1ebelled

CdoperatianCogpliénce and reflects the child's willingness \_
to follow the teacher's directives and‘his/her;ability to

L . . « ‘ a
.function within the structure'of the classroom. Singfe the

[ &

focus of the 'research in . this thesis was on peer-peer
;nteractive skill, Qonly the first factor ‘qas 'sconed.
Adequéte -reliability of this measure has-beeh reportéd‘in

’ ' M . (" ’ ,
" the literature (Kohn & Rosmah, 1972). In previous researchy
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conducted by the author, (Connolly. & Doyle, In Press),

i ~adequate interrater correlations between head and 3351stan€\\“ ”

\%, ‘ teachers were also obtained in t;o-classrooms. In the first

% classroom, theé correlation was .89 (N = 19) and in the \
% g 'eeeond it was .97 (n = 9). ﬁeliabilgty was therefore, not ~~(
| g ) reiaesessed in the current research.. )

g . \ Peer popularity. Two measures of popularity were

collected cin this study. The " picture socxometric measure
(Moore, ﬁ§67) was admlnlstered by presenting to each child

. in a class a board on which were mounted 3" X 4n

black-and white photographs of all the participaﬁing
vl children in tKat class. Each child, tested individually in j

® a separate rooﬁ was asked to pame the pictured children

. . and then was asked to pretend that the examiner had brought=
; | a gew game to the centre which only two children could
play. The child was asked to point to the picture of the ¢
child with whom he would most like to play. In the two

larger classrooms (N = 31, N = 30), the child was requested

to-give three such nominations. In the two smaller classes

(N = 23'and N = 10), the number\of‘neminations requested
. A , \ ' B
. wds  made proportional to the class size (2 and 1,

\ . VN
respectively) as recommended by Kane & Lawler (1978). Each

v . childls'»popularity score was then caglculated as the number

of nominations received divided by the number of nominating

. . - .
‘. children. ‘ ‘ ‘ﬁ\\ M
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K ) e A second measure of popularity was collected

73

using the teacher's rank ordering metho&F'(Greenwoodq ~
A

Gt

Walker, Todd & Hop§, In Press). This method was employed

. , /
; .- because dissatisfaction has been expressed with the data

obtained using the traditional sociometric approach (Ashér,‘

J——

Singleton, Tinsley & Hymel, 1979; .Gottman, 1977; Peery,
1979). These authors point out that sociometrie popularity

is often an unreliable measure with preéEHbo s and that

P inconsistent relationships with independent validating -

measures such as rates of socﬁfl interaction an
. .

social

. zgégnitive functioning have been reported. In additio

1

. 7 .
manner in which the test is administered and scored can

, the

':ary considerably and these methodological differences can
] :

significantly alter- the results an earlier research

project, the author found that| the use\ of teacher rankings

‘g - of peer popula?ity resulted in a more megningful measure of 2
| o j the popularity construct (Connoll¥ & Ddyle, In Press). ’
:-Specifically, when compared to thw% sociometric popularity -
. measure, the ééacher popularigy ranking measure was moére .

13

reliable and was mbre predictive of independent teacher
b% ings of social competeace and of observations of

.Boﬁpe?ent social behayior. " These resQ}ts supported the
ut;liﬁy of this measufé as a researcb‘ tool but were
considered to be only Eentatiye' ;t that ~¥ime. Both
7/ - measures were therefore, included in the preseptistudy in
- order to test the replicability of these resuf%s. It\was\
decided that if the teqéﬁgr fanking method Egain appeared

3
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superior} it would serve ,as the exclusive popularity °

meagure in this study, - : cL . o

-

]

The teacher popularity measure was collected by
Y .. . i a - . \

requesting the head teacher in each class to rank order the:
children, . according to both the. frequency and the
extensiveness with w?ich each waS'selectee.as 1.Playmate by .
his/her peers. The lowest score (1) was assigned to the
most Ipopular child end the highest score tp+the least
6gEular child. In calculating the teacher popularity

L oy
score, each child's assigned-rank was divided by the class
(%ize, in order to adjust for 'differences in size across
,' ' classes. A copy of the teacef(<topul;rity ;anking form 1is

- c \
included in Appendix F. . q

’

v | The reliability of tﬁese two popula}ity measures .

: Jes also  assessed in the previous research project:
(Connolly & Doyle, In ﬁnees) and adequate correlations in ; .
the two preschools werezfound.at that time. Test-retest
reliability of)the soqiometflé\ popularity,measure_yas T
in the first claesroom (N ='28) and .77 in a second (N = °
16). Intefrater reliability of the teacher ranking of

¢ pop?larity was 295 (N = 28) and 1.0 (N = 9), respectively,
in the two cla§grooms. The reliability of these measunJ; ‘//

. [
: was,.ﬁpererore,‘ﬁﬁt re-assessed for this project .

J. - ‘ 56\
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Social cognition. Two measures of'social cognition, w

< one assessing affective role-taking and one assessing .

. o s e
Mresimerture o RS TG |
et T L : ;

. N
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.

cognitive role-taking, were administered to each child.

e Lt

[

¢ 4 Affective role-taking was measured using a task described
by Urberg & Docherty (1976% In this task, the child,
tested individ%fIIy/in a separate room, was presented with
g1 s . pictorially iilustfated . Story sequnces. The séqueﬁcés
focus 6n the acéivities of tJB - same-sex children and the
following themes, were depicted. In the first story, a

child's,. bag of ‘candy ié\iakeﬁ by s another child; in the

. second story, a child's riend wins the game they are

- playing; in the third sfory, the : teacher resélvesva toy
2 3 conflict 1in favor of one of the children. In each case,
‘ RS the child was asked to identify, and then give reasons fof

» the feelings of the two depicted qhilﬁren. One point was

*assigned for eac feeling correctly identified. Another

A

-~ point ‘was assign‘d' for each explanatipn' that took into .

account the sequernce of events desgribed in_the story. This

resulted Q}n a / maximum score of 12. Details on  the
instructions an -on_ the sgoring.procédureé are given in
Appendik G. - %{)

>

'y Coqp'tive role-taking was assessed using a task {\
described by Flavell (1970). 1In this task, again

~ administered privately, thé child was presented Qith an

man's tie,




manual’ is included in Appendix H. S

asked to select from these objects a birthday gift for
mother, father, teacher, and gan opposite-sex friend. . One
point was assigned forveach appropriate gift choice, with a
maximum score of 4. Details on the instructions and scoring

procedures are also given in Appendlx G.

L4

¢

4

2 yehavior observations. During the free-play

periody//three female undergraduate students and one female

(4]

. graduate student, all of whom were unfamiliar with tHe

[N

results of the other social competence measures, observed

. the peer social interactions of each child. Forty

one-minute observations were collected for each child and

"no more than four observatlons were made on any one day.

The order of subject observation was basaé on a class 1lis

through which the' observers sequentially ,rotated in

‘§electing the tanget child. A :.copy of the)observation

- 4

Duning each recorded intervalx,the observan nofed
whether or. not the childf was interacting with apother

child. . A social interaction was defined as.a behavioral
{

sequence consisting of any verbalization, physical gesture,

-

or other delibérate verbal o?/non-verbal behavior which was

Al

di/acted to ancther child,\and which was responded to or

nacknowledgcd by that-child 3¢thin ten seconds. If any such
, interactions occgrred, the total amount of time spent in’

interactions was recofded in seconds, using a stopwatch, Cf:;//

58
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, At the end of the ohe-minute intérval,'if_ahy

social interaction had ocauhred, the observer rated the

. \ S A
overall interval according to certain descriptive features

First, the predominant - affective tone of the chial
interaction in the interval was classified, as__either
v EL

negative, neutral or positiwe. An interval was rated as
&

‘negatively, toned if any verbal or ron-verbal gesture of-

J.K

» anger, hostility, sadness or refusal to cooperate, was

noted. It was rated as positively toned if any friendly

\\\~/)§esture, .such as smiling, sharing, laughing, or touching

T
were noted. Intervals were rated as neutral if ng such

o
negative or positive gespuu‘é were observed. If Dboth
negétivq and zPositive‘ gestures occg}red in thg Same
interval, -the tone which predominatea was seiectgd.
Secondly, the oSserver alsc recorded whether the p%eceding
soc{al interaction had béep prihariax; dyadie, ie.n’
"involving only two children; or group, ie., involving'tﬁreg
or more children. In order for an interaétiqn interval to
be considered mnon-dyadiec, 'céntiguous social interaction

L

sequences must have been observed between the target child

and- at least two other chifdren. Third, the observer
indicated whether or not the target c¢hild had made use of
language during the soéial interactions, or if he/she had

begn primarily non-verbal in the interaction. Finally, the

R

™, . .
- obsérver classified the social 1interactign interval as
having consisted - primarily :b{ litekal activities (eg.,

| conversations, construction tasks, art work or ‘reading) or
Pt . E . ' . -

‘ ) SRS ‘ .

;o - . - 59
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of prétené piay.(whqp any mutually agreed upoﬁ make-believe u=
transformations of the self, of objectsAor of the'setting
oc&urred in the interaction): If no social interaction
. ' with’ another child ,occur%ed during ¢the interval, the
o?server indicated whgther or not the éhila had interacted
with the teacher during that time.

\ . :

From these time and interval-rating observations,
eight varia?les welfe calcu{ated'for each child, summing
across the forty }ntervals. )To begin with!”three scores
reflectinglthe am&unt of social activity wére computed. The

¢

first was’ the number of observation intervals in which

social interaction was observed (total 1interaction
}ntefvals), The second was the mean duration of all

recorded social. interactions (computed as total‘time/_total\

> 1interaction intervals). A third frequency score reflecting' a

‘the number/” of observation intervals in which the child

N

interacted with the teacher was also computed. Secondly, :
'-‘ .

five scoies reflecting the qualitative aspects of the

interaction were calculated. These consisted of the

proportions of  negative, of neutral and of positive

interaction rintervals, . the prébortion‘ of  social

) o interactions which he(e rated dyadie, and the‘proportion of
. social interactions in which language 'was used. Each of

ntn@se scores was defined as-<the frequency of the respectiie

(

' . -\
' category's Joccurrence, divided by the -total number of

sociq1~ interaction intervals. In this way, qualitative '
) . , . : ¢

hd -
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scores. of social ‘exchange were deriveé which were
independent of.aﬁchild's ovérallcrate of social activiﬁy.

4 | ,

In addition to the tiée and interval ratingé made
for each one-minute obéervd{;on, the occurrence of seven
discrete peer-directed\sogial behaviors was recorded on—an
on-going basis as they were observed during té;(interval.

These behaviors are derived from the Socia 'Behaviors

Checklist (White & Watts, 197;) and égcué on qu;iiﬁativ?

co;ponents of individual social' bids. These behaviors

'includep, 1) Attracts-attention, which was sabrea whenever’ .‘ .

the chi%d attempted to attract anoﬁher 3Pild's attention by

calli;g his name, showing or telling mim something, moving

téward _and standing hear; Z)ﬁ Use$-as-resource, which was %

scored ‘fqr instances when the -cHild sought explanaﬁionﬁ’

clarification; information or help from a peer; 35
s L??ds-acéivities, defined as either a‘verbél_or non-vérbal
attempt to direct the activities of a peer or as an

instance 1in whigh'the child?s activities are copied b} a

peer without having: beép given directions to do so; U4)
Competes-forzéquipment, which wasqscored whenever a chi;d

entered into verbal or physiaal competitién over classroom

objects  or equipment;vﬁlﬁ FoLlows-ieadhof-peer, defined ;s
'inétances gin‘ which‘the chi}q oseyed a'peer's directives,
‘fﬁlldwéd after a peer, Joined in °a beer's aqtivity, J\b -
1;}¢bally supported a peer or demonstrated involved .
) obse;;aticn Sf a peer's activities; 6) Refpseéato-fpllow,

; .
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defined as instahqes in which a child resisted, reruseﬁ,

. ~ .
disobeyed or ignored a peer's directions and ‘finally 7)

Expresses-affection, defined as an instance of fr;endlipeps
including .smiles,llaughter, friendly Statements, touchgsi
hugs, offers of help and ;par;né. ‘The .first three
behav?%rS} . attracts-a;tention, use;-as4resource, and
igads-activities, were further classified according to
1wyether‘ the social bid had been successful or unsucceséfﬁl

N - in acpieving its goal. ———

—
. On the basis of these' social behavior
<~ . observations, thirteen scores were qalgulatedo fér‘each
,,‘Eybject,_ again summing across the forty igtervals. First,
’ an index of the frequency of*occurren?e was calculated as
"the “sum of the total social behaviors achssx all
categories. ‘Secondly, the . proportion\ 'of _pehavioré
occhrring Wwithin each category was balcblétéd using'the
. formula: frequency of behaviér/ total social behaviors. ls
with the interval rating scores, proportions weré computed
in . order ?o derive qualitative-measuye& of social behavi?r
thch were indépendgnt of ~a child's over?ll rate éf
oo ‘A interaction. These brobort%ons were calcula}ed‘for,six éf
the ?sgveh behavior categorieF described ;bove ihd for the'

three unsuccessful g:havior cateéories. The behavioraf'

cétegbry, ,leads-éctivities-suqcessful, was subdivided into 5

“ three ' scores, depending on wﬂether the behaviors qbcurred‘-

within an interval scored as negé@iie,jneutral or positive.
o e :

[ v

B V- .- .
P !

TR
[

i YR X P
....Hf,,....—,.p...'oufd‘.y& o ]




Proportiops“ were then calculated for each of the

sub-catéBories, Qathen than for the overall category.

L . : ‘ ‘ '
N - o,
In summary, a total of twenty-one indices o{

y?ocial behavior were calcula r each child. Eight were
based on- the time and interval ratings and thirfeen were
, ' %

baséd on the observations-of the discrete social'behavions.,'
. : 3
'ai These scores provide measures of bothiw{he £requency of each

child's social aetivity, and .of the quality of his/her

A social behavior, independent of rate of activity. One

a5

édditional: breakdown of these scores was also provided by

DI AN
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calculating these variables for onl?y those anenvétion
, . intervals which had been, categorized asiliterél activitf
;nd then for only those ubservationxklntervars which had
been classified asfsocial pretend play) In computing the
behavioral proportlons occurring within each of the two

-

play/activity " contexts, the denominator reflected the

1

Y et

& incidence of activity within each context, rather than

P
4‘. €

overalL rate of activity. Specifically, the uaumber of
.literal interskis’ the number of pretend intervals

‘?serwgd P%‘the denomjinators for the interval rating scores,

n‘mf“" i

while thgg tal litﬁral social behaviors and ‘total pretend
X

social behaviors served as the denomépators for the social;'

[}

behaviors: scores.

s .
' . l'\

R

.Prior to "EManaQE£Zi;s, all of the propbrtions

were normalized using the -arecsin transformationﬁ, The

..’? o

e = - .. . " ‘ . .. " L
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" fduration measures  were normallzed using the'logarithmic
: N
° transformation (Hiner, W971)

- I ? 'A& R ' ) ’ ' -—

N e o Obsérvers were trained in the "observational

eéaing system "until. interrater agreement between each

.o N .
9 observer- and;>thej author was at. least 80$ across all -
categories. Interrater agreement Was lso periodically
re-assesaed dprigéﬁ aata gbllectiqa on 7% ¢f the
- observations. Mean percent agreement values ﬁere computed
for the interval raéings" and for the discrete social
' behaviors categories. A Pearson correlation coefficient was
, computed for the time in interaction measure.ughese values
‘may be considered &s conservative estimates since they were
" .based on only those cases where at least one. of the ratérs

. " had recorded the occurrence 9f that particular event.
- ? ° , 4 " '
Coe " Observations 1in.which no event was reeorded in a category

.by either the observer or the ‘author-wereAnot,inc%hded‘ia
the.‘ealculatipn of thae category's reliability. Percent
'agréement values fen the discrete ‘social Dbehavior
categories ‘ayeﬁaged 77.7%, with a range of 331 to 85%.
S o Percent agreement values for the interval rating scores .
o averaged 84 4z with a range of 78$ to 95%. * The Pearson :
’: correlatipn doefficient for time in Lntenac;ion was .89. ‘
.The reliability vafues for the individual.caieégries areo .
shown tn Table 3. L
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B In::eruwr Keliabilit:y ‘Eatinates of the Individual Social Behavior . -
¥ Obuamuou Variables: ' - -

v

3 o - o B . . _—
k- S %ar‘iable: St . - BeliaBility Eatimate\‘

e

o7 Y T . l . [ ) * . \
¥ murvalnump" - "~ ' I

‘ P " Affective ‘l‘one /}/ T RO 79% o ‘
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| PR 7. lesds-Successfyl -1 7 S I IO

. . LeadseUnsuccessful L tiors S
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oo ’Affoctiou ' -l e R {4 ) . -
B . . G . P [ S . . - '
‘ [‘ e Competes~for-Equipment - . . * . CL e 732, + . ~ :
. ot S 4 b : ' . ' \
. . B - ’ L. ! - o N b
abitltey iit‘i\.ut.d-by uann\of percent «asrenunt’beu«n ‘D‘bn@ty%tl e .

¥ " N



O Aot v

}.'Social gretend plav observations. Concurrent wi tl‘: the

collection of the social behavior measures described above,
) *

pEs
¢

‘g v ' social pretend play shown by each child. across forty
g " E “one-minute obsérvation scans.. The proc dures.used and the
f measures collected have neen describgz in detail in the
’%‘”‘\' ‘preceding chapten. In addition, an analysis %f:the measures
g ] u which diﬁferentiated tne yonnger‘andrthe older children was
ﬁ‘ fo ’reported‘ nd ,two measures_were suggested for use in-the

s

.'- ' present correlational analysis. The - first measure was.: the

pretend play It was calculated .as the “total number of

i

: q
or both - were recorded. As discussed earlier" this value
was expressed as’ a proportion of the ébservation scans for
N '\‘ 1 'y N

which the child was pres7nt in 'order' te adjust for

individual, differences in the nunber of scans in which each

¢

child}participited. ,

-~ ' - . -
- f : R . . .
° ! . -
. - ’ ) \
L] LY

\) . The second measure was-an inde} of thezpreportion

(

r~of social pretend play which "~ can be corsidered

qualitatively SUperion. The de‘elopmental analyses of the

’O
previous '*—chaptere indicated _.that older children

differentially increased in their amobnt of play with gore
A
than one element, ie.,,play incorporating an opJect and an

identity transformation._ More refined “analyses of the

b separate identity and’ ob¢ ct oategories indicated the

[

, the observers also reccrded the amount and- quality of

quantitatizﬁ%;index of the amount of time spent in soecial

episodes in whioh any pretend elements - identity, objects-




presence‘of‘sex.differencés 15 adddhdon,to‘age differences.
\ fhe more glopal.rﬁetegory was therefore considered Aost
appropr{ateo since it was applicable to both’the'boys and
the girls; Tnns for the correfetional analysis, a measure
of- complex sooial pretend play was calcula@ed as the
proportion of play episodes in which both an identity end,
an 'objeot were integrated into the play sequence. This
measure was expresSed. as™™a proportion of pretend play
intervals rat;er than as a proportion of the number of
'scans for which the child was present so as to derive a
complexity measure which was relatively independent of the
overall level of social pretend play reflected in the first
measureé./ Bohh of the ngial pretend pley proportions were
normi}ié:;' using theiarcsin transgormation (Winer,'1971)

prior to use in the statistical anal’§ses. . N

. ’ | ./
b L

. Resplts . . . o B
o 4
',;*/ - \F\. ' s h
Method of Analysis co . )

. - iR

The relationship between social Bretend play end” ®
sooiél competence was examined by means of multiple
regression analysis.’ " AEach of the sacial eompetenoe
measures was - separately regreSsed Qn the two sooial pﬁbtend‘
'play measures, as well as on a number of potentially
\signifi@ant esontrol variafies. These tontrol yariiples
1ncluded age, sex, IQ score \and trequency of'non-pget nd

\ & . ‘ -, >
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1 s S e - .- 4




\

".“1‘

»

5
CE SR

.
f ! * 4
- .
L N
T, ] .
f .

.social activity, which was defined as the number of literal
;interactidﬁ interJals. These ' variables were ‘aeiebted asl
fcontrol variables because the‘sa;pie was hetenpgineods nith
respect to them and it was auspected that they would show
cornelations with -either or both sets of measure§ In
order to rule out the possibility that these variables were
the . cause of any: obtained correlations between social
6retend play ;nd'social competence, they wére entered into
tne regreasion analysis prior to the entny of'the pretenq
'variables and thus functionéd aa“govdriatea in the
-analyaistx In this way,'the .amount oi eriterion’ variance
accounted for by the pretend variables,.independentlynof*
~and ¢ in addition ‘ to \the control aVariabie?, can be

determined. : & o (

v
o -, l
Calculatiﬂn-of Social Competence Measures

"ot .

’ ) /‘

.

Severals medsures 02 social oompetence were calculatetf/
e v

for each cpild. Ihese include a measure of popularity, th

Kohn ‘ &"Rosman Interest Participation score, a social ‘

» cognition ,score, and four scores based on the beﬁanioral
variables. Hitn reference to‘ the popularity~ measure;

althohgh/ two , measures were administered to. the children,

»

only the teacher popularity ranking score was~used in the

A )

- present  analysis. vThe ~twp - measures ysre highly:Q

inter-Qerelated (r .= =.52, p€.001)~-and indépendent
o - . El

anaiysés replicated eanlier‘indicatidns‘of_tbe/Superiority

LD
? <'\,‘
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z '-, of the teacher popularity| rank 's a measure of competence
'% S (Connoll;’X:Doyle, In Press). °©

L o

: ’ : With reference to the social cognition' score, the
] E ‘ _ affective and ,‘cognitive role-taking tasks were found to .

f ??\ correlate \7 p< 05:".Therefore a totallsocial cognition
"t | 'Y . score was calculated by summing togety” ﬁhe seores on the
'E | | twé tests .. . e ] ‘
' { | * e "/
| | . : . SR
- Sy | The four behavioral scores were derived by means

of " a factor analy31s of the behavioral observation

variables, submitting for analysis those values computed

o
'for' literal social interaction intervals and the number of"

1

e\ ) intervals, which repré%thed 32% of the total interaction

p ) - -
iqterVals, were/e cluded for this analy31s so'*as to obtain

behavioral .social competence measures -which weaé

unconfoundeq witﬁ"levéls ,of pretend playx act}vity. Ihe

-

A

Zyalues for the total and for the literal behavior

4 .,"

respectively. ' The twenty literal'soeial behavior variable
53, . “ . . _and thef teacher variable were factor anal;sed using the:
. . R prinoipal 2omponents method Using tne Scree'test EGorsuzn‘
o A "*3 1?67), four factors accounting for 53% of the variance wereﬁ

- retained and then(f%tated according to Varimax criteria.:

‘These .tactors were labelled $ocial Initiatives-?ositive,

Cl - 5

N fSpcial Activity-\rerbal Social Initiatives-Negative and

e
. " 7 ! ¢

H‘?i ;—vv-r ?";yfa ‘( .|’: ,
-~ uﬁp‘-&.m

rTeachqr interaction. intervals. The 'pretend 1nteractionh

E . 4 observation’ mariables are shown in Tables "4. and 5,
NI
®
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' Table 4
- Mean Values of the Social Behavior Variables, Calculated (for Total
P
‘Soctal {.nteract:ion Intervals. ' . ]
hed . ' . “'
\ %_ SD
Time Measures - A
‘  Intéraction Intervals ' 29.52  7.43 )
. . Duration (Seconds) . 32.12 6.98 .
- L - »,
L *  Teacher fntervals § 1.29 1.66
\ 4 v "
r Interval Ratings? . : O,
) Proportion Negative Intervals - 97 06
A . Proportion®Neutral Intervals . '/( .56 .13 : . _ .
, S Proportion Positive Intervals \ A7 13 1
?, . N ' Propor:tion Dyadic Intervala” ‘ ) .7§ . .13
¥ Proportion Language-Use Intervals . .84 .16
& -Discret:e Social BehaviorsP - \ . o & ‘
. ’ D ' K} ) (‘ ' . ! i
SN Total Social Behaviors - BRTY 105,46 33,47 R 3
A Proportion Attracts-Attention=-Successful . . .09 .04
. Proportion Attracts-Attention—Unsuc‘:enful .07 .05 ;
Proportion Resource-Successful ' L .04 .09
. . Proportion stource-Unauccessful . .01 .02 : ,
t' : ‘ i Pr.:bportion Ieada-Negatin-Succeasful ) .02 .02 K :: .
s . Proportion Leads-Neutral-Succeasful A1 .06
o Co LY
' ) Proportion Leads—l‘oaitive-kucceuful . 410 .05
' , _Proportiom Leada-ﬂnaucceiful C~ .058,' .04 L
fene -« .- Proportion“Conpetss-for-Equipment S w02 .02
R S Itroi)ortion Fallows~Peer * .28 | .08
Proportion Refumes-to-Follow ’ ) - .05 \.03
Propoirt:l.on Affpc?ﬁ.bn" : ‘ .13 .06

& Variate is expressed as a’proportion of total interaction intervals ;

L] o

b( Proportions are expresspd as relative to total soclal beha ors.)
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. ‘ Mcan Valuas of the §oci'.al Behavior Var:gablgu Calcu\lated fpr' Literal’
L Soctal Interaction Intervala, ) ’ v
¢ ‘ S .
_ ) . VL M . SD
- Til;ie Meast:tres ’ ' . I
. . d [y , . .
Literal Interaction Intervals.w ‘ Z'OI.OOG' . 6.52 ‘
.* Duration (Seconds) | 2804 6.98
' . ' . ; 8 L
b Interval Ratinged | . | A - :
( 'ﬁ Proportion Nﬁsa:ivé Intervals ‘ . E .69 3 W
ot Proportion Ne{xtral Intervals = - "'. .58 . oL
Proportion Positive Intervals ‘ 34 213
, .-+ Proportion Dyadic Intervals .83 .16
i . . Proportion Language Intervils e .83 ) 16
- Discrete Social Behaviors’ . . .
# _ 2 \ Tt LT
“' - ' - ‘Toul Literal Social Behaviors % . ‘. 66,86 - 425‘.12 ‘
¢ .* Proportion Attracts-Atcention-Succusful ) .10, .05 !
‘ PO / Proportion Attracts-Attention-Umuccenful ’ J.0.7: 06
' " Proportion Resource-Successful 05 .. .04
. Proportion Rgsource-lhsuccguful C .02 . W02 /
Proportion Leads-Negative-,—Sucéeu!ul oo .02 - ,03 ‘
Proportion uadl-lo;xﬁal-‘éucu&ofui - ! .06 :
# . Proportion Leads-Positive-Successful .08 .05
‘ Proportion hads-Uyucmctu], ‘ .. s .08 .04
e Proportion Compe'tag~for-Equipment = = ,03 '.‘03 §
1 ' .. . = ‘Proporticn Follows-Paer L o2 .10+
I f . - Proportion Refuses-to-Follw -~ ¢  ,05. .04 )\‘
’ L Proportion Affectiom . - 5 . 237 .07

(. & Variable is o:pm;qd as 3 proportion of l.ﬂ:enl int-uctfqn internh .
\ \S— b rraport:lm ars oxpmud as ,fuve to tom necul lod.al bnhsvgorn.

il
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S . define these "factors and their)factor loadings are shown in
;? - Table 6. and Appendix M: ‘ The first‘ factor, Social
g - Initiatives-Positive, is defined by high _loadings- on
? S positive interaction intervaléyi affe;;}oé-to-peer,
. leads—positive-successful and a‘hegative loading on neutral

interaction intervals. This factor appears to be reflecting

] : . ' n
!

R _ the overall affective tone of the interactiong! The next
7 ' factor, ~ Social Activ1ty-Verbal is defined by poqltive
« loadings ‘on the Activity  variables, ie., interaction

G> AR
ﬁﬂf interyals, total

leads-unsuccessful and language use, and by a négativb

.

social behaviors, and duration; “on
atic

loading 'on Teécher ‘Intérvals. The thf;d factor, Social
Initiatives-Negative, 1s defined by high loadings on
*variébles ‘refle9§§ve q{\éegative modd, negative 1ntervéfs{
- and hostile, unp?qpérative ’behaviors,_' ie.,”” leads-
i ‘ gnegativg-unsﬁccessful, fefuses-to—follow and competes-
gh T for-éﬁuipment. The last factor, Assertion-Succegsful, has,
_high and-positlve 1oadings on variables indicative of ‘the
use of po;itiveland successful social gesturés,lreéaurce~
Q:-' o use-suece;sful, -and leadé-neuéral-fucc}ssful and. negative

loadings lpn - variables demonstrating unsuccessf:f’ or
t

" unassértive social behaviors, follows-ﬁéer and atte ion-

. lunsuccespful. In ®ddition, duration and teacher 1ntervals

k LY " \
‘;’ e interaction with peers an interaction with the ﬁeacher are.

. ! Assertioh-successful 'respectivély * The variables which \

3 o load ‘dgain on this—faetor, ihdicahing that both suatained !

L] Tt " - .' )
'-conoomithﬁ//ﬂf”{heae suc essful, assertive behaviors. DRI




Table 6

~ .
5 L .

Principal Components Factor Analysis of the .SOcia'l Behavior
Factor Structure and Variable Loadings. T v

1

a

Factor I i ' Factor II -

Social Initiativeg-Positive " ,Sgétal Activity-Verbal . .

-

"Pogitive Intervals - .87 Interaction Intervals
Neutral Intervals 5, '~ =,85 Total Social Behaviors
Affection . .82 Teacher Intervals
Leads-Positive-Successful .72 Language-Use

, ' ’ ' Leada~Unsuccessful
' Duration

Eigépvalue s 2,69

=

»

v

\, E . Factor III ' . Pactor v
* Sogeial Initiativeg-Negative Assertion-Successful'
Ne'gaﬁiVe-IntervaISr .90 . Leads-Neutral Successfulu .79
- Leads-Negative-Successful J4 ﬁrée—,Succesefixl_ o 73
> Refuses-to-follow S 47 :::Z.n
Competes-for-Equipment .47  Duration S © .50

wis-Peér ' C =57

‘Attgntion-m'adcq,esaful S =4l
'{:«\é@'ir Intervals - - )

A o
« e J - '

'Eige;xva'lmlz "2.5;.‘ ‘ R k Eigenvalue = ‘1.88' i

b

.




In terms of the social.behavior féctoms, one
D ' would ' anticipate .that the sociElly competent child would
score ‘~Hﬁghly " on Agocial lnitiativesQPositive, Social
Activity-Verosl and Assertion-Succesgful and would receive
¢ "o a dow score on Social InitiativeS-Negative. With'réSpect
-'to the other social competence measures one would expect |
the 'socially skilled thld to recelve a high rating on the
R Kohn & Rosman Interest-Participation. factor, to oe ranked '

/

. \ [ t -
. by the teacher as popular with his ‘peers %nd to show.a high

; level of non-egocentric thinking. about his SOciel world. \\
E ‘ . E .o - \
\% W Correlations among Social Pretend Play, Social Competenceﬁ ‘
% I and Control Measures o ‘ . ’ | - % )
Prion Yo the calculation of he multiple regresslon ©, { |
. analyses, / the correlations amo) j |

g the dependent and
1 . .
independent variables were computed The means and standard , : 1

P e TS CREVCM A o

~. . deviations. of these variables are shown in Tab}e 7 and the

resulting tercorrelation 1matrix is . shown in Table 8.

[ S
-

:Tnese results indicate ‘tnat " the SOCial pretend lplaye§ 2

-

measures are siganicantly cbrrggated with all but two of

;‘. Lt the criterion social competence measures (the exceptions

’ N being Social Initiatives-?ositive ,vand Soczai I% tiatives—, . 3
A Negatqve) When viewed as a- wﬂble the control’ variables.

‘likewiSe demonstrate some significant correlations with the . | f

social competence measures. Age correlated with four of the'

v {’S?mcwx B
. Pe
(3

N

> e“‘ , measures wbile IQ and<:ctivity level corrélated’?lth threehw
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(_ Table 7 ‘ »
= . i | ) w
Mean Values of the Sdcial Pretend Play, Social Competence and Control .

Measures. & . , -
\‘b

v

Social Pretend Play Measures °
Ty a N

Amount Social Pretend Play- .
Complexity of Pretend Play : ‘ ' . .30

, |~
"Social Competence Measures

. - A °
. Kohn & Rosman Intereast-Participation Score 8.90°  37.29

Pop’ularity ‘ ’ l L5212 «29
Social Cognition \os7 523
“Social Initiatives~Positiwe 00? 1.00
Social Activity-Verbal | .00 1.0
Soclal-Initiatives~-Negative . . .00 ~1.00
Asgertion-Successful - 1.00

2oy B

‘l

Control Megsures N\
Age -
o -
Literal Interactiod Intervals

+
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-

amount gf preéend did not. '
‘Insiést into the .interactive nature of the
re;ationshibs between social competence and the prétend and

control variables can be obtained by examining the relative

1

sizes of the §tandabdized Beta weights, calculated for the

last stgé of eéch,of the ’regression analyses. . It can be
seen that although:. the'pretend variables were forced‘to

enter’ ve;y late in.iﬁhe regreqsion equation, when all

‘predictor variables are éonsidered simultangously, the

‘relative importance ‘'of the pretépd variables in the

prediction © of the competencev measures is emphasized.
Spééifically, in the prediction\_éf- teacher popularity,
amount of pretend receives the 1largest "Beta weight,
followed by age and activity. In the prediction of the two

behavioral factors,’ Social Activity=-Verbal and
A :

Assertion-Successful, amount of pretend receives the second

largest Beta weight, foliowing activity level and sex in

the two equations respectively. In the prediction of the .

Kohn & Rosman Interest-Participation factor, amourrtt af
‘e

pretend is relatively less ' important, receiving the third

largest Beta weight, after IQ and activity level. Finally,

'in the prediction of social ~cognition the Beta weight for

complexity of social bretend play is the third largest,

after IQ and age.

ST4 .t Sy r,. 2 ¥:4 o et ‘;“ ’u:":ifl.‘v; . )
P T SRR :
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Sex Différencesiin #he Relationship between Social:  Pretend

»
e R A OB e SRR RSB
N

Piayﬁénd Social Competence

i

.

.
b
2R L il S S

- The multib}e regression analyses‘ indicated that for
tﬁ&l of .;Qe ‘ fegression equafiohs,' i;fi Social )
Activity-Verbal and As§ér%£on-8uccessfu13!séx was among thel
gfoup .of significant Icovariates . As was previously “ p

discussed, the use of a hiera%chfcal, stepwise regréssion

DL T R IR P

procedure permitﬁed ‘an evaluation of ' the relationships |
: ‘between - the social brgtend giay.%and the social competence . R
| measures independent of the effects of the covariates. , i ‘
L ﬂ l _ How%vgr, différential_'éex‘ effects,weré also obgained 6n °§ )
3

some of the measures analysed°in the developdental study of

RSN INGY

T : the'pretend“pléy scans. Additiomally, current developmental .

research has indiqated the potency‘of gendér as a variable -

PGPS OO RPR SR S

influencing the . socialization processes. Further

L

) 4 R . ' )
exploration of the 1impact of this particular covariate

PRV

v " +..seemed warranted. Separate regression‘\gguations for males
. . 1 , Q‘\ » «
and females were_ therefore calculated for those two .

t ~

. h T dependent variables where significant'Beta wéights for sex e

had been.obtained.

-
1

. *
L)

In :these analyses, ' three a&ditional "3ocial pretend
p;ay measures were used in conjunction with the amount of . : ,
‘pretend play and the compiexity of Rlay.'The develoLmental
analysis of the social p;etena play qhta' identifjed

‘_famiiial identity transfonmatiéns, charadter identity~,

oL s




©

rl
[y

transformations, and substitute object use ‘as variables
_ showing differential §gx'éffécts. More specifiéally, girls
enacted more familial. roles while the . boys enactéd more
 g¢haracter roles - and demonstrated more Substitute object
use. Ne; vériabLes were therefore calculated using these .
categories. They were then included in the present anngsés
- ~ in orderlho‘prOQide a more refined eiamination of pbééible
sex-specific qualitative differences in lhé rel;tionship
between social competence aﬁd sécial pretend play. These
variables were the proborfion of preténd play involving a
famiiial identity tra;sformation, the proportion involQ?ng ) . i
a pha};cter identity t%énsformq@ion and* the proportion }
involving substitute object use. Each ~of these variaﬁles

"was calculated as a propoftion similar to the complexity of °

play measure,. ie., as a proportion of,the total amountilof
social pretend play. The means for the social competence,
sopial pretend ' .play and control wvariables, computed

separately for sex, are shown in Table 10.

N N

‘Sigpificant-'MultipLe R's were obtained for ‘both the
males and the females in the prediction of Social .
Activity-Verbal (See Table 11). In both analyses, literal
activity was the only covariate to account for a
significant portion éf.the criterion v;riance.-This finding ‘ N
duplicates that of the totél samblg rggres&ion anal}sis

(see’ Table 9) and suggests congruency between the sexes in

the functioning of the covariates. Also, in both.the male

/ ' E \ 86
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1y for Males and Faalu.

-

.Mean Values of the Social Prgteﬁd Play, Social Gompetence and Control

Measures Calculated Separate

N

~

N
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" object uée;\ low "on familial roles)

S e e

~

and theffemale analyses, the entry of a social pretend play

variable resulted in a significant increase in the amdunt

o

of ecriterion variance accounted for. The two analyses

differed however, in terms of the social prg;énq play

variables which entered significantly. For the males,

.

substitute object- use was the only pretend variable to-

significantly igcrease the value of R ﬂ'For the females,

;hg .initial entry of cdmp;exity of pretend play and then
R . 4 .

the subsequent entry of subStitute object use each resulted

-

in significant increases in R .

& .
Examination of the relative sizes of the §tandardi;ed Beta
wéighgs for fhé prediction of Social Activity-Verbal for
the males and the fepmles indigates differences between the

two sexes. For the malesy 1literal activity and °then

substitute  object use. were clearly the most idbortanf
= . \ .

variables. For the females, literal activity level was also

very impbrtant. However, 1IQ, substitute object , use and

~character identity transformations received vcompaﬁable

positive . Beta weights while familial identity
transforeﬁtions received a high qegativg Beta weight. This
patterﬁ/of results suggests that for the females also, high
scores on those'varfébles which define a maL..patterﬂ of
social pretend play (high on charactqr roles anp suﬁstitute
; results in a more

Y

accurate prediction of their social competence scones.

. ! . ' N
’ ' i . -
~J .

90
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-Effects of Play Context,on Social Behaviér

-

%

. Turning to an inspection .of the sepaéate male and

H

female regression analyse; for Assertion—Successﬁul, a
significant Multiple R was cbtained only fonrn the males (gee
Table b1). with respect”tolthe mali énalf;isy the,;hree
covariates again acccounted for significant portions of the
dependent variable variance. The addition of the amoun{ of

pretend play yariable also ?produced a meaningful increa;p

in R . The,k other social pretend play'var;ables did not

produce any significanf changes upon entry into the

equation. Inspection of the Beta wéights indicatgs/ﬁhél

.age, IQ, literal actiVity level and ahount of pretend play

2

were all important in the calculation (éf the maximalj

regression equation. These results are similar to those

 obtained -for' the total sample, with the exceptioh that
A

litefal activity level is important in the male analysis
but not in the total analysis K . '?\

t
4 o

N
-

e

-

Because the regression analyses were suppor;ivé of the

potential beneficiai influences of social pretend play on
. . ‘ N

sdcial competence, a. post hoc éxploratory. analysis of its .

possible ‘effects on social behavior‘,was“ cons}dered
informapive. The amount of time spent in social pretend
play appears to be rélated to a child's lele of‘social

competence  in other  situations, Thus, it may be

]
L}

hypothesized that the social behaviors [obchrring within
\
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this type of play are df?ferent in some ways from be&av1ors
Aoccurrfng wlthin other types of activities. . More . .

specifically, a child's social behaviors within the context

-

of\\gocial pretend play might differ. quantitatively and
. qualitatively from - his soec¢ial _behav1ors vin noqepretend
social activities. Although the data were not collected to
\ answer., these questrona, an exploratory.analysis of some of
the social behavior data‘was-nonetheless conducted.'ln this‘

‘analyais, examination was focused on the possible effects

of context' on these’ variables n . ©l ; )
< “‘ ) . ‘ . . ‘
It will' be. recalled that all of . the social
. . %

interaction' intervals recorded during the behavioral

t“' i

- observations were categorlzed as either pretend or. literal
L]

4

and all time, interval ~-rating and discrete social behaviors

~

~scores were computed separately for the two contexts. -

Treating context of play as‘ a within-subjects factor with

S

two-levels of repeated measures, the scores obtained within ' oo
. each ,actiVlty level Qere compared, thus ‘indicating the- |
" mannet in“which the pretend play/c ntext differentially
iq{luenced /eocial behavior. Although ‘sontext of play was L
'initially coded ‘ds a dependent variéble, it was considered |

) acceptable to treat it as a repeated measures factor in

a

tpese exploratory analyses for. several.reasoasv Although

the two levels of play were not theoretically independgpt

the amount of observed social 1nteract;on was much less

‘ than the maximum possible of forty minutes, and therefore
‘ o RN
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T T TOVET yElee
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1

; the number of ;greteﬁ& intervals could, in reality, va;y
}2 iﬁdepeﬁdentgy/g:ithe ﬁumber of }fterallintervals. As welil,

% : " the conte t-’of play’ réting was pade sgbsequent to and

4 indgggndently of, the values. assigneq to the otheb

% ) p havioral éatééo}ies. Finally, the social. behaviors ) )
gf' \? ’ Larlables were scored for both )play contexts in an

é \‘”Jn//’equ1valent fashion, thus maintalnlng similarity of measures

e }
across the two condltlons ;

Ky

, .- In addition to dontext, sex was included s ‘a

3

n
—

betwegnl groups factor since the regression analyses had

-

,‘,
B

o Sorga

indicated -sex ‘differences in the relationship ™bebween

social .pretehd’play and two ' of-thg‘beﬁavioral measures of

: - : o3

social competence. Four subjects who had shown no social .’ 3

. ) ; {

pretend play were eliminated from ﬁhese analyses since it yé

: %

_was not con51dered meaningful to include subjects with zero %{

- scores i% these comparisons. ¥

N B o
' } 4 . .. i

.

¥$§§>1“«§

./ * Many of the social behavior categories occurred very.

' ) i frequently within the pretend context (non-zéro values.
: fok less than GP% of the sample) Thgreforg; oﬁiy the total
' sogia&~fﬁéhav1ors variable (de., sum‘of tbe'disérete sbciai‘
behavior caﬁégorieS) sand® thése time and unif variables
which = were. based on the toial number .of intervals were
analyséd}J,The variéples]in the analysis therefore included
.thé number 'ofA .interaction intervals, duration. of

b

interaction, total social behaviors, ‘proportion of dyadic

- L s 93
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intervals and proporti&h language use intervals;'Thé mean3

for the two contexts are shown in Table 12. Because of the

.large number. of potentially correlated dependent variables,
, .

a multivariate analysis of variance with th factors, sex

and conﬁgxt (pretend vs. literal), was employed.

Univariate ANOVAS were intgrpreted when ‘the overall

’.  Multivariate F was significant.

e
Yo

Ihe MANOVA results indicétéd a significant

diffgfence between the two contexts -on these social

1]

behaviors,  F(5,81) = 56.@551, p<.001; " The multivariate
analysis of variance'summary table is shown in Appénd%x~I.
Computatignh of tﬁe‘univariate ANOVAS/indicatgd‘sigﬁificaﬁt
differences  for interaction intérvaisf F(1,85) = 95,5065;

p<.001, for duration, F(1,85) = 123.9289, p<.001, for total

social behaviors, F(1,85) = .Mu.6377,_for *proportion of .

‘ dyédic . intervals, F[(1,85) = .2285, p<.001. and .for

proportion of languagef use intervals, F(1,85)= 36.4130.
Inspection of the means of these variab1e§'wiyhin each
context (see Table 12) indicated that Lliteral social

interactions and social behaviors occurred more frequentiy M

" than did preterid social interactions (20.33 and 68.23 vs.
. R »

9.96 and U40.40, respectively). However, pretend social
interactions were of longer duration (41.42 seconds vs.

28.25 seconds), more often involved language use (.86 vs.

.82 ) ‘and were less likely to include only two children

(.66 vs. .82).'The multivariate F's for the sex and for the.
Ll \;\:‘ ' )

*, ' ' " , 9 "
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.7 Table 12 . o )

' Mean Values of the Séciq; Beh?vior Measures, Calculated Separately by

i

- Context.

,

-
N - Pretend  _Literal
' "¢
. M SD M SD

2 : '

" Interacticm Intervals 9.96 = 5.84  20.33 6.52
¢ Duration (Seconds) . ©4L.42 0 12,41 28,25 6.98
F ) ' ‘ .
& Total Social Behaviors’ 40.40  25.91  68.23 25.12
2 Proportioq Dyadic Intervals .66 - - ,23 . .82 .11

: Proportion Language-Use Intervals .86 .26 |, .82 .16
N [4
< » ' ,
. ' \\f"/ y
12
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 they show a greater capacity for sustained

“ L~

kY]

sex x ,context interaction effects were ndt'significant,

F(5,81) = 1.4046, p<.25, and "F(5,81) = 2.1189, p<.10,
respectively. ° . S ’ o

< N .

-*

Discussion \ ) X .

‘In th%é chapter. were reported, the ;gsults ofvsexeral

correlgtioq@li analyses examIﬁing' the relatioﬁship between
¢ B

social competence and social pretend play. The "major

~

results of the research are cont;ined within .the multiple

regression’ analyses in which several measures of social -

competence were separatély regresséd on- four control
variables (age, sex, IQ and literal social ‘dctivity level)
. ) . - 6 A

and two social pretend play variablés.'On the basis of ‘the

. results of these regression analyses, it would appear that

a significanth relationship does in fact exist between

\

spontaneously ‘pccurring social .pretend play and social

“competence in the preschool. Children with high levels of

social pretehd play are ranked by their teachers as more

‘popular with their peers and are rated bigher on their

Ld

ievel of Interest-Participation. Their social behavi in
the ‘non-pretend context oécurs.at a higher freq
. " nteractions
involving 1language use and successful assertive social

bids. With respect to the social role-takihg medsures,

amount of pretend play was less important than the

complexity of that, play. Children who showed a greater

-

96

w

o
—

54

;
"'ﬁ

A
:

N
7,

a3 ) » ~
LU
LR .}n'{\u;‘i‘

PRR

O T




R SN T

N ‘ .

proportion of comp}ex pregend blay_a150'demonstra£ed more ‘ ' \‘é

mature 1levels of social cogﬁitivé tﬁouéht. A1l of these

L oatg s
o= 5 A

1

relations obtained even with the effects of age, sex, IQ

N

et

and non-pretend social éctivity'partialled out.

-

In a, first set of supplementary analyses,
refined examination of the effects of sex on_the
these . correlational analyses was examined. The two social

1Y

competence measures for which the total sample regressyon

- T

analyses indicated a sign;ficapt Beta weight for sex were i

isoiated.a Each was then regressed oh the independent

X«

;

] ) ‘§
i

-

L

variables, separately by sex. These analyses iné;uded three

additional social pretend- play measures on ‘which sex

-«

differences had been obtained. The results suggest that.the

vy NI ST AT G T, T TR

relapionship between social pretend play and the two .

behavioral measures of competence is somewhat stronger for

= P i

the boys than for the .girls. More séecifically,_both
measyres of competence were significantly predicted for the
v ~ boys 'whereas only one of the meééures was significantly
predicted for the girls. Furthermore, when the predictive
equations. for Social A;tiviﬁy-Yerbal were examined, tbe
results for ‘the males were highly congruent with the
overall results while the Eesults,for'the females were more
atypical. For this 'measure ‘it was found that the boys'y/
/ rengagémént in ag,asQeat'of social pretenQplay_whfch w?sl
had. been identified as masculine (substitute object uSgl#fr’

T S added to. thé ovefall prediction. For. the girls however,

9T




engagement in those aspects of social pretend play which

‘Were_ less sex—typical-was predictive of this measure.

~ . ¥

These sex differentiating results are intriguing and

. 3

suggest that - certain éspects of behavioral social
competénce may have different implications for the boys and
. ’ the girls. Caution must however, bé, exercised 1in

interpreting these results. It should be noted that, on

three .of the other competence measures, influences due to

sex. were not obtained. This- suggests that invgeneral, sex
was not an infld?ntial, éovariate in this relationship.
Furthe(, "the phree additional .sex-épecific sogia; pretend
‘play measures were célculated fo;'variables with quite low
frequencies. and therefore one ' might' expect such
multivariate results might to b? ,somewhat uhstablén
Finally; the behavioral sqcial competence measures were
based on factor analyses in which the males contributed

more = subjects than did the females. These factors may thus

* ‘be more repfesentative of &fle social activity. Exploratiqp

to maximize tge occurrence of all types of Social preténd
play for both males and females would be useful in

e

,clarifyipg these finqings.

\

@ - A final series of analyses, also eiploratory“'in |

nature, examined the differential impact of social activity

context kpretehd vs. literal) on a number of the social

4

. . .
e oY , »
3 "
)

of these findings within thg(cdﬁtext of a projedt'designed‘

S S | 98"
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t
L

behavigr variables,. The results of these analyses support

the notion that ‘engagment in,pretend Pplay is significantly

¢

related to  the nature of thezongoing " social behavior.

Within pretend 'pLayh the social interaction is of 1oﬁger'"

4 - duration, groups of children rather than dyads are more

o?ten involved, and. language use occurs more often than

within literal activities, All of these variablés increaseq

' ‘ Yifh age and may be con51dered to reflec; superlor social
skills.l These data further substantiate the argument that
i ) ‘ . pretend social interaction is related to competent social
fg' X ‘functionln;. *éome collaboration o€ these results may Se
found in the previously described significant éorrelation
¥ , . .fodnd betwépn age and number of pretend interaétion
intervéls and the lack of correlation found between age and

number ' of literal interaction lntervals. Taken as a whole,

these .results 1ndicate that- both social and developmental‘

\{ " maturity are related tor the occurrence of social pretend
play. These concluéions must be considered as speculative

since these ahalyses are post hoe and also based on

future research would be a necessary step in validating
these results. |
E 4
) N .
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on SocialsCompetence.

*~ 1

[

A

Cor In ’this chapter the gethodology and the fesults

e

H

of the pretend play training study are reported. As was
descriped ' in.the first chapter, the traiﬁingibaradigm has
been ghe major experimental tooi Ey which thg'cdgnit&ve,%pd‘
§ocio—émotionai influe?qes ofisoéial‘pretend play have been
investigated (Fink, i976; Rosen, 1@75; Saltz et al., ?977;,
Smith & Syddall, 1979). The results of these studies have

proviﬁed‘ some suppo}t fér the hy;pthesis‘ that"social
fantasy play ;nfluences tHe acquisition of these skills
during the bresghool yeafs.’A number of issues ao, hewever,

/ -

remain to be clarifiég:. S . -
4

With thg'exception.of the Smith & Syddall sfudy, it is
not clear ;o what‘degree possibie confdunding sources of
influence have beén. adequately:~controlle¢~for in these
S%ud%es.‘u Specifically, within the prétend'@lay train;ng
sessions, positive adult-child interaction and 1literal
ochild-'child interac@ién may both be presumed to occur and
eifher of these factors may be responsible for the obtained
posttest ,imp;gvements. Previous training studies have
considered the fifst source of bias ang have dealt'with it -
A‘sy including in the design a comparison‘ c@ntrol group

-
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receiving trjaining in a non-pretend activity and receiving
. L .

positive adult attention. As has Been indicated by the o

a s

e B i A YA

work of Smith & Sydall (1979), .actual monitoring of the: o
-procesSes occurring within th; t@o grpups is necessary in

order té ascertain how well:the cbn@rol group served its — ‘ X

functfoa. The,' second  source of bias, 'non-pretend . §

chiid—child : interaction, ‘has not% been dedlt with

i o Sah

specificaliy in these hstudies. " Presumably, it did not
occur in “either the pretend play ot the constructioﬁ
control groups. Ongoing monitoring of this dimensién with}n‘
the groups-would however, greatly increase the confidence
one may place in the obtained results; - ‘ '

4 L 3 I
b Y

-

’ A second limitation to the inference that social

competence 'is influenced by social pretehﬁ play training is.
ghe restricted manner :in ‘which ’the construct has been
assesseya Most ‘§f these studies have examindd cognitive
aspects of soqial.competence or else very global measures
of social activity. As‘ was outlined ;g}lier, social
competence is a - complex phehomenon and ﬁesningfﬁl
assessment entails measurement along ‘many dimensions in
addition to the :social cognitive skil{s. Generélizatiog )

from one type of measure to another cannot be automatically

assumed. . T - »

S

‘The design of the present study attempted to deal -~

with these issues. Both a construction activ}ty control . .

)
' .

-
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~Eeported in the previous chapter.

f

7

group; dnd' a no-~treatment contrdl"group Qere'emplo;‘a. In .

I . - o

-addition, the actual ongoing processes 5f the pretend play

FY

and construction activity groups were nonitored so as to.

provide a description of the adult—child‘and child-child
’ : [ - : ’ s

contacts. Finally, a comprehensive assessment of the

social combetence construct was provide& and included

cognitive, .« behavioral and - tra&itional ne<:zos of

measurement. The results of tth phase of the research thus.

pﬁov1de an extension of earlier findings with this training

L]

paradigm and help «clarify the direction -of influence

ihdicated by the results- of the correlational study.

Method -

Subjects . s . (

2% . . b [

Thirty—51x of the ninety one subJects who took part inl

—"

" the correlational study also participated in the training

study. Immediately following the collection of the
correlational measures in each centre, three groups of four

chbldren were selected such that the groups were equated

" with ‘respect to age, sex, IQ, level of social interaction;
level of bocial pretend play, eacher _ratings of social

competence, and maturityq‘b Social cognition. In two of'

the centres, the groups were matched on all variables. In
the third centre, however, the number of girls enrolled was

; o I o . e 102



very small and it was not possible to equete the groups on

tnat variable.\ In that centre, nine boys and three gifls

were assxgned to the three groups such that the groups were .

/-r&

equivalent with respect to the other variables WLthlq edbh

centre, thel3bhree g&ﬁhps af chlldren were then randomly

a551gned to one of thragjpondltlonS' pretend play tralning,A

) 3
construction activity training, or a no- treatment

W

condltion. All subjects who took part in the training study

were fluent in English<k\<

Y

During the course of the study, two .children in
one centre, onefin the pretend play greup and 'one in.the
noftreatment controﬁ group, became ill fop/the duration of
the tralnAng period and did ikm pathCLpate in any of tne
triéging sessi;ns. After the study ‘was conpleted, one

subject ° was ‘selected at random from the

construction-activity group., This subject was then excluded

from the statistical analyses so as to maigtain a balanced

design.‘ For .the purposes of analysis, the three groups

o therefore consisted of eleven subjects each. There wWere

six males and five fémales in ‘both the pretend play g%oup

and the construction activity group and there were eight

males and three females in the no-treatment controf gEOUp.‘\

»

None of the three groups differed significantly from the

others on any of the control measures. The mean ages for ,
the pretend play, constnp tion activity and no-treatment °
_groups were 52.U6, 53:1§/an 53.27 months, respectively.

N

1

!
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/ | | <///
N The mean IQ scores///uefé- 98.46, 98.73 and 98.74,
' ) . ;//-r
respectively. The -average number of interaction intervalsm
for the— three groups was 30.64, 33.09 and 32.25,°

—

/reéﬁectivei&, and the average number of pretend"
- -, , N

inteﬁactipns‘ was 9.27, 9.09 and'9.18. The social ecognition
o e . * -
values for“the three groups averaged.9.27, 9.64 and 9.60.

Finally, the teacher ratings of "social competerice for the
b,u‘ B LY ( .
groups averaged 2479hN 22.00 and 30.36, respectively. The

analysis of variance results ‘for ' the tests of. the

differences between these valuel§ are shown in Ag;;ndix J,

L o - /
Proqedure : -

. o~

) ) P .
o, . ° The experiment consisted of 2- pretest assessment

- phase, a training phase and .a-posttest dssessment.phase.

The social competence measures déscribed in the previous

u
.chapter .were used as the dependent measures to evaluate

~ 1

Lraining effectiveness. The scores obtained for ° each
\ : P .
subject 1in the correlational phase of the study were used
. as the pretest measures. The tra;aﬁgglphase was completed

within four to five weeks at each of the centres. Posttest
. *

data for the social behavior observations were collected irn™

two étages, in order to evaluate immediate‘vs. delayéda
trainini“effec;s.'ln order to accomplish this, the posttest
obéervations;)were initiated midway . during ‘the training
study. Approximatély ha;f, therefore, were collected during

the second”phape of the training study while the remainder

. . - ) 104
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were collected after the training sessions were completed.

AR Y

Posttest data for the other social competence measures were
-obtained ~ for each child during the wéak immediately’

‘following the last training sessfion. \ / g

¢ 4

Measures

v s, Cof

All  social competence measures collected duaing"‘
pretest were also collected at posétea%..TheSe ineluded the .
popularity’ tests,‘ the KohP & %osman Sociallcdﬁuatence
Scale, the two social cognltion’tbsks and the obServations

of social behaviors. 1In order o obtain comparable data,,
/ .

1

all variables calculatgd from thése tasks at bretest were

recalculated with the posttest data in exactly the same

N
f ) - .

fashiop. Three exceptions were mgde in the calculation of

the Dbehavioral variables. While all behavioral variables
1Y

were calculated | for total social igieractions, gply the
time, duration ?d total social ©behavior variables were

computed separat ly for the. pretend wvariables. As was

discussed in the previous chapter, inspection of the.
’ ) pretest scores for the pretend context indigated that the

r
more refined hreakdowns resulted in variables wikh

-

extremely 1low frequencies. Second, separate calculation of:

4

the variables for the literal 1nta{vals was considered:

. unnecessary and redundant with the variables calculated for

\

the total (ie., pretend);lus literal) intervals. The final

[%

exception . in Vthe treatment. of these social behavior

A ¢
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+ , .Upon. tompletion of the reading, the stotry was reviewed b;g;ﬂ)
i . V» @ . ( ) . “
' * discussed with the child?en until it 'was clear that ail +

L four childgen understood};peffyles of the four characters
& . \ e ' oA ' - -, ' /
i?’ ot < : X , E
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variables , was the separate calcutation of the data for the

‘two - posttest collection Qhasesl This +esulted in two sets

ﬁariaﬁles and after-training variables.

-

“— ’

of posttest social behavior variables: during-training

—

Training Conditions

Co N
Pretend play training

'r-' ) ‘ -J
play condition con31sted‘of

‘ -
The procedure for the pretend

eaght twenty minute se551ons
k] \‘,v

conducted “twice weekly in a. comfortable and private room at

each day- care .centre. :The rooms differed

3

other byt were all qulte large, uell furnished and pleasant

one from, the

A}

*

1ocat10ns.

During the

four falry tales

29

eight sessions,

EA.

,were presente to the children. . The stories’ were selected

so as to be’ famiiiar to.the childpen, to inyolye—sequences

3

of interperSonaLAbehavidrs7whicn§§ould‘readily be'acted_out

. and

to consist of‘four,stg?y chﬁractersnsq,tnat each child.
could' assume - a different'nole. The 'stories,cin order of
presentation, weref:"Thel Three Little Kitteng, The Three

) Bi‘ly Goats Gruff

Beans. The* presentation and-
' C T LS :
pied two sessipns each.. "In the- first session, the
‘dult,‘trainer read the ~story out loud ..to the chiiﬁren,

providing pictoridl

Little Red Riding  Ho®® and'THe Three

‘enactment"ot the Stories~

A W

"illustrations of the story sequence.




-t

U m

. ~// : P . - ' "or - - . v
B [ * ) . ’ i Fas v
and the general plot of the. .story. It was then suggested

T

to the children that tﬁé‘story be acted out and a role was
assigneq. to each éhild.‘When'the s%ory had been énacted,
roies were reassfgned, with each child receiving.a new
role,. and the story wés again played out. During the
~*initial .enactment, the ggult: Z?s extremely’ actiyg,
encouraging the ghildren,.cueihg them. as to story sequen;e, .
péompting ané sugéesting wqys‘to imgro:ise and p;etend‘ No

_ story props were provided and the children were helped to

adapt the contén}é of the nobm to tbe specific re&uirements

.

© of 'the playtl For example, the beds required in Little Red |
Riding " Hood were often improvised by pushiﬁg twé,chairs

together. During .the second enactment, the children were
: \

usually more comfortable-w%&h the activity and story line

and -were’ genetally able'to carry out the story with less

¢

.finterbenpion from the adult. If sbfficien@ time‘remaineg;

the, story was ' enacted ‘éythird time. During the second

~’session,‘the stqu Wwas8 reviewed by the adult who encour aged
J \ LS

the children to remember and ‘recite the sequence of events.

-

Then the, story was enacted four-‘timgs, with the children’

‘. .rotating through each of the roles. During each session,

- - X 17
social interacfion within the pnetend context was actively .
' . i . \{"‘\
reinforced. At the same time, peer interaction in‘a

A,

non-preteﬁd conteki' was not. At the -‘end of the session,
\ ' 'l' b‘ *
. each child selected a colouted sticker that could be glued

to a sheet\\?s a reinforcement fér participating in the ‘
:session.

* .- 107

] T . . > . s ke ee em e s diemmne e AW




: Construction aetivity training.’ The construction
activity condition also épnsistéd of eight twenty-minutg
sessions conducted twice a week. The séss{ons ‘took P}ace n
the same room as didythése‘for the pretend play group. Half
Qere' cheduled immediately preceding the pretend Qla}

7 session énd hélf were scheduled to take place immediately

following them. In each session a‘non-pretend construction
activity was introduced to the children. . Activities were
seleqted such that'ﬁhe children would not be encouraged to-
interact with'each gtheq in fantasy or noanaﬁtasy play but
would Se exﬁbsed to a.small géoup experience with other
chfldren and - would have . a qomparable, opportunity ffor
positive édult"contact. The constfuation' tasks all made

- use of materials familiar to the chi}dren such as coioured

.paper, paste, scissors, “wooden 'stick§ and pencils. The

following objects were presented foﬁlbonsﬁruction: paper

. .lanterns; paﬁer‘caterpilleré, paper chains, collages, paper

hmihdmills, ~kiéenex ho{deri,"pencil; holders and paper
weaving. fn.éach session the adult showed the children an
exémple 6f the finished product anq then demonstrated how

- ." it was made. Each child was thén provided with the

| necessary ‘materials and encouraged to make the'objeét. In
each. session ' the adult was warm Oandyinteractiqe wifh the
children, praising each one for his/her efforts and
providing individgal help in déompleting the prbject.

o Howe&é% interaction among thg. children themselves. was not
encouraged..‘ At the éeg of tﬁq session each child selected

\

»

PR
.
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a sticker as in the pretend play sessions. In addition each

. child kept the object qhich\ he or she had constructed
during the session.

<«

¢ -

»

All the training'sessions, both, pretend play and

conat}gctioﬁ activities, were conducted :y‘;he author. who .
'was -not bliﬂd to the.childréﬁ“s pretest scores o; to~the
hypothe§és of  the study. The:moni%oring of adult-child
contacts was considered an adeduété"metﬁoq of‘evalhating
'possible piasfinathe adulté' interaction pattérns with the

.
'

- twé different éroups. ) ;~§
J ' ‘ D 2

construction activity group, no session Was conducted with
A ’ , ' ;

fewer than three children. 'In one centre, absences

/

For -both | the ‘bretepd play - group 'and the

necessitated conducting tén sessions in order to ensure

that each c¢hild participated in at least eight sessions.
. ' . . ‘ .
However, in this centre no child participated in more than

4

ﬁine sessions altogether.
: | ' | .

~ No-treatment control. The children in the control
group did not take part'in any small group experience and

received no treatment of any kind. fﬁey participated only
]

w a

in the pretest énﬁ posttesﬁ assessabpt phases.
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Training Session Observations S \

In order t&r assess whether the pretend piay,and

construction agtivity groups differed in terms of the

amouht of bretigp pléy' social intéractions but did not

differ along other important dimensions, half of the

training © sessions were monitored by two female

undergraduates. The tréining manual is shown-.in AppendiEﬁJ.

Beth students Lere unfamiliar with all other phases of “the

. reséarch and did not take. part in other assessment

" procedures of the study. Each session was divided into
. ' . [

alternating fifteen-second adulE observation .intervals and

twenty-second child observation intervals. The end of .each-

4

observation interval was reserved for a five-second
,

- |
"record" period. . , '

. . , ' Ve
During the ten-second "observe" :-period of the agult

%' . observation intérval, the observer noted whether the adult

engaged in any positively or negatively reinforcing

behavior with any of the children ‘during that time.

e ., Positive reinforcement included such behaviors as smiling,

touching, " praising, encouraging, or helping with)-the

- activity. Negative reinforcement include@ such behaviors as

P

—

| verbal or physical restraint, reprimands or gestures

indicating d&sapprpval. During the "record" period, the

observer categorized the interval as. positive or regative.

4

A N ' \ ,
'1‘;“ { i
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Following an adult'observation, one of the'children
was ébservgd) in rotating order. During the fifteén-second
“observe" ﬁphase of° the ¢hild observation “interQal,‘the

observer noted whether the ¢hild. 'interacted with another -
cbila (or  other ~ children) and whether the observed
interaction was_ pretend or Titeral. During the fiiﬁ-second
"record"“‘period,- the preceding interval wasx'de;chbed
according tg'théSe obsevationSa‘ The definitions of.sociql

N interaction and of pretend ' and literal activities were

//) identical to.those used in' the other observational phases '«

of the’research{ Briefly, a social interactipn\consisted
of any 1initlation-response sequence completed within ten
sedonds. Erqﬁend play was defined as ény social acti?fty
g{ ’ in whicﬂ th? children verbally or nbn;ver?alf& referred to
a transformation of the s?lf—iden;ity, of objects in the
envirbﬁmeﬁt or of, the action sequence. Litera; activity
was defined as -any social activity in which persons,

R .
objects or actions were treated in a concrete and reality
*

géged manner. After the session was compigted, the observer
ma¥e two ratings on a five-point scale for each:child. The
first ratipé' reflected, the amount of interest and
invol&ement' shown by the chikp in the activities.of4HuLJ
sesgién. -The second rating reflected the amount of Airécb,
partiqipétory motor écti;ity shown by the c¢hild during then'
session. ¢ ' )  o .

g : : o .

11

P e - . . . PRy, (R et i o

4




‘activity scales’ Thzi adult score was the percentage of

adult intervals in whi

\

.. -”Fiy% Séores weré&calculated, sumﬁing across the
values of all'of those tfaining sessions in which process
observationé took -place (N = Zh). To‘adjust for slight
differences in. the.~1engths of the sessioﬁs, scores werq<
expressed as percentages of the total édult or total child
observations collected. The aohild . scores included'the‘
percentag ~ of intervals in which pretend interaction

occurred, the percentage 'in which liferal' interactidn

r

occurred and the mean ratingé on the involvement and
¥

h positive adult-child interaction

wasAOSEeLyed to occur.- Ddring 25% of the sessions, thewtwo

Qﬁservers were both present and independently collected

data-on the session.' Interrater reliability was calculated

.as the mean percent agreement between the two observers for

. \ )
each of the variables. These averaged 89% for peer social
interaction, 78%' for positive adult-child interaction, 95%

for involvement rating and 92% for activity rating. -




-

Resu1p§

~
Ty

Training Session Observations

-

4

-

. ¢ The differences and sihilaritieé in the variables and

.
ratings for the two training conditions.were so clear that

statistical procedures were not conducted. These results

4

are shown in Table 13. The percentage of intervals in which

positive adult-child interaction was observed: was not
different in the two training conditions; 82% -in the

preteﬁd play sessions and 80% in’the/construction activity

. sessions. Insbection of the children's social interaction

scores ' indicate that in the pretend‘play sessions, social

pretend play occurred in 30% pff the observed intervals}

while' literal play occurred i .05%. In the construction
?
activity sessions, pretend play) osgurred in 0% and literal

social activity occurred in .3% of th

the 1involvement andgactivity ratings for the two traininé‘ﬁ

conditions were very similar. The mean ratings for
L 4

involvement and activity were 4.6 and 4.8, respectively,

for the pretend play sessions and 4.7 ‘and ‘417,

3

respecfively, for the cgnstruction activity sessiohs. In

L] ° \ .
summary, the two groups were equivalent with respect to
adult-child interaction, the overall ratings of degree of

involvement and activity-in the group activities and the

tervals. Finally,

.

virtual hon-occurrence of literal spcial~intéraction. They

were hbweVer, very Qifferent in the amount of preiehﬂ play
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% Me Values of the Adult-Child and Child-Child Training Seasion v
k1Y
f’ / Me ures, Calculated Separately for the 'I‘wo Training Conditions.
‘\é- : ' o Pretend Play Construction Activity .
e v L{ p Training Training .
¥ Adylt Measures' o \
L : {.~
¥ /7 Positive Adult~Child ? " .
S Interactions? g2z . 80%
gf CLild Measures _ ‘ X ' . o ) .
LS ,(%\ Pretend Play ' ' _ S :
{' Interaction Intervala?. 30% . . 174 L )
/': 3y ’ - . . ‘ . » = v . N ’
7| Literal Activity o , SR
‘Interaction Intervals@ .05% - .37 ' AN
. Involvement Rat::!.ngb v 4,6 C 4.7
Activity Racingb T 4.8 2 . . 4,7 ¢
a. .-Variable 1s exp ‘a\s;ed as a percent of the total observations
) | - ‘
\ b. Maximum score = 5/ : , ) .
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~ social iqteragtion,'which occurred only in the pretend play -

sessions. 9

During-Training and After-Training Posttest Comparisons _ﬂ N
Prior to the analyéis of the effects of preﬁehd blay
\training on social competence, the two sets of posttesy
data were examined to determine whethér any differences

;exiéted . between the observations collected during training

and the observations collected after training. For the
purposes of this aﬁalysis, the time variables, ie., toéal ' , 3
interaction iptervals, p}etend interaction intervals, total —

social behaviors, pretend sqcial behaviors andvteacher " A i

interaction intervals, were all expressed as proportions of

the number of observations collected during each postgéﬁt

. X
phase, since the mean number bf observations varied
slightly (18 wvs. 22, respectively). All other variables
were expressed as proportions in the ‘same cmanner as . é

described for the calculation of tﬁe pretest scores. These!
value;\ are shown in Table 14. PEI™C to analysis, all of
’the gropo}tions were no;malized using the gresin
trénsfbrmation (Wiﬁer, 1971). The meaé valugs obtained for ‘
@ - the Endividual‘ variables collected at the two different
| 'times were compared by means of correlated t tests and no
significant differences«found (see Table 14). The two Sets

of posttest data were therefore pooled -and these combined

posttest values were used in further analyses. \:53-
’ » {‘- . -
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P T il




- . 4
w T . - - I
o | K e 'R - n.
. - , . u oo
4 w - - A
= m . i A\ 2
4 . - .
[ ] & L A _ . * [
u o} . N hd
g 2 - . o \ .
- o . o~ \ , .
(/2] o - -
o m mn. ’ . - .,.A
o : - - _
¢ .
g e ) - ..
4 ..h-.-t . . — ) - -t - =
. . . - : :
. A ‘.u 16 -~ (L1 <) ¢8* N . (st* ) sg8* . 8TBAX23Ul 98 28enBuwg ki
. Q - “ . =
. l\\ m m Mm o.H Am\.ﬂ . v QN. ﬂn.ﬂo V NN . » “ |. aﬂuauua U.ﬂvn& ) .,-Mw
Y- u & TrT- (e ) syt (srt ) ﬁﬂw. ‘ STeAI83U] -2ATIT804 .
- d m . 6% T (6T° ) 9y 61t ) 1® , " syeazsyur TRIInay - X
ob ) ‘ ; .Tah
m 9 e sT' - Sﬁ.., ) 60° (60 ) 60° v . FTPAISIUI eATIsBON i
« g 8 - - qPBUTIeY [PAT93U]
k M MRy
O L
| ™1 . ° - .
20 : . — . . . -
O - LT - (S6°ET) 8TTYY (62°91) L'ty uoFIvANg pusIalg “
rr M
a m 80" - (oz* ) T1¢° -(te* ) oe” ) , STRAISIUT pUIIDIJ )
1 - »
..m o 92" (90° ) €0 (zo* ) %o ) ] . S[RAI3UL IYPeI]
w2 0E* - (95°6 ) T8°SE Y (s€°8 ) €9°9¢c . (spuodag) uoyawang”
- > ’ ' : R
- w 9 LT°T- (€1° ) +¥8° (#1°. ) v8° KN STRAID93U] UOTJIOVIIIUTL
L o . : o~ L esEmewen weiL g
- o T~ . - .
- > g (ze=3P)3  (as) H ; (as R : - y . <
- 8 .m L 1933V — gufang - o o
a9 . R
. \ - . N ; o N - .
o : ™~ - N SR
- i 3 .
C. : SN . e
oL .




-

.

a

. Table 14 (Con't)

. ‘@wnnu Yyowa 38 SI0FABYDY TeId0s 1¥310% 30 aoﬁuuo&oun pawiojsurijun ug S® vmwu0hmxu 8T 9TqET1EA

.uuwza yoes 3w n~a>uounu uoj3o8x3juU] [¥3IO0f wo uojjaodoad pawmzojsusajun uw sv pIssIIdx? mﬁ ITQqPTIRA

\

YoBa 1® pIlDO[I00 SBUOTIBAIIEGO JO

.
53]
(-]

L
i

- oL
00°T

(ZE=3P)3

P

(90° )- €1°
(wo'' ). co°
at ) og
(z0* )..z0"
(€0 ) to-°
(60" -) zr-
(90" v,zmm.
(g0* ) zo°
(o' ) 10°
(s0* ) so°
(so* 9 so0°
(s0* ) 60

(01T ) sg'1

(92°. ) _T°¢

(@) __®
1333V

(zo*

(vo*
(ot*
(v0°
(so*
(o'
(zo*

(€0°*.

(€0’
(%0*
(s0°
(so*

»..!A_mwv
- ﬁg . -

as

T N T Y T e e

-

o
(o]

1

80"
't

c6'T

.

urang
~

+

B

-

.Huga

.wuanuﬂuu> peowmIojsueil ujsaie 103 paIndwod 9IIM SINTEA u ayL

*L1=a3309dsaa gz pue g1 .mmasm 1893380d
Iogunu ay3 Jo uorjaodoad paumrojsueijun uv -sB pPoBgaidxo BT STQPTIBA
. 4 :

OOFIIIIIV
30ﬂﬂ0h10ulmuumweu

‘ ‘ muoomlusouﬁcw
u=MEWﬁ:vmlhchlmuuuman
N3 88220n U -8pEI]
In3$899oN5-2A 13T 80Z-EPRIT:
N3 B8830INS-TRIINON-BPEI]
Hnmmwuuusmlﬂbﬁudwozlavmug
Hpuuuuuunmaalauuzomum

) ﬂsummauwawtauudmmox
INnJB8IDONBUY)-UOTIUDIIY

TNJI8BaIING-UOeTIUIIJY

- muoﬁ>mnam,mmﬂuom 18301 puslaiag

g BIOTABY3Y TEIP0S TEIOL

P

o

.aA

‘e

5 BA0TABURY (83005 933I083q

.

17



TR ST

RS

L

=3

X

separate cl

) ‘//* : : : i f
Soc}éi/;retend.Play Training Effects. : !

B

Method of analysis. ?he occurrence of posttest

l

, _ 3
" changes ' in the social competence measures was examiped by

. [
means of multlvariate analyses of covariance in whith the

pretest . scores served as ‘covariates. This-.J/analytic
+ . ' : n
strategy was chosen in preference % the repeated ‘measures

~ -
design since recent comparisons of the two approaches have

"suggested that the former model mdre adéquately reflects
" the data at hand (Huck & McLedn, 1975).

- ’

I'4

Thj' aependent- variables were anal;;ed in six

usters. The pretest ana poSﬁtest mean§ for,the
variables ‘within each clustera ‘calculated sepanatel& for
the three groups, are shown in Table 15. The ncn-cehavioral
competence. meaéures, popularity, social cognition'and tHe
Intecest—Participation factor of the Kohn & Rosman Scale
were analysed in the first cluster ko assees whe'ther
increases as a result of training had occurred. The three
variacles calculated for the pretend intervals, only, fe.,
lnterajpion intervals, duration and total social behaviors{

-

were analysed in a second cluster to assess whether pretend

~training had 1increased spontaneously occurring social

pretend play.
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Calculated Separately by Training Condition. -

Mean Values of the Pretest and Posttest Social*Competence Mpasures,

b
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$ ~  The individual social behafioi measures ((combined. over
. pretena and literal intervals) were analysed in four
clusters, organized acqording to‘cthe factor .aﬂalytic
‘stﬁﬁcture obtaihvﬁ. on the same variables in the

. observational study (See Table 8). The individual variables

were used rather than the summary factor scores because it

was not p0531ble, usxng only the partlclpatlng thirty-threge
subJe?ts, to obpaln a factor structgre that ,remained stable
from pretesu..po posttest. "Since the purpose of these
analysés ‘waa to determine ,Qﬁétﬁer Qual}tative' changes
~’oc'cu'xl-"r'ed' in the felative frequeﬂcy\ gf the observed aocial
; bel'lav:l“orss,"l these " variables were agaxn expressed as
e R proportions of tg!'total values, as descrlbed in the factor‘
l‘ analysis The first &ipsber consisted of the variables
definlng Social Initiatlves Positive: aositive intervgls,
- neutral ' 1ntervals, affectlov-to-peer i and
leads-positive-succeésful. In the secoQa of these glusters;
-~ oo were utﬁa.4\variables defining Social Actibipy-Verbal:

. interaction intervals, duration, total social behaviors,’
e ' .teacher interQals, language use; and'leads-unsﬂqqessful. In
the third of .these clusters were ‘the variables defining
'S%ciaI’ Initiatlmes Negative' . negatlve intervals,

' leads-negative-successful r uses-to-follow‘& — and
competestfor-equippent. In the last cluster were inclaged‘
the - variable; which defined ' Assertion-Successful:

) « .
leads-neutral- , Successful, resource-successful,

fq}lows-péer, . and ' attention-unsuccessful. q Althouéh\




{ :

ddration' and  teacher intervals loaded on both the second
-and tﬁngfﬁurth factors, they were analysed only once, in
‘conjunctron‘ with the variables composing the second

fa?tor. ,r}

v’

Multivariate Analyses of Covariance' ' . \\\\<
‘s * ’ ’ \ . . N . N

~

?hé results of these six.‘MANACOVAS indicated that no-

sighificant differences occurred between the.three groups, . o

at posffest.. The six multivariate F's for the condition

were; F(6,52) = ;.1923,";'><.50, Fcé,sz) = .0960, p<.95, - ‘
F(8,48) = .9100, p<.50, F(10,48) = 1.6939, p<.1T, F(B,48) = |
.3199, p<.95 and F(10,44) ; .9781, p<ﬁ50, respectivély. The - i

ummary tables for these analyses are shown in Appendix L.

Since no significant Multivariate F's were obtained, the

‘results of, the univariate analyses were not interpreted:

.\.‘

Discussion ‘ ®
,/’“\§>>;7=
The purpose of the §tudy reported in this chapter/was 4
to .evaluate exberimentglly the relationshfp between sociél IR
“pretehq play and scocial competencé. Groups of children
randomly assigned to a pretend play, a construction
activity or a no-treatment control grbu§ were coﬁpargd a
Bpsttest .on behgjio}a;, cognitive, popularity ané-teachef
'
-,; ‘ v ' '
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N * i . ) . ’
ratiq§> measures of social competence. No differences were
N . -

found between any . of . the'groups, using the the pretest

\ values as covariates. In summaryi it would appearvthat the

hy
5o N

. training provided . in this. study by the pretend play
. . i . )

traiping coﬁdition "was not instrumental in effecting
~

changes in. social competence. The issue of causaiity raised1

_by ﬁhe’positive results of the cérrelétidnal study remains

unclarified. ° , ‘ - .
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. Summary gnd Disgussioh of the Research Praject

»

The purpose of the present research was  to
examine the hypothesis that the preschool chi}d’é
participation in sociél pretend. play is‘rélated'ﬁo his/hef

development of competency in social skills. Two research

strategies were  used in this investigatien. A

correlational analysis éf the joint occurrence of the two
phenomena ‘in the naﬁural environment - was undertaken. id
addition, -aﬁ'émpeﬁimental study of the effects of pretend
play training on posttest assessmegts 6? social competence

was conducted. A corolf.ary hypothesis of the correlational

study was that not only.the quantity but alsoc the quality

of the social pretend play would be related to the sdeial

competenbe measures. Unfortunately, no empirical basis was"

currently \availéble in the literature from which to derive
a measure assessing the quali€ativk‘éuperiority; of the
social Tpretend -play. A secondary component of research

reported in this study was, therefore, a compa}ison of the

social pretend play of younger and older preschoolers. This

"analysis produced meaningful data on the developmeﬁt of

qualitative"aspects ;?‘soeLal pretend' play and led to the

derivation of a developmentally 1linked measure ofvcomblex

social pretend play. - ; -

-
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)

With respect to gbe developmental .anélysis 6£

»

social pretend . play, it was anticipated that older

would’be charaéterized. by higher frequencies

anticipated 'tﬁat their play wodld

differ ™%long quélitative dimeﬁgiogf. Based on the work .of

Garvey (Note 2, 1977), older preschoolers were expected to

enact functional and character identities more‘pften than

familial <identities. They were also expected to engage‘ih
more complex pretend sequences: in which Qgitiplé identity
éna ' object . transformat Sa were " simﬁltanedusly
incorporated. In éontrast,,the ‘younger preschoolers weée
expected to demonstrate less cémplex play sequéhceé énd to

enact fémilial roles more often than the other types of
identities. Variations were expected to occur in the

manner with which objects were incorporated into the play

but they were not expected to discriminate the two age

groups. Younger childnen were expected to“be as adept as

older children in their use of objects in a realistic

.manner. »-and in theif'gse of objects in a substitute manner.

s

The possibility of sex differences on these measures was

" also explored 'since a higher incidence of pretend play

L.
among males has been reported in the literature (eg.,

Sanders & Harper, 1976). The occurrence of sex differences

on the qualitative dimensions'wés also considered although

no specific hypotheses were formulated regarding the nature

/7

of these differences. -

N
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The results of ' the developmental analysis
+indicated that the older chfldren did in fact engage in

Significantly more social pfetend play than did the younger

ones. This 1is 1in agreement with previous reports of an

inqreéée in fantasy ‘'play .during thesg years (Sanders &
Hafper, " 1976; Tizard et al, '1977). The results also
}evealed qualitétivq distinctions betweén the play of the
younger and that of the older children. Thesetdisti%ctions
were - not, however; all in 1line witb=£hose expected. The
most ’pervasive; distinguishing ~ feature of thHe older
Ehildfen's play was that it more often involved multiple
féntasy, elements, iq., both identities and objects bein@
"transformed within the s%me play sequénce.r.Witthegard to
‘thé idcidence of ~play’-episodes involving the~ unitary
.transfdrhation of a singléﬁglement,- either an identity or
an object, the younge; and older children did‘hot differ.
Based on these data, it would appear that the developmental
inqrease in { the 1incidence of social - pretend play may be
attributed more specifically to a differential increase in

this complex form of"lsoéiai pretendingi While age
differences were found in the amoun£ of complex'social
{ ' - .

pretend play, sex differences were not found. Because of -

this equivAlence across .sex- and because this measure
showed a theoretically meaningful devblopmsntal increase,
it was decided to use thé relative incidence of thishtype
of pretend play as the qualitative play measure in the
subsequent correlational analysis; »‘: ,
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Tﬁé .other antigipétgd devélopmental changes were
not ciearly supported by thg’ results. The older children
did demons@rate a . small " but“'significant increése in
funétionai. identit& use. When this finding was‘qonsidered
in cohjunétion'with increases that approached signifiqance'
on both of the other two meaguresl of identity type, it
appearegfﬁthat the typé’ of identity is néﬁ a salient
discriminating feature of more mature social pretend play.
Conversely, thé data suggest . that'ugll ;ﬂhree types of
identitwy transformation increased among the oldef children,

-

wiﬁh .only a slight- preference togard enactment of the

functional roles..

The type of isgntity enacted was however; strongly

,‘assocfated with the séx of the child. Regardless of their

. age, the boys ehacte? far more character roles and far

fewer familial roles thén did the girls. This differential
iaentit§’ preference shown by the boys and girls is in
agreement with other reported sex differences in the
literature. Tizard et al'(197i) found thét'breschopl girls
were motg likely to enact domestic 'themes ;ﬁd chose”more‘

often to pl;y with domestic objects and dolls. On the

other hand, bofs enacted themes Such as driving cars or

o

fight@pé and plé?éﬁ’more with cars, wheeled vehicles and

outdoor materials. Etholbgical studies of children's play

‘have found that boys prefer more physicéily active}Qmobile

games, ‘uQB?Ae' the girls' play 1is  more sedentary
. "’!‘\‘ ¥y .




————

~ (Blurton- Jones, 1972; Smith & Connolly,'1972) In terms of
the presenﬁ study, these f1ﬁd€?gs are highly congruent. The
character roles enacted by the boys often centered on

attacker-chaser' themes, or on drivipng-ecars .themés and

. N . _ L.
included., a great deal of. physical .movement. The famﬁh&al

rpies enacted by the girls were more sedeitary, involviqg
more intimate iﬁteraction§ with many of the domestic toys.-
' Although age'differeﬁces in object use we}e not
anticipated, the results showed that older children usjs
objects. as replicas more often 'than did ‘the younger
chlldren.\ This ginding is éomgwhat unexpeéted. Most other
research ;n thls area has 1indicated that, with increasing

[ \ 1

age, chlldren show a greater capacity for treating objects

in a non-realistic fashion (Fein, 1975; Lowe, 1975; Overton -

& Jacksoq, ‘1973): ‘'These other researchers examined
symbolic play ﬁnder more préscribed experimentgl conditions
aﬁd-focusgd on%y on object transformations. Perhaps inifﬁe
context of .naturalli occurring. pretend play sequences,
factors other than developmeﬁtal maturiﬁy take precedence
in determining the manner in which .objects are‘usqa,
Sﬁecifically, much of the replica object ‘use‘occurreq
within play sequences where the child also assumed a
' pretend idenéity. It may be that the demands: of
integrating multiple -elements into the . play sequence are

sufficiently taxing that the chiid simplifies the task by

using objects in a more realistic and -concrete manner. One
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'wouldgthe;efore expeét that among'c?ildren older than those
observed in this study, the non-realistic use of objects-in
conjunction with identify transformations would shog*an;
inc}ease. ‘An alternative explanagion would suggest;ﬁhat
Qithiﬂ naturally occurring socia;n“pretend play, reflistie
object use is a sign of gpgater maiur;ty rather than a sign
o; lesser maturity. Such realistic objéct uée may ge‘an’
indication that the child récognizeé the'need to conform to
certain reality standards if Qhe preﬁend play sequeﬁce with
another child is Lto continue. The child respects these

limits in order to facilitate the pretepd play episode with

the partner.

N

Sex Qifferenoes were also found in the manner in
which objects wene incorporated into the play. The boys ' '
and the girls were equivalent in their use of™Gbjects as .
replicas but ﬁhé {bOYS showed more use of objects in a .
subst}tute manner. This result ié closely nelated to three
other. findings; _the differential sex references for
identi?y. enactment,’ the types o£<§oy§‘ eferred by the ' o

children, and the types of toys provided by thgse day-care
) cen£res.. A11° of the centres provided the children with
toys that were reélicas of dobestic objects, such as
miniature’ pots and pans, stoves and doll paréiage§. These
objects ‘are‘readily éssimilated into tﬁe kinds 6fvﬂam£iial
enactments shown by tbe. g;rls. JOng may hypothesize,

' therefore, 'that the girls are not as strongly motivated to

?
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use objects ih a substituted or 1nvented fashion. On the
other hand, the centges did not provide the chlldren with
toys such as gyns, space suits, or Xx-ray glasses. Yet these
were the objects apparently requ%red by the boys in their

enactment  of character roles such ds Bionic Man or

"moﬁster". Thus the boys were compelled to use the cbjecti\;ﬁ\

aValBeblq~ at the centre, in a substiﬁrte fashion. This

" analysis suggests that. the children first select—an

o

hY

identity to engct and‘;heﬁ incorporate' object? into the
play seeuences implied by .that particular identity. When
eppropriate etoys are not available, they invent and
substitdie with what is available. While the data cannot
directly “support.this notion, éhey do clearly suggest tﬁat
an intimate relation exists.between»object,use and idehfity
transformapion in pretend play ‘sequences. ' -

3

Summarfzing the results of the developmental

0

stud&; age-related differences were found in the quantity

~of soeial pretend play, in the iné%dence of complex play

a

Sequences and 1in the realistic ‘use of objects. Older
children engaged in more social pretend play of which a

greater proportioq involved the integration of multiéle

pretend elements. They also showed a preference for using

toys in an appropriate and reality- based fashion. Striking.

sex-related differences were found in the content of the

°

play. The‘poys preferred character roles coupled with more

substitute object use while the ' girls preferred famil}al

.
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‘roles. Both sets of results indicate that a close

Al

relationship .was-observed between the idefitity enacted and |

the choice of objééts. Further research is needed to

AN

determine which, if either, of these elements 1is more-

Inbuatness

M

igfluential in shaping the  nature of the play and to

e XY
S

determine = the basis for' the age-. and sex-related

preferences. _ . N -

Iy

%
i

3

. ) A — . ¢
‘,Turning now to the correlational study of the o
relationship 7 between  social pretend play 'énd' social
* \\ coﬁpetence, it was anticipated that the émount of time that
a ‘child ‘%pent in social pretend Jplay w?uld be positively R
relaéed to hi; social- competencies as assessed
‘behaviorally; ;dgnitively 4nd by means aof popularity and
‘teacher) ratings. It was also anticipatedb that these
relationships would be increased by t;king inté account ;hé
qyality of the pretend play and by including in the .~
,analyses of the compléxit& measufe ‘obtained :frOm the
.developmental study. Finally, it was expedted that tﬁe
relationships would be significant even cbntrollipg for the
effects of age, sex; IQ and amount of non-pretend soc;al
ac't.:"ivit.y. R | |
. A . In reference to the relapxodship bétweén the
“ amount of social pretend play and secial cdmpeténde, the
resuits cléarly supported the hypothesis. CBnﬁrolling for’a.

~

v ~child's age, sex, IQ and 1level of nqﬁ-pretend social

132
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activitt, a significantly increased\\ﬁgediction o his/her
status ‘on a majority of the social competence measures was
obtained by incluging; in the regressxon equatigns a
‘knonledge of the overall‘level of participation in social
" pretend " play. In addition, 1nspection of the Beta weights
with all of the’ contrbl and pretend variables in the

_equatioh,' indicated tﬁat the“amotnt. of pretend play was a

highly pbtent \predictor' for the majority of the .social

¢

.competence"measuges.¢ In three of the . five significant

-

equatibns,.the—pretend measures received either the largest

or second largest: ‘Beta weight out of the six variables. I'

the‘otber two equations, it received the third largest Beta

weight. . These ?data indicate that the child who
. TN
demonstrated a higher incidence of social pretend play

during his activities in the dayecare centre Q&f also rated

by his teachers as being more active’and 1nterested in his

-

social and non-socialy, environment and as "being more

/

competent in his dealings with both the available rdsgurces

of the centre and with the .other children at the,céntre.

tikewise,x this c¢hild was ranked by his teachere as being

more popufar with his peers. The relations with the
behavioral factors indicateddkhat a higher level of social
pretend play. was_related to a child's standing on Social
Activity~Verbal andlAssertion-Successful, Although the two
individual Variables;\ amount of pretend and nunber of

literal interaction intervals, did not themselves oorrelate

“significantly, amount of pretend was significantly related
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LT ‘ tdg the ,less global Social Activ1ty-Verba1'factor This
t
f ' difference may. be attrlbuted to this factor s reflection of
f: ’ coo speciflckﬁfhen51ons of spcial act1v1ty such as a preference-
. , for interactlng with peers over adults, the use of language

- *
in. lnteractlon and the tendency to make numerous leadership

o . ///_%ids It appears, therefore, that the chlld who interacts_
- e

ﬂ'

xtenszvely in‘w social ' pretend ,play /is inclined to )

[

"/

. . . particlpate as wgil”in many non-pretend peer lnteractlons.
. :

N ’ . These ‘interactions are characterized by their verbal
o echaracﬁer,' their longer duration and their high frequency

' ’ of social bids, particularly thgse directed at organizing

and influencing the. peers' activities. quthermore,

'_ thldnen who are active in 5001al pretend play show.higher
, .- levels of . successful’ assertlveness in their non,pretend
. ‘ in eractiénswe-They'éfake an .active, initiatory . role 'in

0

interactions, are suecessfdl in directing peer'activit&gs

g

-

[ and%”are .able to obtaih verbal or physical support and.

: P \assf?‘ance from peergz In addltion, they are more able to

o

engage in_peer interactions of a $ustained duration. .

t

| . ‘ , .' - C | r's
‘. - : It was . éntiEipated that these relationships would '
P be sharpened by futher information regarding the quality of
o the child's eocial pretend play e Overall, the results of

the study did ' not provide support for this notion. The

AL

compleklty of social pretend play measure was a significant

predictow in one out of the seéven' regressipn analyses,

g X .‘Oniy "in the prediction of social cognjf&on/did it enter
) ' ‘ @ ' . . . , o ’ ' o ,/". : R
o R < . R AR
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significantly. In the prediction of thig measure, the

R R ‘
pretend play complexity was the more potent of the two

pretend"\zigiables accounting uniquely for ‘a significant
" B El ’ )
proportion of the dependent variable vyariance. With

]

respect to <cognitive manifestations of social competence

Co s . ®: ,
then;, it appears that the complé&ity of the prEt:gg play is

) 'more closely related. When one considers the ;_115 which

are gequ;réd in ‘the two situations, the basif for this

rqlaﬁionship is somewhat  clarified. In the process of
. \L v \\

'inteérate two - disparate elemepts into 'a meaningful

. . Y
seqSénce.. Likewise; in pompletiig the role-takﬁng pasks;

. .4 . '
the child must be able to consider a social situation from
the diffe%ing\pdinfs of view of the two participants. To be

successful on these tasks, he must recognize that they do

r

ﬁBt, of necessity, haQe‘tO'agree-with each, qther. In both

‘'situations thén, 'the' child is using .his conceptual and

" related to skills needed in the other.

. -
perspective~taking skills to maintain an integration ‘of two-

’ ' “

diffe#!nt~ elem&hﬁs; The results of ithe présent research

would suggest that the skills needed in one siﬁuation are
e /‘

L2

€ In general, however, no additional disc¢riminatory

power was obtained by including the complexity measure in

the anaryseb. This failure méy” be attributed to the factv

that. the complexity measure correlated quite highly with

the -amount of. prigend play. . In addition, the partial

€ .
. .
. o 1 4
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correlations . with the dependgnt-~social competence measures
were generally lower than the partial correlatiogs between
the, amount of pretend measure and -tpe‘Sdcial competence
‘measures. Thus, when tne\coﬁplex;ty of pﬁetend'measuré wée
considered in conjunction with the amouht pf pretend play
measure; it did not aecount for a greater“propdrtipn"of tie
‘Variance théq.the frequency measu;e. Furthermore, itAﬂid'
not acc&unt fer add&tioﬂal uniqﬁe portione of the variance
~1in a statistically“ meeningfel 'fasﬁion. Only in{ the
brediction ef one measure, ie.;’social‘cognition, was this

*

situation reversed. *In general, then, these resulté

indicate. that finer diserimination of the quality of the
'ﬂsbcial pretend play was not effective) in increasing the
obtained relati?nships with social 'competence becagse the
megsure ‘contingedlto be highly associated Qith the amount
of pretend play. The cemplexity of play méasure wat,

> however, -significantly correlated Q;th ~several of the

-dependent measures. Thi§ pattern of individual correlatlons_

*suggesté ‘that this varlable d possess “potential
discflminative pqwer; COnt;nued search for a more refined-
qualitative ‘meeeupe which would be -~stitistically
independent of the quantitative méasure may be a useful
avenue for further research. At the present time, however,
éne can only conclude that knowledge of global levels of
§egial pretend play effective}y predicts 3 chilelf/§tatus

\ .
on the peer acceptance and teacher rating measures and the
- ‘ '4

2 ,
child’'s behavioral competence in interacting extensively, ..

-~
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succe;sfully and assertively with his peers. Knowledge of

a child!s tendency to engage in high level social pretend

play is) prédictive of the .capacity for non-egocentric

thinkihg about cbmplgx.social situations.

-+

L4

In reviewing these findings,’ it is appdrent that the

‘relationship betwgsn sbciél pretend play and social

N -

competence is not a simple one. Differéntial findings due .

“to the varying imbaqt of the control sariables, due to the
type oflmeasurg used tOvassésé pretend play and to the type
of mgasdre used - to assess sbcial . competence 'wereyall
.ingadéted. The complexity tﬁat_,isxreveéled when extensiée
quessmen;s of Ehe ‘relevipt constructs .are includeé
indicates the utiliﬁy of .a multivariate éppfqach.‘ The
differences.lamong the seven regression equations indfcaﬁe
that a simple gpnéralizgtibn from the results of on} social
éompetence measure to another 1is not justified. The

"measures tap varying éspects of the overall construct and,

although they .are related to some degree’, there also- are

important differences among .them and in the manner in which .

they relate: to socia; pretend play. If only one of the
social cémpetencé meaéuremeqts had \been\ used 'in the
assessment of_fﬁis cons#ruct, misleading conclusions might
have been dra&n regarding. its relationship wiﬁh social

pretend play. Wh{lg the collection  of multiple

' measurements ‘is ‘somewhat more time-cohsdqing ﬁhan'islthe

use of a single inétrament, valuable additional information

’

*®
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is obtained and. our understanding- of this relationship is
ol e

-

+ .~ 3

To summarize the overéll Eesult§ of the‘ﬁﬁltiple
regr sston analyses,  'empirical documéntatiog. has been
provided for the hypothesi;ed‘,rélaéionsﬁfp'bet@een sééial
pretend ﬁlay "and social competence. They suggest that
pgrticipatién'g in this uniqde form of activity has
signifiqant behavioral »épa cognitive correlates for the

child. As . well, correlates -in -terms of the more

' traditional social competence measurements of teacher

rgtings gnd péer acceptance were:' found. These finding;
have impoqfant’ implicationé “for @he curreﬁt interest in
early peer ‘relations and social competence. It has been
(suggested that ﬁéer ihteractionnis a necessary prepondit;on
for the acquisition o} the many skills underiying this
construct (eg., Hartug, 1978). It.may\Se, however, that not

all peer activities are equally 'relevant to this learning

process. Specificglly, the correlétional findings indicate

that the amount of social pretend play was,”in general, a

better predictor than was the amount of non-pretend social

activity. This would appear to suggest that peer

. interaction .is not a uniform phenomenon. Closer inspection

» .
of its differing manifestations reveals the pre-eminence of
N .

<

y

interaction within the pretend context? In th;s regard,

social’ pretend.play may be considered as a mediator .between

peer 'experiénce and social competence. 'It_ is not

. 138
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sufficient merely tof,expose‘a child  to peér contacts in
- ogher for that 'child to acquire socially competent
behaviors and‘Skills, In addition to determining'whether

or not a c¢hild has opportunities for interaction, it is

.

necessary .to examine what the  child actually does in that

'interactiQQ. The results of the present study would

suggest that. peer interaction within the context of pretend
\ { N .

play may be an important element in creating out of those
.experienceg a potential ‘for skill acquisition. ‘This
"suggesﬁiég that sqcial pretend play may be functi&ning as'a
medi;ting variéble has some support in the literature. Over

the years several studies have documented the enhancement

of creative objedt use‘wheﬁ young children are prbvided‘

-with an opportunity for unstructureq ‘play yith'ébe object
prior to asseéémené (Dansky & Silverman; 1973, [§975; Smith
& 'Dutton,/‘1979). Recéntly it hasbeen shown that this
effect is ope}ative only for those children whose frequlay
‘ repertoi}e includes .make~believe play (Dansky,1980).'1n

other words, the occurrence of pretgnd'plqy functioned as a

mediator between unstructured activity and creativity'in

this study. Although the variables under consideration in

N

the Dansky' study and in the present research are not' the
same, the results suggest a’parallel role foy.Qhe symbolic
function 1in both the soecial and® the non-social context.
Further exploration of the sﬁécifics which differenfiate
_pretend ffom non-bretend play may aid 'in clarifying ﬁhe

"function of this behavior.

Lol
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. The " significant results of the regressiod anaiyses

.indicated the utility  of two further se$s  of\post hoc‘

explorations  of the data. The first of these examined the
possibility of differential sex effects for the regression
equations in which sex was found to be a significant

predictor.\ Separatd male and female analyses for Social

Activity-Verbal and for Assertion-Successful were therefore

. calculated. These analyses included | as additional

predictors the social ~ pretend play measures which

differentiated the_ sexes. The frequency’ and complexity
4 L :
measures used'in the overall regression analyses were also

included. In general, the,results paralleled tﬁose obtaine§

using the total sample. These aspects of behavioral social

competence were again significantly predicted by soci?i
pretend play.. Two important discrepancles were noted
hbwever. First, it‘appeared éhaﬁ the relationship between
social pretend play and soc;al competence may be somthat
more pefvasivé for the maIe; than for the females. For the
males, prediction of boph dependent behavioral measures wa;

meaﬁingfully improved by the additidn of a measure of

social pretend play into the equation, For ihe females, a

. ‘ { :
significantly >improved prediction” was obtained " only for

Social Activity-Verbal. A' significénh regression equation

o

for Assertion-Succe;sful was not obtaihed. A second

discrepancy was noted in the social ‘ietend play measures

which accounted for the improved prediction  of

7. ) A

'Act1Vity-Verbal. For fheAfemales, complexity of‘pretend was

L
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the ‘most useful predictor with additional pnediction being
obtained from substitute object wuse. For the males,
substitute 6bject use was initially selected from among the
group lof pretend variagbles and no other pretend measure
added to the overall -résults. In%pection of the Béta
weights confirmed this difference and suggested that the
pretend variables of predictive significance for bpéh the
males and the females were those which defined the typical

male social pretend play pattern.

~D
These differing results have several possible’;

-

explanations. It may be that, in fact, the hypothesizei\
, - vt
relationship is 1less potent for the females than fep the® .

males. The occurrence of significant findings on the other

Eegression Eggftions does not support this interpretation. -

It suggests rather, that the sex-?éiated findings'are more

specificall?//;)nked to the behaviorai social competence
S

measures. idce there were more boys than girls

-

contributing data to the factor analysis, it may be that

"the behavioral factors are less cléarly measures of social

/]

competeﬁce for the girls than for\Eﬁg\Shis. Cn the basis of ,
.the present data, it is‘no(\:oséible to

ully explore these
differences. Behavioral factors derived by means of factor
analyses separg;ely for sex would be necessary to clarify
these issues and the size of the present sample precluded
such an approach. Further research in this area could

examine this possibility using larger samples of boys and

141
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girls. ' S '

The findings - of  the co;relational study

nindicatiné the potential functional value'of social . pretend

‘°play suégested a second ée}ies of post‘héc analyses: In

_these analysgf, some of the data were examined in'order td

further elucidate the ways in which preténd aqd non-pretehd

iﬁteractiog may differ’, A comparison-of some of the social

Behavior; observed within pretend and literal inheraclion

: ® ‘indicated that  the ‘pretend  cohtext: of play was
siQnH{icantl& related to these variaﬁles.'-Specifi%ally,

" ‘social interagtion witq;n the context of pretend play was
more sustéinéd, more often involved the use of language and
more often too% place among groups of children.,Sinced?ll
B ‘ ) vof  these - behaviads increase with age, they may be
. considered t§ be manifestations of more adequatg éopial .
functioning. It woula'appear, therefore, that the pretend

context ' facilitated in some way the occurrence of thesg’

.moge mature forms of social functioning. Many authors have

[y

e s -

-~

2 argued that within  social pre;énd -play’ the child

v ) ) .
. demonstrates his mgst advanced 1level of fugétioning

’ -

(qqlomb,' Note 3; Smilansky, 1968). The results reported in
this.Shesig'would be supportive of this argument. ‘

4 .
1 A -

This contéxt‘ of play analysis revealed an add%tional
point of interest. Specifically, the child's sex was not
found to have 5n§ impact  on tpg way  in which activity

™ 8 o
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context affected the different social behaviors. Unlike the

¢evelopmental analyses' of .the different’ components' of

‘pretend‘ play in which striking sex differences were found,

the context analysis indicated that this variable affects

~all of the children: in a similar way. On the basis of

éhese two sets of results, it would appear that while a

‘child's. . sex may influence the content of his or her play,
ie.,‘ the‘identities and quects ‘which are chosen, it does

‘not influence the process of ‘the interaction bccurring

<,

.n wiapin "that pféy.~ Both the boys and the glrls appeared to

ld

function: in a moré€ socially competent fashlon within the

" prétend play .context, regardless of the actual pretend

sequenceés which were being enacted.

s

In terms of social .competence then, the content of the

play would appéar to be of less relevance than is the

participatibn\ in the pretend ,pleglitself. Unfortunately,

‘the relatively lower frequency of pretend play interactions

s i . " .
precluded further analyses of its impact on the individual

social behawiors.. Based on these results, a fruitful avenue

° for further research on the relationship between social

éompetence and social pretend play would be to explore in
more detail the ways in which social interaction patterns
change in the‘two(contexts. Differences in the kinds of

behaviors occurring in the two contexts and in the ways in

which the transitﬁ§n from one type‘of activity to the other

is .effected may -increase our understanding of ﬁhe meaning'




of the relationship between social*pfetend play and social

¢

competence.
” . : /.

The findings of the c§¥relatiopal study indicated

that there 1is a definite relationship ' between a‘child'sl

tendency . to engage in Social pretend play and the

]

competency of his social funétioning. Thesé findings cannot

'provide any information on the directionality of this.

-

effecf. As s been suggested by numerous réséarchers, the
rélationshipﬁ may obtain because social pretehqv‘plaﬁ
éhhances social compétegce. Alternative expranat;ons ére
howevér; available. For example it may be that Sodially/

skilled children eﬁgage in more social'pfetend play.

i

. In ordery to assess whefher the first statement

L
possessed any explanatory power, a bretend play training

“study was. undertaken. It was anticipated that those

children who received specific exposure to, and 6oéching.in

4

social pretend play would show improved social skills wheﬁ-

compared” to children who received either equivalent .

exposure to an adult-led small group-within the context of

o

non-pretend activities, or no treatment. The results of the

i . .
training study did not support the hypothesis. ' The

- J
posttegzﬂﬂ::§§§3ments of the children in the pretend play

training group were not different from ’thQse of the
children in- thé other two groups. 3pecific exposure and

training in socﬁai pretend play did not. influence in any
. v { )
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way the child's current levels of social functioning. These
£ findings are somewnat ‘gt variance with the results of

. %
previou? pretend play trainlng studies reported in the

,1iteratune: Inqreases in perspective-taking skills, in
sociel interaction skills, in cognitive/linguistlc skills
and in pretend play have all been descrlbeﬁ (Burns’ éf
Brainard, 1979 Fink, 1976; Rosen, 1974; Saltz & Johnson,
"1974; Saltz et al, 1977; Smilansky, 1968; Smith & Syddall,
’?\978). Inspeq}ion of the resuits oﬁ the training session
observations and of the ways in which the present snunj
differed from those previously ‘described may help %o

account for the differences in the findings
) .

o

FS

-

Turning first to the data obteined from the training
session observations, the present . .study provided evidence
that positive adult-child contact was equivalent in the
pretend and construction activities groupe. This;finding
provides empirical' documentation that' the construction
group Kwae, in fact, an adequate control for this variable.
It also ralses again the question"of the‘extent to which
previous, research has objeetively'demonStrated that its
)control groune 'adequg{fiy fnlfilled thefr funcpien. The
necessity _of controlling for the pessrb of posttest
changes due to  adult-child inperactionyI§:§n3£/ﬁtppn to

social pretend play among the children has been recognized

‘_":ﬁ“
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"in the majority of- these studies.

Al

: However, with the

) — : .
exception of Smithy& Syddall (1978), no process .analysis of

any kind "has been provided by thes

J , .
their contention that adult-child): stimulation. was

studies-to support.
equivalent to the play and non-play groups.  In thé Smigh &
Syddall . study, where. process analysis. indicated group

equivalence on this dimension, significant train%ng effects
. ‘ 4

were not found for .many of their cognitive .and social
- tasks. It may be 'a;éued that, as a whole, the pﬁevious

. *®
studies have not unambiguously demonstrated the

effectiveness of social pretend play training for cognitive‘
‘Lahd soéialﬁ growth. In‘ this rggara, phe results of *the
present stﬁdy support the work ‘of Smith~&~ Syddall iﬁ
confirming the relative non-e?fecéiveness of the treatment
when adult-child contact is controlled for. Nonethelgss,
Smith & Syddall did find increases in the amounﬁ 6} group
social interaction following pretend play training, evenw
controlling for the effects of adult-child c;Pta t. The
Eailure of the present, study to~obtain 'any comparable
» . .

significant findings cannot, therefore, be entirely

attributed to the control exefcised over this variable.

. The‘ tr nigh session obseryat@ons also provided
informat12§\;gﬂffz:2tﬁer rel;vant dimension which has not
 been ‘dirggtly explored in other research. Consideration of
the results on tﬁe monitoring of this dimension may_clafify
the Ifindings 'of' tge . training sﬁudy. 'Specﬁfically ;he

- L
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observers recorded the amount of time that the children

4

" spent in pretend and *in literal interaction, thus verifying

that non-prétend social interaction did not occur and that

¢

the "sole distinguishing feature of’ Qhé pretend play group

was their‘engagement in social pretend play. The neglect

prepotent dimension

this issue  1limits

<

on the 'pa§t qglother studies ' to provide documentation on

the .degree to which they‘ can

°categorically“ha§§hhe that pretend.play exposure was the
[ - . ’

‘in their. training groups. It 1is

possible . that the child}en .also engaged in noﬁ—preﬁend

intéracfion and that it was this feature which produced the

posttest changes.

" by this variable since it 1indicated that only negligible,

The process ahalysis of the present

.research clearly eliminated the possibility of éonfounding

" amounts occurred in either condition. Perhaps the failpré

the

findings of the

JhLEi obtaiq,)%y-sigﬁificang fzfétest:changes that replicate
P - w .

previdus training studies may be

attributed to the absence of non-pretend interaction in the

-

earliery naturally

L)

“(literal) interaction

~

training ses§;9ns.”'1n the correlational study reported

occprring levels bf ‘honrpretena

did not relate to higher levels of

social competence, thus negating the feasibility of this

.eiplénati%n.

An alternati(e'ex

‘o

v

- - ‘A : Y
planation is available by inig:;:;on

6fj\the other measure of chi¥d~child interaction. .The

results of the séssion observations indicate that the

-]
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‘,Ichildren in the pretend play group engaged 1in social

' ‘level of social pretend play among these children. In this \u

‘ Successful  training -studies’ havé been conducted .with .

L4
.

"as  those used infkhe present study, nodifications may\p§

pretend play 35?’of the time. This. figure is approximately -

social . pretend play when observed in the free-play

‘ the 1ame as that obtaiged for the spontaneous occurrence of

environagnl 0321); This 1nd1catep that the procedures of
the pretend play group in the current training study did . Co
not alter the level of social pretend play“from €hat which “ |
would have occurred in the absence of any intervention— In

order for pretend play training to be effective, perhaps, it “ » % x
ia“ ‘necessary to substantially increase t”e rate of L %
Gccunrence. df“social pretend play witPin. the tnainingﬁ/( - f
ses;ions reiative to its rate of occurrence in the naturai ' : g ‘
A

environment. " The pretend}plav training may not have been ., '

effective ®ecause its procedures were unable to €levate the . ) ¢
D . T . o

v

regaﬁh it 1is interesting to note that most of the previous
L:' ¢

"disadvantaged", children who, as'a group, typicaily‘show‘ . .
much lower levels of naturallyp~oécurring social pretend
play than dc middlehc;ass childrén.)(Rosen, 1974; Saltz & ‘
Johnson,  1974; Saltz et al, 1977; Suilansky, 1968)., .
Pernaps ,~then,ﬂ theae" training ptocedures a;e ‘most ;. e ‘
apﬁropriate and most effective when used with children who
initially demonstrate_ abnor#elly ‘low levels of social
pretend play. In order to be effective in increasing the

level of/sociaI pretend play of middle-class chiﬂdren«such

N . . . ) . 1 [} ¢ Y ¢

¢
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" needed to intensify‘the impact of theotrEining procedures.
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q
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A final possibility'that“éouid account’ for the failure

-

to obtaln~ posttest dlfferences between the groups deals

b

'with the time at whlch the .posttest aesessments‘were

- - !
collected. In the present study, Dcpllecti’on of posttest ¢

data was initiated ‘nidwedeuring the trafning. This  was

. prompted by  the consideration that if training " was

facilitative of the' emergence of new skills, their initial,

- appearance might be quite fragile. Minimization of the time-

lag ‘between tramning and assessment was seen as important

in capturlng these potentlally unstable changes. It may be,-

however, that social’ pretend ..play exercises only a

\ D
consolidating -function. In that case, a longe% period of

time . between training and assessment may be necessary in

order 'for consolidation of skjlls to occur. Perhaps if the

collection of postfest data had been delayed by a few

months 'rether than immedlate, differences b;tween the

R

_groups would have been'obserwedgxr oL

- .
* L] v,

In summary, some possible causes of the faiquf

attention anb'non-prelehd social interaction are controlled

for, pretend play training may not be causally linkd@ to

¥

to obta‘n significant posttest differences in the training

may be identified. First, .when the . effects of adult

\apcial compét!nee acquisition.»Second, the collection -of .
S ' - Lo

.. ! .-
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qposttést .data iimedfately following training may have
‘obscu?ed the- appearance of a consoligation effect.
Alternatively, .th specific pretend play training
procedures used in tﬁis studyfmay'themseres not have\been
.sufficiently potent with ﬁhis group ~of middle-class
children, already adept in sécial pretend play. The results
i\;/éf thg process obgérvations suggest that a ’failure to

incease- the level of social pretend p;gi ‘may be the

‘underly;ng cause.‘At'present, hQ:ever, ‘it is not-possible
to determine which of these éxplahations, .or indeed, if

°

any; may most adequately account for the present ‘data.

1

Given fhat the results of the correla%ioné} “study

identified a significant and positive ‘relationship between
social pretend play ' and social~ competence, the

non-significant‘ results of tﬁe training study should bé
A .

.

# first Pstudy, it may be assumed that the two phenomené are

related in some fashion. In the light of these findings,

the training .study results ma} be seen as reflecting not on.

. - .
the existence of the relationship per se but rather on the

©

" directionality of the relaﬁionship. The purpose of the
' . )

training study was to identify social pretend play as a

“‘causativ; agent 'in the development of soc¢cial competence,

.Thek‘ﬁresent,~results are éleérly unable to supporﬁ such a
\\stategent and the meaning of the relgtionshib isolated in
the correlational study remains unexplained. Further
redearch in

¢

; . ;‘f’__‘\ - . n v ; .,\ v 150

intérpreted cautiquslyﬁ "On the basis of the results of the_

this area is_stiil warranted. " The traiding‘

. \—:\,‘__
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paradigm - can support powerful statements regarding

Ly ‘ .3 g N J
causality and its continued use in the investigation of \\ -,
! v - “
these phenomena should be persued. Modifications should

however, be made 1in its future use. Training procedures

_should be carefully‘ designed to enshrek that they are

PR

SUfficiently powerful to cause . an increase in the

children's _observed level- of social pretend play. In
. £ .

addition, one could select as participantg those children

who are 31gn1ficantly lower than their peers. on this

dimension. Both of these approaches would help clarify the-
~

:ektent to which such training procedures can be generalized

| to . children with differing levels of social pretend play. )
NG . It is possible that these methods are applicable onry—td—— ‘/}
| chikdren who are deficient in this area. Second, posttest

&

assessments sho&ld: be fMmade both immediétely and after a
period “o% delay. A comparison of these ‘two‘sets of!data
could reveal more clearly whether the role of training is
A to‘ facilitate the emergence of new skills or -the
conSolidationl Qf skills “already in thevchild's repertoire.
Aﬂthird methodological modification would bé to ensure that . 'é
fﬁe posttes% asSessmenﬁs are 'collected by individuals who
are untahiliar’ witp the childre;*s group membership. In all
of the studies to date (the present one’ included) there R F
. has not beepfgodpletely blind posttest data collection on

all measures. The extent\to whigh this may be introducing

‘¢ bias into the obtained results needs to be examined\\ ”\

’

“Finally, process analysis of the training sessions\shpu}/’
I -~
l l . . . . . . N
N . ‘ . . - .o 151 %
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—naturally occurring social pretend play and current levels

~

be unde%;akep, in order to objectively asséss the actual

ongoing activities of the different conditions. . o
*

Viewed in its entirety, an issue of considerable
importance to the understanding of the social development
of the young child was addressed in this research. Results
were provided which clarify some facets of this issue and

which indicate fruitful directions . for further research.
)

N

: ‘ S . :
The  correlational study of the relationship betwee

. [} $
of social competence confirmed that these.two phenomena are

!

interdependent. Higher levels of social pretend play were

predictive of more positi&e teacher ratings of social

N .
competence, of greater popularity as a play e in the peer
L :* . }

‘gféup, of more frequent, ‘verbally laden. ‘peer social

. . . . - o
activity and of a greater : capacity \to 1intaract in a

v

:positive, successful and assertive fashioni Hi er levels

-

%

//of qualigatidely superior social pretenqkﬁiay in which
" multiple prétend elementy were includeg, were predictive of
_more . non-ééocéhtric social coéniﬁiye ‘thinking. An

additién;$§ analysis of the fnfluence of piay context 6n
specific . social behaviors indicqted tﬁat pretend play was
associated with a ‘longef dufgtion of *~ the ongoing- social

inteéraction, with more langdage use«and with a lafger"QL;gd

plé&-;roupl
' ¢

- o
/ s - o - *

, Oveball,f these results indicate the value of social

‘ : . ' 3 ’ - ’ -
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‘paradigm to this

.time, would be necessary changes.

“pretend\ playjcbntext influences the nature of the ongéing

\
pretend play 1in the young child's repertoire and suégest
that it may exercise a mediating fungtibn between peer
¢ ’ !

experience and social competence. Further clarification of

this 1issue, by means of an experimental study. of the
r

effects of adult-led coaching in social pretend play\ was

not obtained. The results of the training study were
uniformly non-significant and the explanation fér‘.its
?

. { . .
failure were not immediately apparent. Taken together he

v

results of the two .studies inaicate that a positive
-t
correlational relationship exists between social pretend

lplay and social competenée but the causative nature of this

One

’

relationship 1is unknown. Further ~research and exploration
of this relationship 1is indidated/ the results&

) .
avenue for the future would be to re-applf/the‘wraining
‘ q
issue, _ taking into account ‘the
difficulties which were encountered 'in the presént training
G/'Q

'study. The use ﬁofz'a more homogeneous, sample and the

modification of the actual content of the training Study to

ensure . its effectiveness in meaningfully elevating ?he

™

level ¢*of "sSocial pretend play over a sufficiehtAperiod of

future “research would be to examine the ways'in which the

[

socia; interaction. Somd tentative findings regérding its
influence were obtained *though post hoe analyses of ﬁhe

present q,atia.X Replica§lon ahd:extension of the findings

3

would iqcréasé_our understanding of this complex behaviéra

r o ' \

~

A*second direction for

J v




' pretend play, was-shownito undergo a differential increase

~ terms of 'the results of the correlational analyses, it

relationships - were obtained between the social pretend

A | '“,:
A‘ subsidiary analysis' was .also reported in this g |
thesis. Although ’ initially | designed to ~ answer a
, methgdologi;al ‘requirement of the correlational ‘o

linvestigation,, the analysis of social pretend play ,
differences among younger and 'older children provided
results which are informatide on thei;\;wnu They confirmé&
the 'aged-related increase iﬁ social pretend play and
ébecifipd ‘more preciqeiy the \natu;p of fhis change.

Multi-element-- pretend play, in contrast to singie—element

“In the older children.j§ The res;}%s also\illustrat;d the {

ménner in which the content of play changed as'a function

~ .
of the sex of the child. While the boys and girls did not

F g

differ in their overall amount 'of social preteng play, they
were shown 'to use objects in diffé}ént ways and to engct
diff;r;ht .types of identities. The sourcé of thése‘
differences was not clear from the.results of tk;e.present\f
study. Environmental faétdrs are certainly implicated aﬂd:
further . research in.this area would be wvaluable. »Alﬁhough

Ehe developmental analysis revealed - striking sex

differeq;ps in social pretend play content, when viewed‘in

seems c¢lear that play content is a less important variable-

thaﬁ is the play 'ﬁrocess.:tﬂegardiess of the content

— ™

differences in‘““pheir blgy, significant . patterns of

-~

] _ gy . . .. .
measures and the social competence measures for both sexes.
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Furthermore, pretend play context was shown to be uniformly
. B . K

related to the nature of their social intgractions. Further.

examination o{/ the pretend play process and of 1its

implications _for “socio-emotional growth -are needed -to

‘pxtend and amplify these findings. = ,
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CONCORDIA S
UNIVERSITY .

.. be kept configential 4n reports of this study.

; Concordia University . ' . _ .

grelephone' 879-5936 (days) ) . ?
481—5242 (eveﬁings) -

. August, 1978

Dear Parents:

* We are continuing. to study the social dévelopment of. young
children attending daycare. ,We are interested in knowing whether a Lo
child's language fluency and his/her play preferences influence his/her
learning to interact successfully with other children. This information
will be valuable to psychologists and teachers in their planning

‘preschool programs to maximize a child's growth

We would like to work with your child at the day care centre
during his/hér regular class time there. This research project has
already been approvéd by the director. Our work with your child will
involve his participation in 8 short play sessions with other children p
in his class, as well'as participation’ in some: brief language and: o 2
'social awareness games. These activities use toys and pictured materials
which young children find enjoyable, and of course no child ‘is ever
forced® to participate. In ad tion, .we would 1ike to watch your child,
_along with other, children at day care centre for approximately one
hour during their free play time\, If you do not wish youn child-to - - .
participate in this study, please‘gign and’ return the enclosed an— )
parttfipation form on the back of this letter. T .

; Y1f you dre willing to have your child participate in our .
préject, we woild be, grgteful if you would fill out the enclosed fam}ly
biography form. A stamped enveloped is enclose% for your use. Of }

course, any individuél infoymation on your child and your family will

In return for allowing your child.to participate we will - [
send you a report of the results as a whole when completed. If you - s s
have any questions, you are:Welcome to call at, th above numbers., We
are planning to.begin our work ih your centrchugly in the fall and
hope you will permit your child to participateu 4 ;

SR .‘\ L Yours sincerely, . ] '// SR
S ' ‘ | T . ‘ S
. Tt ) TN, Lo L ca -
Jennifer Commolly, M.A. . . Anna-Beth Doyle, Ph.D. .
kraduate Student ) : Associate~Professor ~ :
Concordia University R
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1 Family Qiograpﬁy Form
1. Nmme of child '
2.  Age of child, '
3. Date of Birth . . T aa
4, Date of. entry at this day care centre (month and year) !
5. D1d your child at{endpanother day care or nursery school before
a f’ ~
this one? :
If yes, how long did he/she attend?. )
\ , , /™~
‘6. Does.your child have any brothers'and sisters?
If yes, please list their ages and sex.
AN " \\

7. d Does your child regular)&y hear any languﬁge besides English at
home? : . )

If yés, what other languages does he/she h;ar?

[

How much does hilghe hear another g.a_ngua'ge, eg. number of hours \

e i:er day? N T~

-

+ 8. What i{s mother's occupation? , . -

o

9:  What is father's occupation? ' ) ) w’

10. What days of t:hg week and hours of the.day do_es your child attend

the centre?

“ﬁ - ' n “'6
"Parents, name

Address .

N
0 v
, K
o " - N
.
' B .
Y

-« | (to réceive a report of the study)
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Age Group ' L
Multivariate F (3,54) = 2.8972

. ' \
¢

o | Univariate F (1,56) - .

Functional rimtip‘
Familial Identi:y‘
' Character Identity

Sex

Multivariate F (3,54) = 15,5392%%%

H

. Functional Identity!
Familial Identity
Character Identity’

-~

. . , v " @ R *
. \ Univariate F (1,56) ¢

»

/\ Age Groué xr S'ex_

' Multivariate P (3,54) = 1.5028

s o Univariate P (1,56)
' Functional Identity
. Familial Identity;;

, o p. < .001
. ®  p & 01 -
. * " .05 '
lP < 2.

Character Identity ' -

.

7 .0036

N

l
1
L ' o ’ Appendiib-' S
. Multivariate Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Effects of Age and
j n . Sex on Identity Transformation Measures, ‘
/ N 1 .
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Univariate P (1;56) o T
Object as Replica 1,14475 15.0841%*
\ Object as Subatitute . .2035 2.0184
* ; ’ Ty . r"'."
Sex / s e _ I : :
Multivariate F (2,55) =, 6.3373%
Univariate ¥ (1,56) “ M N F
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Age Group x Sex’ B - 3
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"CHILD'S NAME RATED BY

o CHILD'S AGE > ' ‘ head teacher"’ s -
_ROOM OR GROUP B | asst. teacher
NAME OF CENTRE _ ' . i i _ observer
o ‘L ’ oo 4 : - " other
. & SRS —_—
' [ g 3 “ L3
D , , : y code no.
" . . a - ‘/. , : ~
< e SOCIAL COMPETENCE' SCALE

. S (for full day preschool programs)

i ’ s THIS SCALE IS DESIGNED TO MEASURE THE DEGREE OF, COMPETENCE WITH .
. ", WHICH A 3-5 YEAR OLD CHILD MASTERS WARIOUS ASPECTS OF A FULL DAY o : '
b PRESCHOOL PROGRAM. IT CONSISTS OF 73 STATEMENTS ABOUT A CHILD'S - )
BEHAVIOR. YOU ARE ASKED TO RATE EACH STATEMENT IN TERMS OF THE -
FREQUENCY WITH WHICH YOU HAVE OBSERVED THE BEHAVIOR DURING THE MOST _ i
RECENT WEEK. ’
t e ) THE RATINGS CONSIST OF SEVEN DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF FREQUENCY e y
: . RANGING FROM ALWAYS TO NEVER. PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1, 2, 3, 4, '
5, 6, 7) WHICH CORRESPONDS TO THE CATEGORY WHICH, IN YOUR JUDGEMENT,
IS5 MOST DESCRIPTIVE OF THIS CHILD'S BEHAVIOR FOR THE MOST RECENT . )
. WEEK. {
"7 PLEASE DO NOT CONSULT WITH ANYONE CONCERNING YOUR RATINGS. WE ARE -
' INTERESTED IN RESPONSES WHICH ARE BASED ON YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF AND . -
) EXPERIENCE WITH THE CHILD. . ' -ﬁ”
THESE RECORDS ARE BEING USED AS PART OF AN INDEPENDENT RESEARCH .
PROJECT AND ARE STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL. . "

¥ - ‘ v
T .

N

«

° ’ A + RATING INSTRUCTIONS

1. BASE YOUR RATING ON THE CHILD'S DEHAVICR DURING THE MOST RECENT WEEK®
CONSIDER ONLY WHAT YHE CHILD DID DURING THAT TIME PERIOD AND TRY TO }
DISREGARD PRIOR BEHAVIOR AND ACTION. B

2. CONSIDER EACH QUESTION INDEPENDENTLY. IT IS WELL KNOWN THAT CHILDREN '

MAY EXHIBIT SEEMINGLY CONTRADICTORY BEHAVIOR.

3. BASE YOUR RATINGS ON HOW YOU HAVE OBSERVEP THE CHILD FUNCTIONING : ,

IN THE CLASSROOM. :

4. SOWE ITEMS CONTAIN A NUMBER OF SPECIFIC BEHAVIORS WRICH ARE ONLY

o SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT FROM EACH OTHER. DO NOT HESITATE TO MAKE A

¥ RATING EVEN THOUGH THE CHILD DOES NOT EXHIBIT ALL OF THE SPECIFIC
o - BEHAVIORS.

v 5. ANSWER EVERY ITEM. DO NOT LEAVE ANY BLANKS.

, 6. DO NOT HESITATE TO USE THE EXTREME POINIS WHERE APPROPRIATE.

i

~
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# \_\ THANKS FOR YOUR HELP
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PLAYMATE POPULARITY RANKING . | e

To the Teacher: PR
Wé are "interested in how popular the children in your
class are with their classmates, By popular, we mean being selected
often as the preferred playmate by many of the other children.

Please help us by using the spaces below to rank all
the children in your class in terms of how much they are preferred as
playmates by their classmates. In other words, give the rank of 1 to ;
the child who is most often chosen as a playmate by the greatest number
of other children, give the rank of 2 to the one who is next most
preferred and so on until you reach the.last place which is given to
‘the child who is least often chosen as a playmate by his classmates.

-~
@

We have attached a list of the children in your class.
Please use this list in raniing the children to ensure that all children
are ranked.
.Q" R ! » )
When you have finished, please return this list to the
yellow envelgpe along with the completed Social Competence Scales. We

will pick up the envelope’on *

- Thank you very much. ’ o ,/”f
1 : ‘ 13 25 .
2 14 L 26
3 . 15_ 27 &
4 16 . 28 ' , -
i * * - Y . & ’ v
5 17 29 o
. N > , $ ’ :.
6 18 . oo 30 ' g
9 . i ' q
’ 19 2 31 ; ’
b 20" 32 4
9 ' : 21 L 33
10 ' SR 34 ot
11 ] ' 23 > ‘ 35 - ’ )
. " hd
12 : 24 .36
. .

te ’ o 197
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- Affective gRole.-Taking Task . % "
Procedure and Instructions:

“

f

Priér to the administration'of the three story sequences, the
child was first presented with different pictures o% a child!s faée
on 84" X 11" sheets of paper. Each picture portrayed a different .
gmotion#l‘state - h#ppy! sgd, mad, and afraid - and the Ehild Qas
requested to "teli me how this little (boy/girl) feels". If the -
child was unab;é to identify tﬁg/émotions;the examiner provided him
with the answer. All‘subjects/WEre presented with pictures of same-

sex children. . _—

Story 1. The exaﬁiner presented the first picture and safd,
"Here you are with a bag of your favorite candy". The second picture
was then shown and the examiner said, "Now another child has found

your bag of candy and is eating them :ll up. ,ng o you feel? Do

you feel happy, sad, mad or afraid?". The examiner then waited for

the child to respond. After stat:iﬂg how the/she would feel, the

¢

examiner asked, "Why do you-feel ", The examiner

then pointed to the 'other child in the picture and said "How ‘does

r ! .
this child feel? Happy, sad, mad or afraid?". After the child had

| ;
| replied the examiner agked '"Why does he/she feel . 2.
|

\ Story 2. The examinerlpresented the first picture and said,

\ . k

\"You and your friend are playing a game together." The second picture

AR}
1 f

?as then presented‘andathe examiner‘said, “Now your friend has won
the game. How do you feel? Db you feel happy, sad, mad or afraid?”
After the child has respon&edﬁtb this question, he/she wa3 asked, "Why

'do‘you feel ’ 2, The examiner then pointed to

s
A o Sk Al e+ g ik rre Ry

PR

PR

5 i
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e vk e ©

RN




) Wwf' O S

2

- -

the other child in the picture and asked about that child's feelings

and why he/sﬁe would be feeling that way. - " -

"

Story 3. The examiner presented the first piéture to ‘the child

»

dnd said, "You and your friend both want the same ball to play with".

e ] ¢ ! 4
& e cewd . . N -
- The second picture was (thten pregente? and the examiner said, "Not/ége
....—'ti‘f"' - '

teacher gives the ball 6§f§6u. How do you feel? Do you feel happy, -

sad,; mad or afraid?”. When the child responded, he was asked tovjusilfy

L

his answers as in the previous stories. The examiner then pointed .to

K

the other child in the pi&{fre and asked how he/she felt, and why

he/she felt that way. . ‘ *

i

. Scoring
For each story, one point was awérded for correctly identifying
the emotional state of the first child and another point was awarded for

1 ‘ 3
providing an adequate explanati.h of that feeling. A third point ‘was
. L]

\Qtﬁxen if the emotional state of the second égild was correctly . -

identified and a final point was given 1if rhe child provided an
"adequdle explanation for that feeling. The labelling of the emotiongl
»state and the adequacy of the explanation were‘gudged in terms of.

the story content.

¢ In Story 1, the correct answer for the first child was "mad" and

s ‘ &
the correct answer for the second child was "happy". Adequate

justification for the emotions reqﬁired that the subject refer to the

«
r

loss or gain of the canddes as the cause of the emotional states.
In story 2, the correct -answer for the first child was "sad" and for

the second child was ”happy".l Adequate justification of the emotioms

cause of the emotions in the two children.

L

feqﬁired that the subject‘;;;er,to the outcome ofathe game as the

In story :3,-the correct
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\ answer for.the first child was "happy", and the correct- answer T the
R . ' o :
second child was '"sad". Adequate justification of the emotions required
. . N 4 .
~/' that the child refer to the outcome of the teacher's intervention as thé
cause of the Bhildren's emotioms. .
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Cognitive, Role-~Tal¥ng Task-

:

"Birthday Gift" Selection

P

The child was ,seatec{ at a low table and was first prese'nlted‘with .
\
each object individually and asked tojname it. If the .child could.

not name the object, the expérimenter told hig/her the name and probed

S 4

to giet:ennin'e that the child uﬂders;gx{ its use. The objects were: -
a toy gun, a toy truck, a small 'doll, a necklace, a woman's handbag,

a pair of stockings, a pair of men's sdckg, a small China flower, and

.
”,

a child's toy cogmetic kit. . . <

. . \

I3

After naminf each object, they were all pldced on the table faciné
the child. The cifld was then asked to pretend that '"we are in a
gtore" and that he/she was to select from the objects in front of him/

her 'a birthday gift for his/her "mummy”. After seléctingaﬁ object,

P’

the child was verball‘?‘ reinforced, and the object was ;:eplacEd. He/ she

N . .

was then asked to select a present for his/ﬁer, "daddy"’. After making

te

his selection, the chosen .gift was also replaced and the same selection
( P

procedure was repemted: for' "your teacher" and: for "aalittle("’irl/boy".
- "

Girls were aslk\ed ?; select a gift for a little boy, while the boys
were asked to selegt a gift for a little girl. -

Scoring: One point was assigned for each age-and sex—appropriate
, . . >t . -

gift selectidn. ‘ . . {

K
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Social Behaviors Observation Mgnual

P
.

fntroduction
The observation manual is designed to collect informaticn along
- four dimensions 1) specific social behaviors,

3 . .2} time spent in. social interaction,

- ‘ 3) the occurrence of socﬁfl pretend play,
. ~ - : 4) the coﬁgosition of the ifiteraction in terms
. - . - ‘ °

of the participating members, the language

) by the target child any the overall emotional

: .+ tome of the interqction. ‘ §

v b
" Procedure = %

0 *

>
1

Each child will be observed for 40 one—minute intervals on a

. .rotating(gasis over a period of 5-6 weeks. No child will be observed
. \ .
more than three . times on any.given day. Tape recorded ong-ninute

I3

© intervals will be used to-time the observations.
During theygne—minhte interval, the observer will record the

\ - Lt

occurrence of specific social behaviors using the Social Behavior

Checklist - Moaifiéd. in addition, during(thot,time, the observct

‘;ill also record the amount of time spent in gocial interaction.
r Follgging the one-minute interval, ‘the observer will - categotize- ‘
. the' occurring social interaction,aa pretend play or literal interaction
. h a;&'will'descrfbé its compooition. o

a

y .
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3

) 1. Social Behaviors Checklist -‘Modified\" : .
: } The following categories are scored each time they occﬁr during .
g the one-minute interval. ‘ p ;.
iﬂ Y 1) Atte;tibn of Peer: ' . - o ) i \ S
L __— - : B ; $
% . Designed to score those times when the child does something \ %
'% ) in Srder to gain a peer'é attention. . | : . '%

Each of the follobing behaviors is scored each time it occurs:

2

- moves toward and stands or sits near peer

. = touches peer

- call to peer - repeated calls without a pause are scored only once

- .begins an interactiox by 1), tells something (do not score

»

continuiﬁg Qiaiogue)
< ' ' . * 2), shows something ‘ I K
. ‘ ’ )
- To score "attention", ctildren cannot be interacting before~-

F T T

a

hand,’ L

3 ' i
A . . T .- . .
2). Peer as Resource: . ' ' ) )
4 . ¥ + . '
% . . Tendency to use peers as a.means of obtaining information

 § ?
or help, whether or not help is actually,needed.

‘éz’ . *
%- ~ Question-asking o
v - ) . . !
) ? ot , -AInfbrmation—seeking ' - -7 ’
> }?‘1 . “ v
; * = Judgement in a dispute -

~ Help with éqdipment, eg., help me build a house - A

- Asking a permission C ’ o /

' Score as successful if get information when asked for.

But 1if ask for éction, only ‘score successful if requested(act;ah

.+ 1s performed.




3) Leads Peer:

. - e
Rl ~ -

& vﬁ*éﬁk%ﬁ%&%@%&"mwhﬁwm' AR

l . ‘ This category combines both positive and negative, verbal and .
non-verbal leadership‘attémpts. It includes all attempts to
control or influence the behavior %f‘peers. These attempts could

, occur both as initiation attempts and as part of an ongoin

. . y ‘\’interéctionl To avoid double scoring, aﬁtions that -are. intende

. to eontrol the behavior of a peer in order to obtain a resourc

" are scored under (2). A child taking a toy where the peer offered
no resistance is scored as a Leads (not as Competes).
A ‘ | Strongly worded commands showing hostility are scored here.

However, hostility as such (hitting, name-calling, etc.,) is

not scored as Leads., Such/MEgative behaviors would be indicated -
, by recotding the Affgctive T;ne'of the inte;val as negative.
L Do éﬁ&iyion,vthe category §ervés as Model is scored as a : .t
Leads, i.e., 1if the_éubject attempts to/inflﬁénCe behavior of a
R ' . peer by setting himself up as a model to be imitated or bflbeing
;‘ - ‘gpontanébusly initated. ‘

.4) Follows Lead of Peer: . . *

This category combines following behaviors where verbal and/or
. physical directions have been given and when tﬁey.have not been
given. Following. implies Ehgt the child acti&ély participates
. in behaviqr. Simply_acquiescing‘in an inattentive or éassive
.manner 18’ not enougp. Eg., 1f a‘chi%d is’puébed by another éhild,
;' Just heing moved does not cBunt; actively moving would be scored.

.- . .
All instances where the subjéct follows the lead of a peer- -

including imitations,fmodeling, following, verbal leads, involved
’ ‘ ,

s %206
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v ‘ ‘ 5 ! o 4

4

observations ,verbally supporting a peer's statements, following .3

com

a peer around, joining peers 'in a specific activity - are scored

a here. X

\
| : e

Involved observation is scored when § shows constant observation

" of a peef's activity to the exclusion of his own, for at least -

a

five seco ds/. Each subsequent five-’-second‘ beriod of involved

. N o
observation is also scored. . .

s

- 5) Rgfuses to Follow:

, All occasions where the S refuses to follow a peer's 1§1ectives,-

[}
L3

;, refuses to answer a question or ignores him.

Be careful not to score negative leads here. A negative lead

- .involving refusal to follow is further defimed by trying to

control the child's action, eg., "No' and pushing is scored as
I a Refuses and as 'a Leads.:
6) Expres Affection to Peer: C ~ s

a. Verbal, eg.," smile, laugh or friendly statement

b. Physical, eg., touches, offers of hélp, sharing

. . s
For laughing and smiling to be scored, there must be direct

' ] ' ~ -

C e eye contact with the peer.

e

An unsuccessful sharing attempt is still scored as a share.

Extended -episodes of laughing are scored only once every five

~ ~

gkconds.
’ 7) Competes for Equipment:
. ‘ . Competition may be a silept-tug-a -war over a toy, a verbal

argument or a combination of physical and verbal tussles.

4

"Competes" ‘takes prece;ane over "Leads" and "Follows",

-

- " i.e., Do not score the Leads and Follows. Only score as Competes.

Ay . \ . o . | .
H ¢ . 207
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* ipteraction occurs. At the end of the interval, record the total

’
-

If S does not respond to combeiition initiated by P,‘score
F&ilows Lead of Pegr'rathér.than C&mpetes. Eg., peer grabs
shovel out of S's hand and says, hgive_me that" - S lets peer
téke shovel - score Follows Lead of Peer.

. Proloﬁged competitions are secored once foi every five.

o« P
j} seconds. ‘ ; '

-

- The -following categories are further defined as to whether or not"’

. L]

the behavior was successful - Leads, Resource, and Attehtion.,

v

Scoring Notes: , - -

0

In order to avoid double scoring, Uses Peer Resource Expresses
Ry ¢

Affection, ard Leads in Peer Actiﬁ}ties take precedence over Attention-
. ' ~ " -

Peer. L // : )
. Certain behaviors cannot be ‘scored, eg., résponding to a statement

or question with another statement, "How do you do it?" "It's easy" -
v * ¢

can't score.

2. Time Spent in Social Interaction

‘

’ This is recorded in seconds. When observing the child, the stopwatch

4 1s turned on during any social interactiom with a peer. ,it is stopped

°

onif'if the interaction stops and can be started again if another

N

amount’ of time spent in social interactionm.

A social interaction is defined by an initiation-response sequence
. CEEE ST

which is completed within 10 seconds.

* gy ?

S W

An.initiation is def}ned as any attempt to engage'another child ;5

social interaction. Thi; refers to any bid for at;ention, leadership

att%gpt or any behavior‘specifically directed toward a peer in order to
I . . -

) ' : : ‘ .
#¥licit a response, possibly also active directed smilé/laugh. . Physical




L,

gestures (offer toy, wave) physical contact{ (touch, pat, hit) verbal

~

directives or requests'(ask, coéﬁand, commentjon) and possibly also
active smile/laugh would be included., In g;dﬁr to assume that an
initiation has occurred, it must be possible for the observer to

identify the target to whom it is addressed.

A response 1s defined as any(;sEESz;éEQZZent by the target of the

social bid directed toward him., All behaviors described under
Initiatim&kquld also serve as a Response. In addition a Response may

be indicaﬁed by a lbok, smile, frown, compliance with a command,

'

crying, reception of a given object.

. y . ¥
An interaction 1is considered to héye terminated if the partners

make NO response to each other within 10 seconds. , J

Reségggew~ can be a logk, or contiﬂugd coordination of activi;?,i'

‘ ie.; hoth.aré,invalved in mutual regulation

If a ieacher SOins an interaction aﬁd the interaction is then
focused on the teacher,}paﬁht.lO seconds and turn off the W;Cch if no |
peer interaction occurs.

If nolyeer’interaction:occurred during the one minute, but the child
was involved in social interaction with the teacher, thi; ig indicated
by scoring "'If none, Teacher?".

“If a child is interaéting:in a group with a teacher and another !
child, determine if his primary interest is .ceritered on gh:'feacher

™ .

or the child and score accordingly. If he is focused on the teacher,

)
v

then this is not scored or timed as peer social interaction.
If two children are interacting,'then oqidftarts doing his own thing
. - : .

and the other goes'on looking, this is not an interaction.

*




3. Occurrence of Pretend vs. Literal Play

Following the minute interval, the Observer characterizes the:
] ! -

preddﬁinﬁnt activity of the social interaction as"being}either pretend

or‘litera;. ' *

,Pretend play refers to any acgiﬁity which involves the transformatibn

4

qf'?dentié&, setting, object, actiom plan or. of the child's actual
v ’ h *
situation. Pretend transformation involves attributing to the objects,

setting, people or materials, properties other than those which they

»

actually possess. These features of the environment are treated in an

"as 1f" fashion rather than literally (according to common ‘and Ao

t

appropriate use).

'GQSﬁCh transformations can range from simplé animation of miniature -

objects, such as making a car say 'vroom" to more complex assumptions

of different role identities. (Building with blocks aﬁdﬂleggé - and -

saying "I'm making a \hbuse" 1s literal activity).

Communication of\Pxetend

)

The presence of:é)ﬁt end transformation mgy be communicated in

P

a pumber of ways. ,

A) The most obvious 8 by explicit mention of the transformation of

one or more of the components of play. These verbalizations may include

specific mention of the partner's or the®cHild's role or plan of

-

activity, as well as mentioning the transformation or invention. of an
'

object. - -

v

‘

B) Another form of verbalization which may signél pretend play is

" the Negation of Pretend - terminate an identity -

- deny existence of an imaginary object

- to.reéffirm the reality. status of an object

N
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»

&hilg.verbalization oﬁlthe pretend state is most eésily identified;
pretend éay also be commﬁnicated by other devices.
-C) Enactment - Pretend may be indigéted by any overt representation
/ﬂgf vocal quality (whining), content of'Spe;ch (scolding), p%ysical

gestures (waving), attitudes (anger), acts or actions (}roning), when

-

put forth by the pretender as characteristic of an adopted identity,

. ' -, L ' . .
or appropriate to a play situation resul2ing from a particular transfor-.
matign?”’ﬁnactment thus includes ongoing pretend @ialogue, and animation

of toys and objects. ) . * .

3

Appropriate toy use of miniature replicas of real objects (such

as toy cans, dolls, irons, egc.) is sometimes difficult go'score as

AY

[ B - i

Pretend or Literal. Appropriate toy use iﬁ the context of any assumeq
. «
1deuéity (such as riding a.bike and making machine noises or setting’

the table with toy dishes) is considered Pretend.

&

However, playing with cars must be accompanied by a further animation
o* .

such as making care noises in order to be scored. The'use of miniature

objects swithout any further elaboration in the form of pretend gestures

’

or, vocalizations, is not scored as Pretend.

Finally, Pretend may be indicated by:

~ D) Procedural or Preparatory Behaviors - revolving around the nature

~of the ﬁrefend sequence. , This may be indicated by 1) invitation to
p{§§ful activity. If the second child agrees to play and them acts in

a "pretend play" manner, this is scored.  However, if a child says

1)
[y

"No" when asked to play, this is not scored. 1i) offering -a prop.

111) clarification of rights and, iv) discussion of roles.

‘+
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-
> Remember; when deciding if pretend play is to be scored, we are
only interested in social interaction with peers that is predominantly
//~ pretend. Solitary pragend play is not scored.

‘Furthermore, if'a social interaction was mostly literal in content,
with only very brief pretend elements, 'then the interaction is not

predominantly pretend and is not: scored. We are interested in the

w

intersection of social and ‘pretend, not either/or.score only.ﬁhen the
> . . ’
two occyr together.’

Following the minute idtervgl, the ;bserver glso describéds certain
AN ‘ . '. 'ele?ents o0f the interaction. With the exception of tuhe, referénde is
made only to the predominant element of the social interaction during
the minute. : ‘
~ 4, Components

\

1) Tone. This refers to the affective qualiéy of the social interaction.
'

- -Posttive -~ indicated by such behaviors as giving, sharigs,

smiling, laughiﬁg, toyching, verbal agreement, cooperation, %

- verbal support. . ° : {
Negétive - indicated by such actions as hitting, h?stile
deiibera;e pushing, name-calling, strong denials or refusals,
\ ’ negative‘commands, crying, grabbing tdys, etc.
’ Neutral - when no indication of mood i; shown by Fhe child,
and when his interactfaﬂb are very;m;tﬁer—of-gact, gLore here.
Unlike other scoring catégories, where we are interested in ‘
describ%ng the prevailing attéibuge, when scorifg/;he t;ne of
: ' . the soéial lateraction, cne positive or’ egét;;e gesture is_

Sukficient to warrant that score. '>

£
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l
AN

If both positive and nega‘\t:ive gestures pcc‘sg within the same social
v . : ‘ ‘ .

. ! interaction, decide which of the two lasted longer or was predominant,

.

and score that. . =

2) Size. This refers to the predominating number of children in an

n1z€ N .

, _
Interaction.. It can be either dyadic or group. .

Dyadic - when only 2 children are interacting together (subject )

plus partner)

. N : "
Group =~ this refers to interactions involving the subject
J// ’ and more than ome child. For group to be séored, the

subject must make a response t& both of the chiliren,
or engage in an initi?tion-responsé sequence with
both children within 10 séconés of each other.
Parallel play situations in which the subject interacts‘;ith one
, child, stops (for more than 10 seconds) g#d then interacts with

another child, is not scored as group. s

3) Languaéé‘by Child. If the child Lses any language during the -

. , social interaction record whether it was french or english. If he

uses both, pick the one which was more predominant. If he did not

. -
speak, record None. .

- » C "
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Appendix I o T "
/7 ' . R «
. Multivariate Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Effects of Context

and Sex on Soclal Behavior Measures.

‘ ‘  Context : T .
o Multivariate F (5,81) = 56.8551%k% ‘ “
Univ:riate F's 1,85y - w F.
, Interval ‘ ' 4675.8851  95,5065%x#*
‘ | Duration 80607 123,9289% -
s " Total Soclal ' /337409713 44.6377%ex -
Proportion Dyadic | l6.1983 3L 2285 %8 :
' . . \ Proportion Language 35.2327 36. 4130%*%
) Multivariate F-(5,81) = 1.4046 . 7 D o

Univariate F's a$ 5) MS F ’ | . \

Interval #0316 ,0015” °
§ Duration J 1873 1.6278 ‘
% . Total Social .6358 .0014
E\x; Proportion Dyadic <0980 <1919
. Proportion-Language - ’}_.)5154 4,5572%*%

Context x Sex ) )

Multivariate F (5,61) = 2.1189 .

‘Univariate F's (1,85) . MS \p \ .
Interval 159.6141 3.2602*,

‘Duration :0092 | . 1p86 r
Total Social 1649.2930 . 2.1£19
*Préportion Dyadic 2.5970 5. 0067*
' 5.3607  5.5403%

Proportion-Language
R p & .Ddl ‘

%% p g .01

* p<-05

.
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o - . 4 Traipihg Sessions Observation Manual '
; ’ ) . . . ' .
& . - . ~
CL . Introduction: .
. a . .
\\\\\--*,, ‘ - The monitor will observe the training segsion of twentyiminutes

Dot ekl R 2% e T

“

durition and will record certain aspects of the adult trainer ]

AT T o o TR
i

) .
behavior and pertain aspects of the children's behavior. A tape

recorder with earphohe will be used to time the observation intervals.
, 1 R

R RN~ et o Ghw > Pl T L

Adult Oéservations:
The adult will be observed Por ten seconds. \Follcwing these ten
seconds, thﬁre will be a five-second record period in which to record

o . whether the interval had been primarily positiVely reinforcing or L \

ad

negatively reinforecing.

1o Positive*rgipforccment is defined by any behavicr made by the : '

" e ot

:?f | qh‘ ‘ adultqﬁp the chi?gyren which provides him/her with positive feedback
. ’::1; The following behaviors écg;d be inclpded; smilea, touches, verbal
§ l . Istatementg,'etc.( ; . . ) o “&ll ‘A
g re o Negative reinforcement is defined as' any/behavior made by the
4

I adult and directed tq ome.of the children which provides him/her with
\, ) . j « \ ' ]
negative *feedback on their actions. This would imclude verbal

4

! ‘ statements such as "stop that", physical restraint and verbar or

A

L s

\uonverﬁal gestures indicating disapproval or a prohibition.

Each adult interval must be described as either positive or
4 : » ’ .

negative, : ¢ . . .

TS Lo o it e
.

Child Observaticms: N

After observing the adult, the children will be observed in

) _rotating order, alternating with an Adult observationm, ie., A; Cl; A;
CZ;_A;:C3; Ai"ca. _
N 8 ' ‘\ .
- ’ w . ; 219
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) _ The child is observed for twenty seconds, with the last five |, -
( . ' .

‘séconds serving as a record period. Duriﬁg the record time the observer

will indiEEfkvwhéther or not the child was involved in social

participat#on with any of the other children during the preceding

¢ )

observation interval. ;In this context social participation réfers to

any group or dya@ic‘::iivity where the child interacts substantially
with the othgr children in an on—goiﬁg activity: This may be indicated A
'verbgilyy Qisually; or by the uatufe of éhe ofganiz;tion of the play.
‘Parallel play, where-the chiidreﬁ are in brokimity'But engaged in

v

. independent tasks, does not count.

! Social interaction mus; have oécurred in over haif of the

observat;on fnterv§l iﬁ order to be scored. 1In this context, a

social interactign was‘definéd as any iﬁitiation ~ response or response-

response sequénce completed within ten seconds. An invitation refers’
’ to any attempt to engage ano;her ch&ld in social interaction, such as

verbal directivés, physical gestures, or phys;cél contact.
4 ~ g ‘ If social interaction occurred during tﬁé observation interyal
it is further categorized és either Pretend or Literal. Pretend social
int;raction refers to-all those interaction sequences in which mutually
agré;d'upon object and/or identity-transformatiqns are present. Ligeral
social interaction refers to all other episodes in which en;ironmental
;: elements and tﬁe self-identities are treated in d'realistic, ;oncré:;QS\EDP/?
manner.
Activity and Involvement Ratings:

Immediately following completion of the éraining session, each'of'

the participating chilaren is independentl} rated on two five-point

~ ' \

scales. The first scale assesses the amount of active involvement

oo ' ¢ . . G e e e rmin s e e - .




+
-
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’

&
%n , shovnzgy the child in the seglefon's activities, A score of 5. is given
;*{5 : . v .

. ed and responsive for, the whole session. -

i1f the'child was highly engr

A score of 1 is given if the child was uninterested and did not appear
. v

-

to be following directions. ’ .

°

The second scale assessed the amount of actual activity shown by

the Ehild, fe., the extent to which he physically pafticipated in the

40 AT TR

<

_. seggion p ocedures. , A séore of 5 is given if the child engaged °

extensively in all activities. A score of 1 is given if the child

v
[}

engaged in few activities and/ozr eﬁgéged in other activities.
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' " . Effects of Social Pretend

* + Play Training on Posttest
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a Covariates
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§ Appendix L
-k
.
;;z’ ) Multivariate Analysie of Covariance
v
f} Training Condition on the Posttest Non-Behavioral So
& Measures, with Pretest Measures as Covariates.
§ Training Condition
k Multivariate F (6,52) = .1922
) Univariate F's (2 ,27) : MS
f ~ Kohn & Rosman ‘ > X
i Interest-Participation-Score 431, 6086
o ) .
by Social Cogniticon . 185,8813.
2
; & Popularity 1.0252
Ve
Covariate (Within Cells Regressi‘(‘:ﬁ ~
Multivariate F (9,81) = 9.6740%%*
't
Univariate F's (3,27) .. MS
Kohn & Rosman ‘ .
Interest-—Part:icipation Score 5877.69
Social Cognition 83.3122
Popularity T ..2873
w4k p g .00 o
-~
-

Summary Table; Effects .of

al Compet:erlce

11,2192
1.8737

1.2564

F

16. 6030 *#w
12, 1014 #x

7.5683 %k

v

o

AN ot

A . "‘_ oo e J e

s e o

e A GRS ke
. 1
. H




oy v

R

MOCET RN

L)

Meaaures as Covariates.

‘Training Condition

Appendix L

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Sumary Table: Effects of
Train.ing Condition on the Poat test Pretend Measures, with Pretest

Multivariate F (6,52) = .0997 o _ » »
Univariate F's (2,27) ; MS | P
Pratend Interaction Intervals 3.8324 . 0941
Pretend Duration (Seconds) . 0967 .9399
" Pretend Total Soctal Behaviors' 87.4190 1098

-

Covariate (Within Cells Regression)

ENER

Myltivariate F (9,81) = 438067 . .
Univariate F's (3,27) | © Ms F
Pretend Interaction Intervals 172.5608 4. 2885%%
-Pretend Duration: , ~ . ) ' . 0468 - . 4845
Pretend Total Social Behaviors " 342.9013 " 4,3076%%

r, -
# p ¢ .01 ,
N
LI ’ ?
v‘. ~ h
\
.
- 'Q * L)
: . o - 224
. L '
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Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Table: Effects of
'Training Condition on Variables in the Social Initiatives - Poditive

Mg vy 03 i

i;, Clust'e.r, with Pretest Variables as Covariates.
i Training Condition A
g Multivariate F (8,48): = .5099 . "J
g | Univariate F's (2,26) , MS P . i
: Positive Intervals T L0463 N 1 .
3 ‘ Neutral Intervals 0030  .1346 ;
§ Affection , .0032 L1341 '
5 ’ Leads~Positive-Succegsful 40498 Ve .9881
w : ' 7
Covariate (Within Cells Regressiom) -~ IR
Multivariate F (16th4) - 6715 . ‘
~ Univariate F's (4,26) - MS " ‘ F - a
‘ Positive Intervals . .0404 .8374
I S o7 . Neutral Intervals .0180~ . 8226
3 Affection .0366 - 1,5220
' g “Leads'-Positiv'e-Successfu]'. 0712 1.4133
B ‘ “ ' :
!
i .
. N o ) a
‘ ' o ]
' ' ‘ 4
P 4
— | L'
. .
..% | °
_ . , 225 ,
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Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Table: Effects of
Training Condition on the Variablef in the Social Activity-Varbal
¢ Cluster, with Pretest Vartables as Covariates.
Training Condition -
ultiyariate F (10,44) = 1,6939 - - ®
Unjvariate F's (2,25) ‘ MS , F
\ Total Interaction Intervals 28.1157 1.6093
~ \ Total Social Behavioys *169.1365 © L2501
N ATeacher Intervals P .0004 1.3923
Proportion Language-Use ‘ .0362 1,9794
| . ' Leads-Unsucceas ful . .0172 3.)8322%
7 ‘ ‘ .7 ¢
Covariate (Within Cells Regression) h :
4 .
‘ Multivariate F (25,125) = .9694 )
Univariate F's. (5,25) S 4
o Total Interaction Intervals 30,9027 1.7689
' Total Social Behaviors 1491.7764 = 2,2854
Total Teacher Intervals .0002 © . 8097
Proportion Language-Use ' 0349 1.9050
. Leads=-Unsuccessful .0113 .6586
* pg .05 . '
> “ -~
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Appendix L

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary Tsble: Effects of _,
Training Condition on the Posttest Variables in the Social
Initiatives-Negative Cluster, w&th Pretest Variables as Covariates.

Training Condition : S
Multivariate F Ratio (8,48) = .31984
Univariate ¥'s (2,26) . . M’ . F
Negative Intervals 0185 48495
Leads-Negative=Succesgful - .0077 4558
Refugea-to~Follow .0056 «3605
Competes~-for-Equipment - .0086 4657
Covariate (Within Cells Regi‘ession) ,
Multivariate F (16,104) = 1.5852 '
Univariate B's (4,26) M3 P
Negative Intervals ; .0522 2.3970
- Leads-Negative-S qcceésful .0730 4,3319%%
Refuses-to-Follow .0100 .6236
Competes-fde-Equipment .0537 ' 2,8987*
* p < .0l - - ’
* p<.05 . :

=4
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~ . Appendix L

Multivariate Analysis' of Cosgriance Summarf Table: ngect of
Training Condition on the Posttest Variables in the Asseftion-

Successful Cluster, with Pretest Variable as Covariates.

§ BRS aEAE

Training Condition
Multivariate F (10,44) = ..97811
Univariate F's (2,25) MS F
) Leads-Neutral-Succesaful - ,0003" ©,.0132 .
Resource-Successful .0597 1.7100
Follows—Peer .0571 . 2.5936
Duration .0108 .9965
Attentioﬁ—Unsuccessful .0063 .1755
Covariate (Within Cells Regresaion)
. Untvariate F's (5,25) = 1.3061 . MS F .
‘ Leads-Neutral-Successful .0143 4777
Regsource~Successful .0304 . 8687
= Follows-Peer ©.0975 b, 4300%*
Duration .0088 . 8089
Attention-Unsuccessful .0716 1,9918
.
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- All Variable Loadings
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Varimax Rotated Factor

» Matrix of Literal Social Behaviors -
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