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ABSJRACT C

The Developmental Significance of Negotiation in the
Social Pretend Play of 5 1/2 to 7 1/2 Year-0lds:
Relations to Social and Cognitive Skills ‘-

Peter Doehring

Based on a review of the research on negotiation with

v ¢ !
peers about social pretend enactment, and on the theories of
deQelopment of Bruner, Fischer, Vygotsky, and,Piaget, it was

-

expected that the occurrence of such negotiation iﬁ'children,
‘ENL/Z to 7 i/2 years of age would bé a signific;nt indicator
of cognitiwve an§;30c1al skills. The §pontaneous play of 118
boys and girls }roﬂ kindergarten and grade one was observed,
and the occurence, guration; and maturity of their social
interactions and their choice 'of pretend and non-pretend
act&v1t1es (including negotiation) were noted. Results
sﬁggested that children who negotiate demonstrate more
sophisticated behavior in the pretend domain than dhildreﬂ
who do not negotiate, particularily with regard to cognitive
;kills. Other findings suggestéed that children who

negotiat ay develop a better capacity to understand and
regulate their o6wn behavior. These results also underscore

" the importanéé of invéstigating the significance of brief

negotiation, and of examining the relation of negotiation to

.sex, and to the complexity of pretend scripts.
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Empirical studies of the social.pretend'play of young
children have increaéed tremeqdéusly“over the past two
decades. One of the reasons forﬁphis increase is the
importance attributed to pretend S;ay in-cognitive and
social-cognitive development by thégrists such as Piaget
(1962), Vygotsky (1966), and, more recently, Fein (1979).

According to Piaget (1962), pretend play first appears
between T2 and—18-months of age and becomes m;ne complex and
more social with increasing age. This form of play is
thought to dgqgg§§e.as the child begins to master concrete .
operational skills between 6 and 8 years of age (Piaget,
1962). Most of the research has, however, focussed on
pretend play'in'children up to 6 years of age. Pretend in
children 5 to 8 years of age is one of the most neglected
topics in cognitive devélopment (Watson & Fischer, 1977).
Further research is required éo demonstrate the decrease -
hypothesized” to occur around 6 to 8 years of ége.

Empirical research has substantiated thit pretend play
‘becomes more social with increasing age during the_prescﬁool
years, aﬁd that it ié social and not solitary pretend which
is more often associated with changes in social and .
cognitive skills (Connolly & Doyle, 1984; Johnson, 1976).
Since pretend play is thoughp to be an important Bredu;sor"
"to concrete operatiomal thpught (Piaget, 19629, ﬁesearch
wifh children- 5 té 8‘;;afs of'age may provide clues as to -

how préﬁend play prepares the child,for such tHought.

& *



2

Social pretend play includes both pretend enactment ard
meta-pretend communications, that is, conversations about

that enactment (Bateson, 1955; Goneu & Kessel, 1984). The

enactment of socig} pretend involweé the actual 'acting out(\"

of a pretehd sequence with another child or children, and

thus occurs within the ﬁretend or 'as if' mode of play.- For
example, the child who is pretending with a partner that he,
or she is a doctor or that a broom is a horse is involved in
the enactment of a s¢cal:pretend sequedce;

Meta-pretend communiéatiohs involve commun;catio?s
about the nature of éocial pretend‘enactmgnt, communicationi

1

which either prepareithe child for'an upcoming pfetend 1

¢ , :
sequence or modify an ongoing sequence. For example, the

child who discusses with a play partner what kinds of things
he or she can do when pretending to be a doctor is.involved’

in communicating the nature of a pretend sequence to his or

ner partner.

Most of the research thﬁs far has been concerned with
the enactment of social pretend sequences. Sociai‘ppetend
enactment has been associated with the development of
répre;entational skills, creativily, sélf-control,
popdlarity, and social and verbal skills (Connolly & Doyle,
1984; Connolly, Doyle, &'ﬁeznick, in press; Doyle &
Connolly, under reviéw; Piaget, 1962; Singer, 1973;
Smilansky, 1968; Smith & Syddall, 1978; Vygotsky, 1966).

With .increasing age, pretend enactment has been found to



bgcome more cogplex (e.g..CBnnolly & Doyle, 1984; Garvey &
ﬁérndt; 1975; Wétson &) Fischer, 1977, 1980).

Relativél& little research has.been cbncerned with
meta-pretend communications, especially with children older
than 5 &earawof age. The number of recent publicatiohs in
this area étgests, ﬁggfvef{ to % growing interfst in this
aspect of pretend play. vIn.geﬁéral, meta-pretend
communications have been found to increase in both -freguency
.and Juallty between three and six years of age (Garvey & |
Berndt, 1975; Gearhart, 1983, Goncu & Kessel, 1984).

While pretend enactment is a phenomenon of established
importance in early childhood, the developmental
signifidancé of meta-pretend communication is less clear.
Meta-pretend communication has Béen hypothesized to reflect
'Ereater social (Giffin, 1984) and cognitive skillg (Fein,
1979; Nicolich, 1977; Piaget, 1962), though no research thus
far has clearly examined these relationships. 1In additiop,
few attempts have been made to differentiate amongst various

~

kinds of meta-pretend communications.

The present study is concerned with the relation of one
kind of meta pretend communlcation - exp;i01t meta-pretend
communications - to aspects of cognitive and
social-cognifive development in childrem 5 1/2 t0o 7 1/2
., years of age. In tﬁis paper, we will first review existing

research and theory pertaining to the possible developmental

significance of meta-pretend communications, describing some
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-
dimensions along which théée communications may bé
conceptualized as well as some of phe underlying skills. A
pdSsibie moael for the prodess by which pretend play may
facilitate development in general - and certain clésses’of/' .’

ASkilis'in barticular 5 will then be described. Predictidns .
regarding the developmental sﬁgnificance of explicit mefa—

v + pretend ,communication generated from the review of the

existing literature and from the,previously described model
will then be outlined  in fhe rationale for present study.

Y

The significance of meta-pretend communications

A}

for development: Integrating theoretical

and empirical '‘approaches

i

Meta-pretend communicaﬁion: Definition and dimenéions

Meta-pretend communications - or, what has been

previously referred to as "metacommunication" in pretend

‘é\uf%f*'fﬂkw Playl - refers to any message that clarifigs how other
ﬁ-“am verpé}izations and behavipr should be interpreted or that
o “‘3

used in @11 of the literatiure to date, I ¢onsider the term
'meta-pretend communigatidn' to be more apcurate, since I
believe that ‘the message that is being communicated in these
. cases is probably a.more general one - i/e. "everything that
s we ¢o is now in the pretend mode" (that As why it should be
. . a meta-pretend communication). -The term 'meta-
’ - communication' denotes something different - i.e. A
"everything that we cpommunicate now must be interpreted in:
the pretend mode."™ I have, therefore, /chosen to use the
term meta-pretend communication in this paper, and assume
that it captures what previbus writers have (impredisely) .
described as meta-communication. - . ' (:?
. ‘ )

1.5 lthough the terméémeta-communica ion' has been that



o

specific messages in the play are- to be understood. Such

very young children (and of many animals) to pick up these

5
establisheg the appropriateness of behavior in'a particular
play context (McLoyd, Thomas, & Warren, 1984). 1In essence;
these messagés clarify the mode (i.e. pretend or non-
preten&) of the pléy in general énqoor the mode in which-~
messages may, for example, annghnce an intention to pretend.
(e.g. "I'll be’tbendoctor and you be the patient") or
clarify a transfiormation in an ongoing sequence (é.g: "This
spoon is a thermometer"). |

- Meta-pretend communications may be’ usefuilly
éoncebtualized along two'non-independent dimensions: (a)
embedded versds explicit communications, and (b) verﬂal
versus non-verbal communications.

Embedded meta-pretend communications are those whose a

. ~ /
message is implicit to the content of & given commynication, /

/

or those which carry a message via the way in which they are
communicated. Bateson emphasizes in his c¢lassic paper.on //

metacommunication in play (Bateson, 1955) that all play, S

[ Y4
/

communications carry the implicit message that all o

subsequent messages are to be under§tooq in the non-literal

mode. He then explores the significance of the abiltfy of

"meta~play" communications. ’ .
Embedded meta-pretend communications may;élso be
conceptualized along another dimension - that is, they may

be either verbal or non:vérba17 For example, a child may
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/
/

é;y to hié partner, "It's time to feed you, bagy." In this
case, the discrepancy between the verbal cdntent,of‘the l
communication and the bealit& of the situation carries the
implicit message, "Let's pretend". A child may also say to
gér play‘partneﬁ, "I'm'goiné to beat you ﬁp", in an
artificially deep véice and with her stomach in and chest
out. Théugh in thié case the verbal contént of the
communication could be very real, the child's exaggerated
non-verbal gestures cérry the messége,_“Lét's pretend." In
béth cases, metaﬁprétend cbmmunication is embedded iq the
enactment of pretgnse._ In the former, the message is
embedded in ﬁhe,verbal content while in the latter, it is

embedded in ghe child's non-verbal gestures.

Meta-pretend communications may also be explicit. For
s

example, a child may also say to her play partner, "I'11l be

_thefmother and you be the baby". In this case, the,message '

"Let's pretend" is explicit in that it oécurs prior to, of
outside of, pretend enactment. The océurenéé’of explicit
meta-pretend communication is often even more clearly marked
by the phrase "Let's pretend“ and the use of the past tense
(Garvey, 1984). Explicit meta-pretend communication can
lilkely only'be verbal; an example of explicit but non-verbal
vmeta-gretend communicatiﬁn is difficult to imagine. It is
generally regarded as being much morg\sophisticéted than

embedded meta-pretend’communication, in part because it is

not used by -younger children (Ba&eson, 1955; Garvey, 1984;



Gifﬁin,‘1984). <

B It is‘important to note that the occurence of impliéit
and explicit meta-~pretend cohmunication may imply the use of
differeﬁg skills. Eor example, the child who 'sends' an
implicit meta-pretend message needs no skiils or
understénding béybnd that which is réquired for pretend
enactment, since the act of pretending itself conﬁeys the
message. Thé skills to 'understand' such a méssage may also
be.minimal, if aﬁpropriate responding to the message i;
sufficient to suggest an 'understég@ing'g On the othér

- hand, the chilq who explicitly announces a desire to pretend
musg possess a broader understanding of, the act of
pretending. These points wilé}be elaborated on later in the
paper. ? | ‘

In the present study, explicit\meta-pretend

communication will be referred to as negotiaﬁion, while the

term meta-pretend communications will refer to both embedded
) ,

and explicit meta-pretend communications.

*

Research and theory on the nature and developmental

significance of meta-pretend communication

. The distinction between meta-pretend communication and

enactment in play has been conceptualized in terms of seript
’/ theory (Schank & Abelson, 1977; Garvey, 1977; Garvey &
Berndt, 1975), as text versus context (Rubin, Fein, &

Vandenberg, 1983; Schwartzmann, 1978; Sutton-Smith, 19793

e

e
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5983), ané aslplay framing behavior (Bateson, 1955; ..
'Matthe&s, 1977; 1978). . S
In scrib%\tggg?y (Schank & Abelson, 1977), behavior is

guided largely byiécripts,»or cognitive structures

representing a person's undefstanding of events in a

fa;iliar context. Once a script has been, agreed upon by all

the partiq}pants in a sociai pretend bl;z episode, it can be
used to generate tPe sequence of transformations which
.constitute pretend enactment (Garvey, 1977; Garvey &

- H

Berﬁdt, 19755. In this view, meta-pretend communication may
serve to specify the content (i.e. the script) as|well as’
the mode  of the play (i.e. pretend of literal).

According to Sutton-Smith (1983), metacommunication
sets the context of pretend enactment while pretend
enact@ent represents the text. It has been similiarly
viewed aé.providiné a frame for play behavior (Goncu &
Kessel, 1984). Meta-pfetend communication thus dirécts the
players to the "meaning and the potentially varied ana
complex levels of meaning" (Sutton-Smith, in Goncu &
Kessel, 1984; p. 8). }n addition, negotiation may help to

clarify disagreements over particular transformations duﬁéng

social pretend enactment (Giffin, 1984; Matthews, 1977).

]

s

Jeveral invertigators have suggested that meta-pretend

communications merit more study. For example, a recent

review of the preteﬁd play'lit ature concluded that, “1t

N

-
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would be worthwhile for psychologists to examgﬁe the
development of negotiations and communications regarding
pretense (Rubin,ﬂFein, & Vandenburg, 1983, p.76). The
recognition of metacognitivg skills as an integral aspect of
higher}mehtal functioning (see Flavell, 1977) also | -
high}ights phe potential importance of meta-pretend skills.

Meta-pretend communicgt{on has been cohsideﬁeﬁ‘to be

{ .
‘significant.for cognitive development. According to Piaget

; (1962) and ngn (1975), the ability to announce a pretend

/

role may signify a significqnt'structural.change in the

development of symbolic play, an intention to symbolize and

& .
thus a greater cognitive awareness of the symbolic nature of

the play activity. 1In addition, an increase with age in the
frequency of negotiation prior to and during pretend
ehactment,may be indicative df the decreasing dependence on

external stimuli for enactment (Nicolich, 1977) and

B increasing dependence on internal action patterns (Garvey &

Berndt, 1975). That is, with increasing age the child';
preten& may be guided b& more ideational, predetermined
plans, which must be discussed and agreed upon, rather than
stimulated by the symbolic potentiaI’of the objects .played
with (Matthews, 1977; Cole & Lavioe, 1985).

If the increased use of meta-pretend; communication

' /s

signifies a greater cognitive awareness of the symbolic
nature of social pretend enactment, then this increased

symbolic capaéity should be evident in social pretend
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» enacdtment as well as in.non-ﬁketend activlties. More
symbolically complex pretense may, for éxample, be
characterized by mulglple and simultaneous role and/or
obJect transformatlons (Connolly, Doyle, & Ceschln, 1983;
Fein, 1975; Overton & Jackson, 1973; Watson and-Fischer,
19803 as well as by role and object transfor&ations.that1
require.a greater disregard of physical and/or functional
reality (Elder & Pederson, 1978). Increased symbolic skills
‘ln the non-prétond domain may also be demonstrated - .for
example, by more nature Piagetian conservation skills
(Golomb & Cornelius, 1977) or by a greqter'recognltion of
the arbitrary relafionship between a word and its referent
(Ben-Zeev, 1977; Vygotsky, 1966). While researchers have
demonstrated a relationship between pneoend enacfment and
conggrvation/ékill level (Golomb & Cornelius, 1977) and have
suggested a link between social role enactment and
representational skills (Fischer, 1980; Watson and Fischer,
1980), the r%lationship between negotlation and symbolic
skills has yet to be examined. |
Meta-pretend’communication - and in particular,
nogotiation - may also be related to the dévelopment of
ooclal skills. It may, for example, determine the 'frame'
(e.g. Goffman, 1974) that is crucial for social interaotion.
Negotiation has been recognized as important to group ,
fantasy activity (Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983) and

degoribed as integral to the enactment of/social pretend
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episodes (Giffin, 198U4). Perhaps negotiation is important ®

tq‘;he énactment of éocial pretense‘in‘that ié—ﬁrovideg an
éxpi}dit frame for social interaction which part{cipants cén
more easily control and modify according to‘théir desires,‘
thué feading to more complementaéy and personally satisfying
socia% pretense, The fact that negotiation correiates )
positively with.peerﬁ%opularity (qule'& Connolly, under .
pe%iew?\provides some support for this pginﬂ.

If neéotiation contributes to more compléﬁentary and
saﬁisfy;ng social pretend enactment, and if an increase iﬂ

social pretense is regarded as a significant development in

preopefétional cognitive and social skills (Piaget, 1962),

'then negotiation may indeed play a role in the development

of preoperational skills by facilitating social pretense.
The findings‘thus far are inconclugive —.ghile Doyle anq
Connolly (under review) found hegptiation to be positively
correlated with social\pretend enaétment, Sachs, Goldman,
Chaille, and Seewald (1980) fouﬂ@ no such correlation. If

negotiation contributes to .the devélopment of social skills,

~its effects are likely to be similiar to those ofsocial

)
pretend enactment - e.g. resulting in social interactions

that show greater reciprocity (Rubin, Maioni, & Hornung,

-1976) and play involvement, and thlat are longer lastiBg and

more enjoyable (Connolly, Doyle,” and Reznick, in press). .
A number of sources suggest that meta-pretend . .

communication becoﬁes more eXblicit with age. Up until the

AN

N . . \
A
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age of- three, preténd enactment is structured using only _
embedded meta-pretend communication (Corsaro;i 1979; Fein,

Moorin, & Enslein, 1982; Garvey, 1974; Garvey & Berndt,

( 1975; Rubin,-Fein,'& Vandenberg; 1983). Between three aAd
. six'years 6f age,.negotiagion Secomes increasingly more
— frequent (Farver, 1987; Gearhart, 1979; Goncu & Kessel,
1984; Field, Stefano, & Kowler, 1982; McLoyd, Thqma%,"&
- . - Warren, 1984; Sachs, Goldman, & Chaille, 1984). b

4
The relative frequency of transformations accompanied

r
and unaccompanied by negot;ation in children three to six
years of age is unclear. Garvey and Berndt (1975), for
example,‘repo%ted that three-, four-, and fivé—yeap olds

*>

were more likely to negotiate than’to engage in emquded
verﬁal meta-pretend comminications. Goncu and Kessel —
(1984), howdver, found that three-and"four-year olds were
far more-li\ 1y to éimply begin pretending gifhout
explicitly /ating thei; inte;tions.' Most resgarchers have
obtained results siﬁiliér to those of Goncu and Kessel -
namely, ﬁhat~children bepween the ages of three and five are
more likely to initiatektheir play by prgf&nding thaﬁ-by
discussing how to pretend (McLoyd, Thomas, & Warren, 1984;
Genishi, 1983; Stockinger-Forys & MeCine-Nicolich, 1983).

It is unlikely that the incrégse.inithe amount of
negotiation Qigﬁ age s?mply reflecps the - greater complexfgj
of object and identity traqsformhtions - ;.e;_pego%iation
does not pecome more' frequent Qécause chler;n become less

L
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"likely to understand the increasingly cdmplex
transformations of their play partners: In their research
‘ : in the development of social role piayﬁ Watson and Fischer
(1986) found that after 4 1/2 years of age, the roles
children are capable of enactipg (as d;monstrated in an
elicited ﬁretend proceduf;) were significantiy ﬁépe complex
than those whidh_they’demonstpatéd in their spontaneous
pretending. This‘gap between the skills demonst;ated in
elicited pretend play and those observeﬁ in spontaneus
" pretend p{éyvcontin;ed to widen Wwith increasing age.
’On the other hand, the incyease in the amount of
hegotiatiqn may -be aséqciated with develépment of more

coherent pretend scripts with age. An increase in the .

v

organizati%gxand.communicabiIity of pretend scripts has been

noted both generally (Goncu & Kessel, 198“% and with fegpect

to certain scripts - e.g. childrenfs pretend conversations: -

(Garvey & Berndt, 1975), cookiqg and baking (Nelson & ' ’

Seidman, 1984), and dpctor-patienf role-play (Sachs,

Goldman, & Chaille, 1984). L .
The ihérgése in the frequency of negotiation may also |

reflect a greater capacity for the understanding:of the -

intentions\of play partners. For example, Yery young
children ma& fa%l to understahd that pretense can be soéial
"and its transformitions shared (Fein, 1979). While children
threé to five years of age often refer to their own actiiity
"™\ ' when pretending (Garvey & Berndt, 1975), childrenvbécomg

\ .~

i
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more likely to refer to their partner's activity with

increasing age (Garvey & Berndt,. 1975; Goncu & Kessel, -
1984). By:five or six years of age, children negotiate the
content of shared scripts with their partners (Farver, 1987;
Gearhart, 1979). That a greater understanding of the
intentions of others may be occurring is not‘uplikelyfif it'
is linked to the decline in egocentricism demonstrated in a
number of areas of functidnﬁng (e.g. Piaget, 1932; Selman,
1976). | ] : ]
'kn increase in the amount of negétiation is also
consistent with the finding that, as children get older,
they become mére comfort%ble with 'cfossing the boundaryl! &
'Fbetween pretend and non-prgtend play. That is, expliecit
. meta-bre@end commgﬁication or negotiation entails stépping
outside the frame of the pretend role (aiffin, 1984;
Matthews, 1977, 1978). In a study by Fischer-DiLalla and
Watson (1985) with children 3 to 6 yearsiof age: the older
childreﬁ were found to be more tolerant of breaks in the
enactment of a pretend =szquence - that {s, they were.bettér
able to maintain or resume the theme‘of a social pretend
episode despite intgrruptions. Siﬁiliarly, increased "
htilization of negotiation may reflect a greater ability to‘
cross back into the pretend mode a£ will, once the script
‘has been clarified..
" The developmental shift towards an increased use of

negotiation~iﬁ social pretense i3, however, unlikely to be
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associated with more sophisticated’verb?l\and/or ’ ‘
communication sﬁills.\ Although 5irls'tend to negotiate'.
more frequently than boys (Field, Stefano, & Kowler, 1982;
McLoyd, Thomas, & Warﬁén3 1984), they-do not typ%gally have ‘ ‘@‘
better developed verbal\skiilé‘than boys at this age o
(Maccoby & dJacklin, 1974). fherefé;e it seems iikely that
increased verbal competence does not contribute to tﬁe
increase in.negqtiation with age.

In summary, the research to date suggests that
negdtiation becomes more frequent with age from 3 to 5 years
of age. This change héy be associated with better cognitive
abilities, theogreater coherence of preéend scripts, mé?e.‘
sophisticated social s&}lfgi_and a better differentfatiPn of
- fantasy.-from reality, though not‘ﬁith greater verbal or
communicative competence, or with:thé increased complexity
of identity or objeet‘tran§forﬁations. The links beﬁween
negotiatién and social and‘cognitive development, though

suggested by various theoretical viewpoints, ﬁaye yet to be

demonstrated empirically.

The role of play in cogﬁitive and social development:
Pretense as a medium in the process of development
The possible'role of play in cognitive and social
development has long been recognized by researchers in

psychology. Nonetheless, researchers of pléy\and pretend

)
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play are rarely clear regardlng how these modes of behavior

~

. are involved in the‘process of development.  For example,

" does play cause development,‘or does it merely facilitate or

L ]

reflect it? It is crucial that the hypothesized
pelstdonship.between pretendﬁplay and development be made
explicit if any pnedictions are to be made regarding
patterns‘of pretending and'sequences of cognitive and/or

social skill development. In‘the section which follows, a

model fer the role of play in development is brlefly v

outﬁlned, based primarily on the writ1ngs of Jerome Bruner

and Kurt Fischer. This-model is then used to generate some

'ppediotions negarding the relation of negotlation to the

development of social and cognltlve skills. .
According to Bruner (1972; 1973), play serves two

important functions. By minlmlzlng the- consequences of- one! s

action, play (a) permits 1earn1ng in a less ripky situation,
and (b) provides an excellent opportunity, fo try

comblnatlons of skills that would never be tried 1.7 there
wene functionalipressunes to behave in a-w y that‘ensuned
nne's\immed}ate survival. Play ls thus a kind of exercise

in which the repeated use of certain combinations of skills

‘" eventually consolidates them into a single, complex skill.

Once consolidated, new skills can be freed from the play

-

. context and used in non-play contexts. For examplge, moernkeys

given the opportunity to play with objects have been found

to be more likely to use these objects in a constructive way
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in sﬁbsequept tasko - e.g. using sticks to pull termites
from their nests - than monkeys who have been denied thigv
opportunity (in Bruner, 1972)

Bruner's conception of the role of play in Sklll
development - that is, that it sepports a repeating cycle
involving the consolidation of exfsting skills and their
;pbsequentxcombination into new and more complex skills - -~
was originally used to describe gross and fine motor
development in animals and humans (Bruner, 1972). However,
éfﬁagﬁfﬁg\ihild is also presumably.consolidating and
combining mental as well as motor schema in play (Bruner, .
19725, play may also provide an opportunity for the
development and generalizatlon of more complex mental
schenma. Brunep'aéideas regarding the function of play are
'also relevant to play which occurs in the pretend ﬁode.
Pretend play p}ovides, however, more,opportunities‘for
experimentation than non-pretend play since it involves the
‘non-observance of greater range Qf real-world constraints.
Ip addition to the release from functional pressures
provided by play in génoral (e.g. the need to behave in such
.a way as to ensure one's suryival), theipretend pode frees
the child from pressures to respoﬁd in ways which %re
physically and socially appropriate to his current
environment. For exampie, a 5 year-old boy who pretends

that he is a baby and then proceeds to suck.on a spoon as if
S

it were a bottle is, (a) disregarding primary functional

1S
5



. 18

.préssures by not behaving in such a way as to increase his
chaqcés for survival, (b) disregarding the‘funcpional
pressufés of physical reality by pretending that the spoon
iS'a'bottlé, and (c¢) disregarding the functional pre;gures
-of social reqliﬁy‘ by not beﬁaving in an age-appropriate
manner. Thus, if play is impor@ant to developmgnt because
it provides an opporﬁunity to expeyiment'freely with new
combinations' of skills, then pretend glay is the ideal
medium for development because its explicit disregard of "a
greater range of functional pressuréé allows the child to
experiment with all kinds of behaviors.

The above discgssion regarding the potential.
developmental.significance of pregend play is based on
Bruner's conceptualizafion of tbe importance of play in
general. Th%s% conclusions are, however, qlso consistent
with what has been written on pretend’play by other major
theorists., For example, preteﬁd play has bgen considered to
'involve the consolidation of old informatioﬁ rather than the
“aéquisition of new information (Piaget, 1962). Pretend play
ras also beenldescribed)as he%ping to éxercise developing
nskills (Vygotsky, 1966). “

Bruner's model for the role of play in'development can
» be crmplemented by his own (Bruner et»al,‘19665 views on the
stages-of representational development, and by kurt

Fischer's skill thecry of development (Fischer, 1980).

Fischer's model focusses on the development of skills, {.e.
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_the development of the individual's ability to control
transactions between himself and his environment. 'Skills
can be interrelated to one another, with different c¢lasses
or domains of skills being defined by the characteristics
which they share. - l

Fischer's model also accounts for discrepanéieﬁ in the
child's ability to demonstrgte a skill in different
contexts. Since skills are controlled transactions with an -
individual's en@ironment, variations in the environment can
account for the failure of a child to demonstrate the same.
ability‘in ; different environment. This is a possible
explanation for the phehomenon of horizontal decalage
(Fischer, 1980). .

In accordance with Brunerfs model; skill development is

characterized by a repeating cycle in which indAvidual
skills are firstyconsolidated, then experimentéd with in
different combination§, and finally iﬁtegraté& (or, in
Bruner's terminology, "modularized") into.a new, more
ﬁcomplex skill which itself mﬁst then be consolidated, etc..
Development can, of course, also occur via generalization

within domains of skills,.1 In the case of pretend play,

the skills include the self and object transformations

v T It s apparent that defining-a skills in terms of a
transaction with a specific environment raises the important
question of how generalization occurs. Fischer does not
adequately discuss this, but it is my belief that
generalization occurs as the skill becomes more abstractly
represented. ‘ '

o
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undertaken by childgen in %he céurse'of pretend enéctment.

. This view of the developmeng of pretend skills has been '
supported both conceptually and empirically - that is, role . .
and object transformatlons which are oomplex or which

involve multiple simultaneous transformations are associated
with'increasing age and social-cognitive maturity (e;g.
:Connolly & Doyle, 1984; Fein, 1975; Overton aqd Jackson,

1973; Watson and Fiécher, 1980). For\example, it has been.
found that the skills of‘transformingﬁoneself into a doctor
'and of transforming a pen into a needle must bé mastered
bafore’being able to enact a sequence in which a"docFor'
ﬁreténds to give a shot to a 'patient' (see Watson and

Fischer, 19805 Similarly, objects Whlch differ from their
imaglned referents along several phy31%§1 dimensions are

more difficult to pretend with than those which physically.’
resemble their imagined referents (Elder & Pederson, 1978).

The role of play’in development can also be better
understood’ by making reference to Bruner's ;tages in the
representation of specific objects, and in represeptétional
development in general (Bruner et al, 1966); The
- representation of objects is viewed as_proceeding through
three staggs: ’

1. During the stagé of enactive representation,&ﬁrom
nirth through the first-year), the "identification qf

objects depends not so much on the nature of the

objects encountered as on the actidns evoked by them"-

L]
[N
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(Bruner et al, 196%, p.12)..
[ 2. During.thé §tage of ikoﬁichrepresentation, the child
"is finaliizable to represent the world to himself by
— . ‘ E
an image or spatial schema that is relatively oo
independent of action" (Bruner et‘al, 1966,-p.21).
Althqugh not mentioned by Bruner, we might also e§pect
schemas to be teﬁporally organized - iﬁ essence, ’\
temporally-organized schema correspond to the scripts e
described by Schank and Abelson (1977). _//
3. During the stage of symbolic representation, the
phild can represent his‘worlé with schema that are
compietely;independent of action.‘ |
Though Bruner developed his model to describe
development in children ﬁnder tpe age of five, it is not
unreasonable to extend this model by metaphor to cover skill
develop@éht in older children and in adults. Though Bruner
was describing sensori-motor development ‘in the infant,
action or enactmenf may be equally crucial to later
cognitive development - for example, Saltz, Dixon, and
Johnson (1977) founa that the effects of pretend play
tutoring were only evident in those children who
participated in pretend enactment. One can %alk of a

"knowing by doing" as being analogous to enactive

representation, and of a "knowing by thinking about doing"
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as being analogous to ikonic or symbolic representation.

Though the "doing" of older children and adults may involve
sequences of motor behavior that are themselyes symbolically
vrepresented, this does not neceésarily mean that they can
readily "think about what they do". 1In fact, recent
research suggests that adults often do not readily
underétand why they do what they do (Bbwers,.1987), and tend
to misattrigute much of their behavior (e.g. Nisbett and
Wilson, 1977). In the present paper, "knowing by doing"
will be referred to as enactive knowledge, while "knowing by
thinking, _about doing" will be referred to as ikonic
knowledge.2

One can conceivably combine’Fischer's model of the.
sequence of skill developmént with Bruner's sequence of
representational development into a single model similiar to

that briefly described by Fischer (1980).. In this model,

\7*“ﬁge/developmental cycle of skill development is repeated in

1. I have chosen the term 'ikonic representation' for
the lack of a better one. The fact that negotiation
involves the use of language does not necessarily denote the
presence of a symbolic knowledge (Bruner, 1966; Vygotsky,
1966). . Negotiation may therefore be 'ikonic' in that it
involves more than an énactive but less than a symboliec
knowledge. - )

5

2, The distinction between 'knowledge' and
'representation' may be, in a certain sense, an arbitrary
one since both draw on information encoded in past
encounters with the environment. Knowledge, 1¢~
representations, and skills are, in another sense,
interdependent in that all three can be inferred from the-
same overt behavior. Perhaps representations may be thought

of as units of knowledge as individual cells are to living tissue.’

v.
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each stage of representational development. Though this
model implies two independent processes in development, the
distinction between the process of skill development and the
process of representational development moré probably
reﬁ}ects two ways of vieying a unitary process too compleg
to be capihred by any single model.

&o réturn to the play of young childen{ the
opportunities for the flexibility of action which play
provides are iniéially very important. As engctivg'
representations of cbjects become more stable and gomplex,
they may themselves begin to become integrated into ikonic
representations. As these ikonic representations themselves.
become stable and integrated\with one another, they
presumably become more internalized and independent of
action. When this occurs, play may be exbected to become

more ideational since flexibility of thought - i.e. thought

that is relatively independent of action - becomes feasible.

In summary, play - and in particular, pretend play - is
viewed as contributing to development by providing an ideal
medium for the experimentation with sets of skills, and
‘modularization of these sets of skills into single complex
skills. Modularization may be thought of as resulting in
stable representations of skills thatﬂbecome progressively
independent of enactment. The process of consolidating,

combining, and integrating individual skills into new and

“ A
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more comolex onegs occurs in each stage of theip. ,,/—)

representational develdbment, and this process can be

extended by metaphor to describe. skill development in older

children and in adults.

The implications of the model outlined above are’
complex and perhaps beyond the scope of the'present paper.
They include’implications for the,role of play in :
development, for the developmental significance of
negotiation, and for the ,development of the concept of,

pretense. §Jyé;el of these 1mplications will be tested

empirically in the present study- 1

1. If play - and/}n’pimticular, pretend play -~ is the

ideal medium for the experimentation with and development of
cognitlve end social skills, :e might expect the skills 7
observed in the child's pnetend.play to present a higher

level of cognitive and social development. Given this, énd
given the model of skill development proposed by Kurt

Fischer (1980), we would expect that social and cognitive

‘ T Though negotiation (and, to a lesser degree,
Implicit meta-pretend communication) can also been seen as
having implications to the development of specific social
skills, I have chosen to explore its significance for more
general development. This choice was made for the sake of
brevity and does not reflect a bellef that the social aspect
of negotiation is not relevant - indeed, the possible
significance of negotiation for social development is clear
from the review of the literature. Moreover, some of the
implications to be presented here can be readily extended to
generate implications for the development of specific social
skills.



skills exhibited in the pretend mode would be better

developed than those

behavior.

. 2. The notion that
béing éeneralized to
gradually acquires_a
a result of specific

environment that are

obseryed to occur in, non-pretend

o

skiils develép within domains before
other domains sugééséé that the child
conceptual understanding of pretense as
non-literal transactions with the

of greater_variety and complexity. If

this is so, then no great knowledge of pretense beyond that

which is required for enactment~need be inferred to explain

the occurence of 1hdividual transformations. For exadple,

the very young child

who plays with a stick as if it were a

horse does not need to understand what it is to pretend...

he or she need ohly play with the 'stick as if it were a

horse. Such a view is also consistent with the -view that .

the child does not initially have an understanding of the

act of pretending'that is independent of enactment.

This view contrasts with that implied by Bateson (1955)

- namely, that thé act of playing with a partner (and by’

extension, pretending with a partner) can occur only if the

Chlld can recognize the more sophisticated message 'This is

play'. The assumption that the child needs to possess a

L4

broader understanding of the act of playing - or for that

-“
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* matter pretending - may be unnecessary.l 1In this view, the

o ogeurence of implicit meta-pretend communication is not

. devel mentally significant since the act of transforming a
single obJect itself requires only an_enactive knowledge on
_ ‘ the part of the 'sender', while on}y a primitive
* understanding of the behavior is required by the receivér to
.respond with analogous behavior.
} ; . ‘
3. Given. the view of enactiye and ikonic knowledge -
outlined’apove,,negotiation is developmentally significant

/rin that it implies that the child possesses more {han an

} < enactive knowledge of pretense since he or she can can think

(and talk) about pretending instead of simply pretending.
This statement must be qualified, however, in the.light of
the point made above - namely, that no global understanding
of the act of pretending is: needed for pretend enactment to
occur. Likewise, negotiation does not in and of - itself

'implj a conceptual understanding of the act of pretending

’
I

b4 ’

1. This view implies a primitive or subconscious
understanding of the sender's behavior by the receiver. The
process of communication implied is analogous to the process

\ | of 'thinking by analogy' proposed by Griffiths (1935) and
the Buhlers (C. Buhler, 1935; K. Buhler, 1930) except that

in this case it would be an 'acting by analogy'. Despite our:

inability to explain ‘the process, such a view makes common

sense - for ‘example, we can say that. two things are similiar

., long before we know how they are similiar. A simil{iar
process is nc doubt involved in the generalization of skills
to other domains... unfortunately, this process .is beyond
our present understanding, and as scientists we often tend .
not to fully accept the existence of processes which we
cannot adequately explain.
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since negotiation about a single pretend, transformation .

’ Eequires only that the children can label that behavior as

‘such.  Thus the child who begins to negotiate does not

neégssérrly szsess radically superior skills than the child

who does not - he may only demonstrate this skill in certain-

contexts. For this reason, the developmental significance of
negotiation depends on the variety and complexity ‘of the

transformations’ around which it occurs,

*

4. . If the s;killi/obser'v'ed in ‘the child's pretend play

represent a.higher level of his'or her cognitive and social

development, then we would also expect the skills apserved
- . ' Y

in the pretemse of children 5 to 7 years of>age to contain

1T s

the componeth'of the skills evidenced in the play of older
ch%ld;en » namely, play*involviné games with rules. Many
similar%bies'betweén negotiation ahd games with rules are
evident and suggest a reiatioﬁ;hip between them.

Negotiation accompanying social pretend enactment may

. provide a possible transition from social pretend enactment

>

unaccompaniedey negotigtion - especiaL;z\that involving
rolefplaying - to play dominated by games Qith rules.
Acéordiné to Vygotsky (1966), games with rules and social
pretend‘enactméat,inéolving‘role-playing'are bo&h similiaf
and diffefent, as is evident in the following passage:

‘ The imaginary situation already contains

-~

‘rules’of behavior, although this is not a game

-

S e
N

v, \
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,with formulated rules laid down in advance. The o

child imagines herself Fo be the mother and the:
doll the child, so she must obey the rules of
maééﬁnal behavior... (and) only actions which fit
these rules are acceptable to the play ., |
situation... If pléy were.structured in such a
way that there were no imaginary situation, what
would remain? The rules would remain. ) |

“Just as we'Were'able'to show... that eveﬁ;‘: ‘ ﬂ/
imaginary situaéionfcontains rules in a concealed
form,'ﬁe have also succeeded in demoristrating the
reverse - that every game with rules contains an ©
imaginary situation in a concealed form. The

development from an overt imaginary situation and-

" ecovert rules to games with rules and a covert

imaginary situation outlines the evolution of

a

children's play from one pole to the other. . -

(Vygotsky, 1966, pp. 9-10)

Negotiation ébout role enactment may thus represent a
N\

transitional state, a shift of the child's focus in which

[ R
the imaginary nature of the situation and/or the rules which

govern role enactment are explicictly stated. The qxplicit

verbal labélling of the imaginary nature of the situation or

of 'the rules governing play enactment may be important in

developing both insight into and control of the child's

behavior (see Vygotsky, 1962)..
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i

Negotiat;on‘about social pretend enactmént also'bears a
’strong resémblance to ‘the discussions aboﬁt the rules of
gameé d&cumented by Pilaget (%932) in several ways. First of
éll, both are concerned with more than enacépent - they
involve focusging.on—the process of play and the rules
governing its enactment. Both are therefore meta-play
behayiors and thus may serve ‘to ggnsolidate the skiil of
playing, so that the skills can be recalled in thought
without the suppoﬁt of action. This view is consistent with
Vygotsky (1962), whc described how explicit verbal labelling
‘of his own behaviop ang/that of others may helﬁ to develop
the representation of that skill. Second, Soth emerge afte;
the child has already demonstraq§d a capacity to play
according t6 the 'rules'.§y For ;;ample, the coordinaﬁed
social pretense involQing rgle enactment requires some
ability to understand the intentions of a play partner and
some consensus on the rules (e.g. what constitutes role-
rapérqpriate behavior), iﬁ does any games with ruies~1n q?ich
’ thrﬁ-taking is evidentﬂ/ Iakthis Qay, both negotiation and
thg discussions described by Piaget may signifiy the .
realizafion that these rules are not immutable laws but are
due to mutual consent.

Finally, both the ability td';egétiate a pretend scrip |
and to'play games with ;ﬁles require temporallyforganized//js

schema of évents that are stable and relatively independent

of enactment (i.e. at least ikonically represented). If
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they.are not, then plans.to pretend cannot be made explicit
prior to their enaétment. Likewise, the rules of a game
could not be discussed prior to its enactment nor could they

)%e sustained thiiggpout their enactment. i

! The Present Study
As stated previously, the goal of this project was to

explore the significance of negétiation fo% the development

\ ’ of social and cog?itive sgills.' Child#Zn in grades

l\ kindergarten and one (between 5 1/2 and 7 1/2 &gars of age);

' from disadvantaged homes, were observed playing in groups of
four. (The occu;ence and duration of pretend and non-pretend
play“and their characteristics were noted.
Measures of social skills obtained from the
Sbservatiqnal data included the mean duration of social
intgractions, and the proportion of social play that
involved more compleméntary social interaction. 'Cognitive
skills were iﬁferred from the symbolic complexity observed
1n spontaneous social pretense; expressed as a proportion of
the time spent in social pretense to control for individual
. d;fférences in the amount of_soéial pretense. Cognitive

skills were also assessed individually for each child in
terms of; (a) Piagetian conservation skills, (b) verbal
symbol substi?ution skills (Ben-Zeev, 1977), and (c)
‘elicited social role~under§tanding (Watson and Fischer,

1977, 1960).




‘Predictions of the Present Study

Several predictions regarding the developmental
significgnce of negoﬁiation follow direcplf from the
iﬁplicatibns outlined above:

1. Since negotiation is an indicator of cognitive
development, negétiatérs~weré‘expected to be older than non-
‘negotiators. " - .

‘2. Since the use of negotiation may signify an
increased ability £o conqeptualize rules, and thus is an
index of cognitive development, négofiatofs'ﬁere expected to
play games with rules more than non-negotiators.

3. Since play - and in ‘particular pretend p;ay - is
presumed to be an‘ideal medium for the development of . L
cognitive and social ékills, the difference in skill level
between negotiators and non-negotiators was expected to be.
more pronounced for skills in tae ﬁretend domain'than it
would be for skills in the‘ﬁon—p?etend domain. Additional
support for the above prediction comes from the view that
negotiation indicates better- dGVeloﬁZd pretend skllls.

4, Negotiators were expected to possess better-
developed social skills aqd\better-developed coghitive‘ ..
skills than non-negotiators, in both their spontaneous and
as elicited activities. This prediction is consistent with
the conclusions derlved from the review:* of the llterature on

meta-pretend communication and w1th the 1mplications of the

4
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model oﬁtlined‘for the skill development. |
fhere are three alﬁeﬁnative,egplanations, however, for

‘the occurénce.of negotiation. These are as follows:

1. Negotiation occurs becadse the child's play partner
does ‘not understand object and/or identity transfbrmatfons
occuring in the pretend sequence. 1If, for'example, the.

» purposg of neéotiatiqn was to clarify complex pretend
transfirgations, then it might be-expected po result in
generally longer pretend seduences, since such sequences
wou}d be léss‘ljkely to terminate prematurely if the
tranéformations involved were made cléar to both children.
Simi%arly, if the purpose Pf negotiation is to clarify
baffligg pretend transformatiqns,‘then éequences accompanied -
by negotiation should involve more complex transformations
'than those which are not accompanied by negotiation.

However, ?5 outlined in the review of'meta-pretend
communication, because the pretend capacities children

' aéhonstrate in their spontaneous pretend pl;y are less
complex than those of which they are actually capable

(Watson & Fischer, 1980), social pretense accompanied by

—
'

negotiation is expected neither to 1nvolve'more complex )
transformations nor to be of longer duration that tkiat‘whi’ct"/x‘~
is unaccompanied by negotiation. *By comparing, 1in the

‘same cﬁildren, the social and symbolic quality._of pretend
sequences accompanied by negotiation with that of pretend’

sequences not accompanied by hegotiation, individual
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'differegces:hn the capacity to pretend were'controlled.

2. The negotiators are simply those children who like

tO talk [ c. -

5

3. Increases in negotiation simply reflect an increase

in the amodnt of_time spent in social preteﬁp'play.

5

- -
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Method | .
Subjécts '

Of the 184 children whose parents were contacted by
letter, 121 consénted to participate, yielding an‘acceptence
" rate ,of 66%. Three children moved away from the school in
m1d-§ear, leaviﬁg a total of 118 partigipahts; 51 from
kindergarten (27 boys and ZU}éirls) and 67 from first grade
(32 boys .and 35 girls). All children in kindergqrten and
grade one whose parenfs gave written consent participated.
These children ranged from 5 1/2 to 7 1/2 years of -age (meaﬁ
age = 78 months) at the'beginning of the study, were from
lower and lower-mihdle S.E.S. backgrounds .(mean Hollingshead '

(1975) score =%R0), and attended a large French elementary

school in suburban Montreal.

Observational Procedures

The children came in grgups of four tq a separate room
in the schbol'eggﬁpped with sbééific'toys. Toys were
. Selected to maximally stimuléte social pretend play, appeal
tofboth sexes, and permit both pretend and non-pretend play.
Included were'a limited selection of both high and low |
realistic toys (e.g. building Bloéks, pieces of material,
playmobile figures of'Soth sexes, poard games, a?play
docLor's kit, ete) from which the children could select (\

according to their preferences.

The groups df four children were homogenedus as to
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Y '} | grade and sex so as to provide a ﬁeasonably natural
’ playgroup structure for children this aéé (e.g. Etaugh,
Collins, & Gerson, 1975), with some flexibility in the

ch9ice of play partners and size of the play group.

-

Each child attended the observation sessions three /
times: with group membership and toys varying across
sessions (ség Appendix A for a list of the toys). The

N . observations of each child were summed across the three
visits, with an average of 7 partners (SD =.1.14) to
m§§Emize their representatﬁveness‘of the child's behavior.

During <ach session, groups were introduced to the

\ playrogm and told that they wéuld be free to play gor ;ﬁ
N approximately 30 minutes while the observers would be buswy
doing work. The observers sat at a table at one epd‘of the
playroom. Each child was observed by two observers working
in rotation for-zntotal'of five separate two-minute periods
per session. _A total of 30 mindtes of observations per
child was obtained across the tpnee play sess;ons. ¢
The data were entered direétly into 0S-3 hand-held
micro-processors (Observational Systems, Redmond,
‘ Washlngton), and were subsequently transferred to a

microcomputer. The 0S-3 units 1nternally record the latency

and duration of behavior..

P

Observational Codes

Using a continuous recording procedure, observers noted
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the occurrence and duration of different cateéories of’
behavior.\fhose categories of ipterest to the present study
included (a) the mode of play, (b) level of social
1nteraction,.(b) quality and number of role trans@ormations
occurring in social pretense, (d) quélity and number of
object transformations occurring in social pretense, and (e)
the nature and dubatiqp of non-pretend activities.

Three modes of play were relev;nt to tﬁe present study;
gocial pretense, social nop-pretensé, and negotiation about
"social pretense. Scc@al interaction rgquirea at minimum one
initiation-response'sequencé to ‘be noted. ﬁon-pretend pla&
was coded when the play involved treafing objects and people‘
according,to common and apbropriate use. Pretense was coded
whenever imaginary properties were assigned to objects or
- settings, and/or whenever imag}nary roles were adopted.
Pretend. negotiation was defined as:

...breparatory or procedural behaviors and

negotiation related to social pretend play,

expiicit mention of a pretend transformation, or

negapidh of it... Negotiations that are not about

péetend, such as decidiné how to count the points

in a tossing game or discussing who will use which-

peg id a sﬁakes and ladders game, are not coded as

negotiation. For negotiation to be scored, two

chiidrem (or more) must participate - 1.é. with

‘explicit acknowledgement of the other's stateﬁpht
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- in the negotiation of a pretend sequence. This
negotiation has to last at least five seconds to =

be scored. (Doyle, Ceschin, & Busque, 1985, p.2-

3)
Thu33 in the present étﬁdy; negotiation of a pretend episode
which lasted more than 5 seconds was coded. In practice,
this meant that negoéiation‘which consisted of on% statement
and a responselwas usually not coded, since it typically
laéted less than 5 seconds.”’

The levels of social interaction notea were: fa)
parallel play, (b) pargllel play with mutual regard, (c)
simple social 1nteractlon, and (d) complementary and

reciprocal social interaction (see Howes, 1980; Parten,

1933).m Simple parallel and parallel play with mutual regard

\ were later grouped together as low level social interaction,
and‘simple social and complementary and reciprocal were

grouped as high level social interaction.

Tﬂe occurrence, duration, quality, and number of single
or simultaneous role and object transformations in social
pretense were noted using .codes adapted from brevious
research (Connolly and'Doyle, 1984) . dgject transformations

involved the assignment of imaginary properties to an

object, and included (in order of increasing

’ .|

sophistication): (a) replica use of an object, (b) animation
3

—t

7. Note that all behaviors of interest to the present study

were requlred to last at least 5 seconds to be coded.
- ey ' ~.




! P

of an object, (c) transformation of an object into oneawitﬁ;l
similiar physical characteristics,,(d) transformapion of an
-object into one wigk‘dissimiliar physical characteristies,
ahd (e) use of an imagined object. The set of

L transformatidns including  (¢), (d), andx(e) above Qere

grouped together and described as remote object

transformations. The simultaneous transformation of two or

more objects was also noted.

Role transformations involved the enactment of an
imaginary role by the child. The remoteness of the éoles
’enacted from the child's everyday experience was noted,
since tﬁe enactment of remote roles is viewed by some (e.g.
Garvey & Bernd%) as sdégesting greater cognitive skills.

The levels of role remoteness used were (in order 6f'
increasing remoteness) (a) roles which the child might have
experienced him or herself (e.g. brother, student, etc), (b)
roles the child might have seen enacted wfthin his or her
family (e.g. father, mother, pet, etc), (c¢) roles the child
might have seen enacted in his or her daily experience (éfg.
doctor, truck driver, teacher, etc), or (d) roles that the
child might have seen enacted only in the visual or print
media (e.g. astronaut, superhero, etc), or that are
imaginary. Categories (c) and (d) were grouped together as

remote roles. The occurrence of simultaneous role and

object transformations was also noted.
The activities ngled in non-pretend social interaction

[
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included the océurence and duration of| activity talk and of

games with rules. Activity talk wasvscored when a child was
"talking about his‘or her present actifitie% or surroundings.
Games with rules‘?ere scored when chfl@ren‘who were playing
’together accepted{prearranged rules, ahjhsted to them, and

controlled their actions and reactions within given limits. -
There also had to have been a sense pf competition émongst

the children, a specific goal to thé game, a keeping of

%

score, and a winner and a loser. ;

” . The present study was part of a larger study cgycerned

.
- Y

‘ with the role of socizl class and motivatlonal factors in ' \
the amount and qua{ity of social pretend play. Although
- only those observational codes relevant to the present study
'are described in this section, all of the codes used in the
larger study are descriBed in detail in the Observational .
Manual (Doyle, Ceschin, & Busque, 1985) in Appendix B.
Six observers (the author,‘two resegﬂéh assistants,land

.

three undergraduate students) were trained on using all of

the observatlonal/codes during twice-weekly meetings (1 1/2.
hours long) over a period of 6 months, by an observer’yell-“
trained in the use of the present observational\procedure.

The trainees observed and coded video-taped segments of

-

groups of children engaged 'in spontaneous play. Inter-
observer reliability was assessed after each two-minute
segment and disagreements were resol{ed by discussion.

A total of 30 minutes of observations per child was | .
“~ / .
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obtained across the thfee play sessions. Réiiability was
'asseSSed eifher by having a thiéz observer'present at the
‘session qho observed simuitaneoqsly with one of fthe two.
observers, or by having the two observers watch the same
children simultaneously for the lést‘fOUﬁ minutes of the
session. Reliability was assessed throughout the data

collepgtion for 11.4% of the intervals in-each session.s

A

Individually Administered'Measures

Goldschmidt and Bentler (1968) Coﬁcept Assessment Test

A French translation of an adaptation of the
‘Goldschmidt and Bentler Coﬁéept Assessmént Test (1968), Form
B, was used to assess concrete operational skili§ (see
Appendix C for a complete §g§éing ;nd_admin;stration
:manual). | | ) ' - A

Seven'conservafion tas&s wera. administered in the
following order: two-dimensional space, ﬁumber, substance,
continuous quantitf; wérght, di?qontinuoué quantity, and
volume. On each taék, the child was asked () whether
amounts of substance remained the same after as pompared to
before a transformation, and (b) why these°amohnts did or
did not remain the same. Each task therefore received two
scores: (a) whether or nét the child gave the correct
answer,;?nd (b) whether the child's explanation OC\Pis or

her answer was correct, partially correct, or incorrect.

These two scores were summed across all the tasks
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administered to* yield a total score, which could range from
0 to 28. Higher scoreé on this measure sugggst superiér
conservation skills.! Inter-scorer agreement on the scoring
of individual items was 98%,'based on aqvindependenﬂ second
scoring of 20% (n=24) of‘the»protocols. Test-retest
reliability, collected §n this measure by re-testing 71 of

~

the children ‘9 months later, was .542; p .001.

"
4 e

Ben Zeev (1977) Verbal Symbol Substitution Task

A French version of Ben-Zeev's (1977) verbal symbol
substitution task was included h@,assess symbolic skills in -
the verbal realm (see Appendlx D for a complete scorlng and
admlnlsgratlon manual). This task, adapted from Vygotsky
(1966), consists of seven itemg in which the child is
required to substitute one meaningful word:for another,
usually within a fixed sentence frame. The first two items
require the c¢child to recogﬁize.that a word can be
substituted for another instead of‘peing immediately tied‘Qo“
its referent. Example: "You know that in English this is
named airplane (expgrimenter shows toy airplane). In this

gamé- its name is turtle... Can the turtle fly?" (Correct

1, Doyle, Beaudet, and Aboud (in press), established 3
levels of task dlfflculty number and area; discontinuous
quantity, substance, weighty and continuous quantity; and
volume, in that order. The cg~efficient of reproducibility
of the data was .93 and ‘of scalability was .81 on a
subsample of 73 children in‘kindergarten to grade 3.

I
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answer: Yes). Thg,remaining items require the substituted
word to violéte obligatory grammatical selection rules of
the language, e.g. the word "clean" must be substituted for
the‘wprd "into" as in "The dell is:going glggg the house™.

‘ Thé answers to the questions were scored as correct,

partially correct, or incorrect. A total score, ranging

from 0 to 22, was obtained for each child by summing across’

Wby

all of the questions. A high score indicates superior
performance on this measure. Inter-scorer agreement on the
individual items was 99%, . based on a second independent
seoring of 20% (n=2U4) of the protocols. Test-retest
geliability, collected by re-testing 71 of the children §

months later, was .59 (2, .001).

Watson and Fischer (1286) Elicited Pretend Pfocedhre

A French trans%atibn of Watson and Fischer's (1980)
elicited éssessment of role understanding‘was dséd to
examine the complexiéy of the child's elicited pretense (see
Appendix E for the complete administration and scoring

manual). In this procedure, stories ranging from single

representations of an active agent to the intersection’ of

social roles for three agents were modelled by the .
experimenter using dolls representing a doctor, a child
patient. a nurse, and a mother. Each modelled story was

followed by an imitative story from the child. The 20 to 30

mifiute session was videotaped.
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* An adaptatlon of the scorlng criteria based on
Fischer's (1980) skill theory of development was used The
tapes were scored for the highest skill level demonstrated
_{(Fischer, 1980; Watson & Fischer, 1980), with p0351b1e
scores ranging from 4 to 14, Higher'scores indicated
superior performance on this task. Inter-scorer agreement
for the highest skifi level demonstrated was 844, based on
an independent second scoring of 20% (n=24) of the protocols
by a second person. When disagreements did -occur, éﬁe
highest leveis,iqdicated by ﬁhe two scorers dsuelly differed
Ey no more than one. Test-retest reliability, collected on
this measure by re-testfn" 71 of the ehildren 9 months

later, was .105, reflecting the hlgh proportion of children

who reached ceiling on the task when re- tested.

'Proceds¥e

Observation 'sessions were conducted over a 4 1/2 month

-period.. Indi¥idual tasks were given over a 6 month period,
beginning at tpe same time as the obseryatidns: The tests
were given in the following order; Goldschmidt and Bentler
Concept Assessment Test, Ben-Zeev Symbol Substitution Task,
and Watson and Fischer Elicited Pretend érocedure. Two
trained, bilingual research assistants administered the
measures in French in three separate,'individual testing
sessions. The testers were unaware of the children's play

[

performance. All of the data was collected between
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Results . ;

Reliability of observations

Inter-observer reliability was calculated within code
category (e.g. mode 'nf play, level of social interaction) on
‘apé;oximately 11.4% of thé observations,‘in terms of
agréementvon coding each 10 second time unit. The percent
agreemeﬁt énd Cohen's (1960) kappa coefficiené, yhichn
controls'for the{possib@lity of changce agreemenﬁ, for each
code‘categéry are presented in Table_l. Eighty percent

agreement - and a Cohen's kappa "above .6 are considered good.

[ [ {

Kappas between .4 and .6 afe'adequaéé (Bakeman &qGo;tman,

1986).

Preliminary analyses of dependent variables

Results of eva}uation of assumptions of normality and
homogeneity of var?ance for a}l observational and .test data
were satisfactory,/ except in two instances. For negotiation ,)
group, grade, aansex combinations, there were wide
variations in tqé'samplg siies of individual cells.
gdditibn, since/ many of the children never p}ayed games with
rules, the disZribution of the proportion of non—é;etend N
social play involving games with rules was positively skewed
(p < .01). The large size of the present sample makes it

less likely, however, that this skewedness rédlistically

affected the analysis (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1983).



Table 1

-Intgr-observer'Reliability for Code Categories

i
5\

Code Category .
( ]

% Agreement

“Cohen's kappa

i

-

{

Mode of Play -
Le{el o?ggocial Interaction
_Nqn-Preténd Activities.
ﬁole,Transforﬁations

Object Transformations

I Bb.O
85.3
e§f'3
72.5
69.6

. 658

572

. 601

- 466

- 355
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Since discriminant function analyses are partieularily
sensitive to outliers, univariate outliers were identified
within groups (e.g. negotiators and non-negotiators). Those
data greater than three standard deviations from the group
meén were recoded to three standard deviations (Tabachnik &
Fidell, 1983). Subsequent evaluation of the assumptions of
singularié&, multicdllinearity, normality, ‘and homogeniety
of variance-govariance matrices revealed ‘no threat %to the
valfdity of multivariate analysis, except in one instance.
The range of sample sizes for negotiation group x grade X
sex cells (see Table 2) make it unlikely that the data are
similarly distributed and call into question interpretations
of three-way interactions. For this reason, three-way
interactions of negotiation group, grade, and sex will not
be discussed. It shéuld be also noted thaﬁ, for all
multivariate analyses, the degree of intercorrelation
amongst predictor variables was examined to ensure tiat the
use of such techniques was justified.

The four measures.of the symbolic complexity of
observed social pretense were examined t§ potentially reduce
the number of variables in the principle analyses. The four
measures included the proportions of spontaneous social
pretense involving (a) simultaneous role and object
transformations, (b) remote roles, (c¢) multiple object
transformations, and (d) dissimiliar object transformations.

Correlations amongst the four measures as well as with



Table 2

Sample Sizes of Negotiation Group by'Gradé bj Sex Cells

i

e

- Grade
Negotiation
. . Group . Sex K- \\\\\\\ 1
) H Boys 12 15
Negotiators h
¢ Girls 16 18
: "Boys 16 17
Non-Negotiators
Girls .6

18




indiviéuall§ administered measures of elicited cognitive
skills revealed that 'all four measures were moderately to
highly related, .33 < r < .94 (éee Table G-1l). The
proportion of social pretense involving simultaneous role
-and object transformations was ﬁinally chosen as the measure
_of the symbolic complexity of spontaneous social preteﬁse
because of its iﬁportanééﬂﬁn prior research and theory
(Connolly & Doyle, 1984). o

Negotiation as a grouping factor

{

Preliminary analyses revealed that the distribution of

the amount of time spent in negotiation was‘markedly skewed
‘because one-third of fhe child;eﬁ did ndt negotiate. Since
g this invalidated analyzing negotiation as a continuous N
variable, childrén were divided into two groups on the basis

of  time in negotiation - the negotiators were those children

who engaged in at least 15 seconds of negctiation, while

the non—negotiatbrs were those children wha engaged in less

than 15 seconds of negotiat}on. The mean amount of
) negotiation for negotiators was 82 seconds, and for non-
negotiators was 2 seconds. There were 27 male negotiators,
33 male non-negotiators, 34 femélé negotiators, and 23
female non-negotiators.

[

‘'The analyses performed in the present study

3

The analyses pefformed in tpe present study may be

divided .into three categories; (a) those which tested.
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ﬁredictions'regarding the relation of negotiation to social
and cognitive deyelopment, (b) those which explored
alternative explanations for the occurance of negotiation
briefly discussed in the introduction, ;and (¢) those which

- .
explored the possibility that effects of grade and sex R ,

contribute to the significant relations of negotiation to

gsocial and cognitive development.
{ i

Analyses thch tested the predictions

To test the first prediction - that negotiators would

- tend to be older than nonknegotiators - a three-way ANQVA
{

was performed. In this ANOVA, negotiation group, grade, and

" sex were the independent variables and age in months was the

dependent variable. To test the second prediction - that
the negotiators would spend more time playing games with
rules - another thnee—ygy ANOVA was performed. In this

ANOVA, amdunt of time spent playing games with rules was the

dependent variable and negotiation group, grade, and sex:

were the independent variables. _ ) N
These analyses of variance revealed tﬁat negotiators
were not significantly older tﬁan non-negotiators, means for
bqth = 78 months, F (1, 110)) = 1.18, n.s., nor diﬁ more of
their non-pretend play involve games with }ules, means for
both = (1, 117) = .04, n.s. (For ANOVA summary
ﬁé;e" to Tables F-1 and F-3 in Appendix F.)

B\k\l‘o test the third and fourth predictions, discriminant
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function analyses were performed on different sets af
dependent measures to determine if negotiators. could be
accurately differentiated from non-negotiators. These
diseriminant function analyses were used to answer two
questions; (é) could negotiators be reliably dist;nguishgd
from.nbnfnegot{ators on the basis of the set of dependen?
variables?.. and (b) was oné subset of dependent variablés

*Erpetter at predicting group membership than another?
- It was predicted that the difference in skill level

F 4
between negotiators and non-negotiators would be more

pronounced for the seét of four pretend skills than it would -
be for the sé£ of four non-pretend skills. A discriminant';
function analysis was performed using the set of four
pretend skills, while another was performed using the set of
four non~pretend skills. The measures of pretend skills

" included (a) performance on the Watson and Fischer (19775
1980) elicited pretend procedure, (b) the proportion ‘of
sociéi pretend play involving simultaneous role and object
transformations, (c) the mean duration of social pretend

’interaction, and (d) the proportion of social'pretend pléy
involving higherflevel social interaction, The measures of
Aon-pretend skills included (a) performance on a measure of
Piagetian Conservation skills (Goldschmidt & Bentler, 1968),
(b) performance on the Ben—Zéev (1977) tesg of verbal symbol

substitution skills, (c) the mean duration of non-pretend

social intefactions, and (d) the proﬁortion of non-préhend
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social play-involving higher-level social interaction. For
both analyses, negotiation group was the grouping variable.

. Negotiators were significantly different from 5on—
negotaétors on the basis‘of pretend skillé,)é%lo9) =_2:33, o)
< .05. (see Table 3). The correlations between p¥edictor
variables and the discriminant function suggegts that the

_proportion af social pretense involv;ng'simdltaneoug role
and iject transfqrmations and performance on the Watson and
Pischer procedure are responsible ﬁo:'diétinguishing between
negotiatoré and non-negotiators.‘ Inspection of the means
presented in Table 4 also show that negotiators demonstrated
superior performance on the Watson and Figcﬁer procedure
_than non;negotiators, means = 11.09 vs. 10.48, F (1, 107) =
5.37, p < .05. Negotiators also spent a greater Qroporﬁion

of their social pretense engaged in §imuit$neogs_§ole and
object @ransfogmations (mean = .40) ‘than did non;negotiators
(mean = .31), F (1,199) = 4.74, p <..05, bué a Hegotiaiion
group by grade by sex ANOVA on the proportion of social
pretense involving simultaneous role and objeet

.transf?rmat%ons‘revealed that this main eff%ft is accounted
for by a significanténegotiagion g}oup b? sex interaction, F
(1, 109) = 4,74, p < .05 (see Table 5). This interaction is
due to the performance of the girls negotiatiors, who
engaéed in simultaneous role and object transformations

proportionately more often than any other group (see Table '

6) . - -\




Table 3

Discriminant Function Analysis of Measures of Pretend Skills

for Negotiators and Non-Negotiatorsa

- i

Correlations of | Poolea withig-group
/”‘@reéictogs with correlations amongst -
'discriminant function . L predictorsb .
, ,,Bped;éfor ‘ g .
variabde S . RQLOBJ  PSOCINT N -
~ :WFSCORf E .374 . 275 * 197 * 210 .*
'ROLOBJ . - .382 o 143 .128
PSOCINT . . . =.056 ‘ - | - —.147\
DURPRET - _.108 ' |
. . -
t p < .05 \ ‘ . " ~ 7
; ¥
\ agf = 4, 109 )
bar = 1, 113 " ' » ‘ ,

-

CWFSCOR - Highest level\demonstrated in the Watson and
Fischer procedure; ROLOBJ - Proportion of social pretense
involving simultaneous role and object transformations; “PSOCINT -
Proportion of social pretense involving high-level social .
interaction; DURPRET - Mean duration of eplsodes of social
pretense- - Ve
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Table 4

F

Group Means for Negotiators and Non-Negotiators on Measures

of Pretend Skills .

W &2 U . 1

Negot. WFSCORa ROLOBJ '’ PSOCINT DURPRET

3

Non-Negotiators. (n=54) 10.48 .31 .80 60.4

Negotiators . (n=61) 11.09b .40c . .80 ©  56.9

4 WFSCOR - Highest level demonstrated on the Watson and.
Fischer procedure; ROLOBJ - Proportion of social pretense
involving simultaneous role and object transformations; PSOCINT -

Proportion of social pretense involving high-level social
interactions; DURPRET - mean duration of episod~z of social

pretense

b,F (1,113) = 3.17, 10 > p < .05

CF (1,113) = 5.36, p < .05

) Y



Analylsis of vdriance Summary Table:' Proportion of Social

'PreteLse Involving Simultaneous Role and Object

Transformations by Negotiatjon Group (Neg.), Grade, and Sex

¥ ,
,
N .
Sourcg ’ - éf ) Mean Square ~F
- ' ' l '
Main effects - h
Neg. ‘ R . l .27 | 4,74 *
‘ Grade 1 . .00 - .01
Sex 1. S .52 “ ‘ 11.41 **
2-way Iﬁteracgions B | -
Neg. x Grade 1 a : ' .03 K 3 .67
Neg.' x Sex R | . .21 (/ : 4,70 *-
Grade x Sex | 1 - . .00 i .00
3-way Interactions
. Neg. % Grade
x Sex 1 .02 ‘ .04
- Error 109 N .05

* p < .05
L]
** p <",001 ¢
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Table 6 -
(/\ 4

Mean Praportion of Sacial Pretense Involving Simultaneous

1

Role and Object Transformations, Separately for Negotiators

and Noq-Negotiators, and for Boys and Girls

- ' e _ Negotiation Group
i Sex . Negotiators ‘Non-Negotiators
;“"' -
) M~ SD n M S n
Boys | .28a .18 27 .27a .20 33
Girls - .50b 21 34 .32a .26 23
Overall 40 .22 61 .29 .22 56

t

. s
a,b Means with different superscripts differ.significantly

éccording to Scheffe's test, with o« = .05.
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Pooled within-group correlations among the four
predictors are also shown in Table 3. Of the 6 '
correlations, 3 are 51gn1f1cant ate< = ,05. Performance on
the Watson and Fischer procedure correlated positively and
significantly with the other three dependent measures; the
proporpion of social bretense involving high-~level social
interaction, the mean duration of episodes of social Lo
pietense, and tﬁe propbrtion of social pretense involving
simultaneous role and-objéct transformations, r's (1;3) =
.97, .210, and :275, p < .05. These indicate ‘that children
who demonstrate superior performance on the Watson and
Fischer procedure are morexlikely to spend a greater
proportion of their social pretense in high-level social
interaction, are more likely to have a greater proportion
of their social pretensé involve simultaneous role and
object transformations, and are more likely to engage in
longer sequences of social pretense.

L

Negotiators could not, however, be significantly
discriminated from non-negotiators based on measures of
their skills in the non-pretend domain,?(%iOB) = 2,94, n.s.
(see table F-6). Thus, the discriminability of negotiatofs
from non—negotiator; on the basis of the set.of pretend
skills was markedly superior to qhat provided by the Set of
non-pretend skills, supportlng the third predlctlon.

The fourth predlctlon was that negotlators would tend

|
to have better-developed cognltlv% and social skills than
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non-negotiators. A discriminant function analysis was
performed on the social skills, including (aj the mean
duration of social pretena interactioﬁs, (b) the mean
duration oOf non-pretend social interaétions, (e) tﬁe
proportion of social pretend involving higher-level social
ipteractipn, and (d) the proportion of non-prétend social
play involving higher-level social interaétion.

To test the prediction that qegotiatoés'possess better-
developed cognitive skilfs than non-negotiators, their
performance on measures of cognitive abilities was examined

via another discriminant function analysis. These measures
included (a) the proportion of social pretend play involving
simultaneous role and object transformations, (b} the
highest level demonstrated on the Watson and Fischer’
Elicited Pretend Procedure, (c¢) the total score on the Ben-
Zeev Verbal Symbol -Substitution Task, and (d) the total
score on the test of Piagetian conservation skills.

Discriminant function analyses revealed that the
pefformancé of\negot;ators was not significantly diffeg?nt ;
from non-negotiators on measures of cognitive skills,xf(109) .
= 6.42y n.s., or on measures of'éocial skills,7<1(111) = L
3.40, n.s. (see Tables F-7 and F-8).

In summary, of the six analyses which testéd the
principle predictions, only the discriminant function
analysis of the measures of pré%end skills revealed a

significant difference between negotiators and non-
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negotiators. This supported the prediction that negotiators
demonstrate superior abilities in the pretend domain, and '
that the difference between negotiators and non-négotiators

is more marked in the pretend domain than it is in the' non-

pretend domain.

An%lyses which explored alternative hypotheses

A repeated measures multivariate analysis of variancé
comparing, in the same children, the social and symbolic
dﬁality of pretend sequences accompan%ﬁd by negotiation with
that of pretend sequences not accombanied by negotiation,
wa; used to explore the possibility that the purpose of
negotiation~was to clarify complex transfqrmatiops. In
addition to the within-subjects factor of type of sequence
(with or without negotiation), grade and sex were included
as between-subjects factors in the MANOVA. Scheffe postf%oc
tests were conducted to establish.which interféroup
differences were responsible for the significant results
obtained (note: all.post-hoc comparisons 'in the preseéj
study were condgcted using the Scheffe‘test).

Sequences of social pretend play accompanied by
negotiation weré those in which any negotiation occurred
during the same two minute observation interval; Sequences
with no negotiation were those two minute intervals in which

'no negotiation occurred. These two types of social pretend

sequences were comparea within the same children to control
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for individual differences in the frequency of negotiation
%

and social pretense. .
The social quality of these seduences was examined

comparing the mean duration of social pretend interactions

-

Y
in each. The symbolic complexity of the pretense in these

two'tyées of sequences was examined by comparing in each the
proportioﬁ of social pretense involving simﬁltanéous role
and object transformations. Since‘this analysis was
primarily concerned with the possible effects of the type of
) .
sequence, only main effects of type of sequence and its
intefaction with grade and/or sex are presented here.

With the use of Wilks' criterion, a significant main
effect for the type of social pretend sequénce, F (2, 44) =
14.93, p < :001, and a significant interaction of type of
sequence and grade, F (2, 44) = 4.97, p < .0l. was obtained.
and for grade and sexf’g (2, 44) = 2.40, p < .05. Finally,
a trend towardes the interaction of grade and sex was also
noted, F (2, 44) = 2.74, .10 < p > .05 (see Table 7 for a
sumﬁary of these results). b

To investigate the relative contribution of each
variable to the main effect of type of sequence and its
interactions with grade and sex, univariate anélyses of
variance were performed on the two dependent variables with
the same set . of independent variables. A summary oﬁ the
significant main effécts of type of sequence and its ’

interactions with grade and sex are also presented in Table
k

-
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7. 4

Examination of the results of the univariate ANOVAs
suggests that the 'significant main effect of type of
séquence is largely due to.a significant difference between
the mean duration of episodes of social pretense (see Table
7). Episodes of social pretense accompanied by negotiation
tendéd to be shorter (mean = 40.02 seconds) than those
sequences unéccompanied by negétiatioﬁ, means are 40.02 and
63;15 secqnds (sée Table 8).

The significant univariate interaction between type oﬁ
sequenée and grade on ;he proportion of social pretense
involving simultaneous role and object transformations, F
(1, 49) = 9.29, é <,.Ol, accounts for the significant type
" of sequénce by grade interaction observed in the
multivariate analysis, F (2, 44) = 5.08, p < .01 (see fable
7). For kindergarten children, sequences of pretend
unaccompanied by negotiation were significant;y more likely
to involve simultaneous role and object transformations
(mean = .52) than, for thé same children, sequences which
did. not involve negotiation (mean = .28). The mean
complexity was also gréater than either kind of sequence for
grade 1 children (see Table 9).

To explore the possibility that increased negotiation
simply reflected. an increase in the total amount of social

pretend play, a three-way ANOVA was performed'on,fhe total

amount of time spent in social pretend play. In this ANOVA,



Table 7

. N Analyses- of Variance Summary Table for Type of Sequence,

b
Py

Grade,. and Sex: Effects Involving Type of Sequence

+

w/x”ﬁ} . ,SQurce Dependent  df Mean Square F
}r LT ’ variables
s . . . .
Type of ., All DV's . 2,44 15.26 14,93 **
Sequence (TS) ' DUR046a 1,45  -13075.80 = 29,91 **
| . -
’ ROLOB + 1,45 .11 " 1.84
TS x Grade Ali‘DV's , 2,44 5.0R 4.97 *
. * *
DUR046 . 1,45 643.53 1.54
ROLOB 1,45 .53 9.29 **
TS % Sex . All.DV's 2,44 , - .05 " 5L
TS x Grade
| X Sex All DV's 2,44 "+ .86 .84
- ‘ )
,0
. rd
8 R < ‘e Ol .

** p < 001

. 3
t . .

t

o
»
!
L .

apyRO46 --mean duration of episodes of social pretense;

ROLOB, — proportion of social pretense involving simultaneous role
and object transformations

)
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Tablz 8

"Mean Duration of Social Pretense Within Sequences

Accompanied and Unaccompanied by Negotiation

63

Type of .Sequence

M D, n
_With Negotiation - 40,02 T 21.65 49
‘Without Negotiation ) 63.15 . 20.9%4 4g-°
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in which negotiation group, grade,and sex were the
independént variablés, no significant differénce in the
total amount of social pretense engaged in by negotiators

(\épd non-negotiatorg, mean = 458 vs 415 seconds, F(1l, 110) =
2.34,’6.5. Negotiation did interact, however, with sex, F
(1, 110) = 4.27, p < .05 (see Table\lO). ,Girl negotiators
~‘~—Mspent—significantlymmore*time*engaging—in;sccial—pfétense*“*"”“——
(mean = 425 secdnds) than girl non-nggotiators.(mean ; 278
seagnds), and significantly less time iﬁ social pretense -
} than boy negotiators (mean = 501 seconds) (see Table 1l).

To explore tﬁe possibility that the negotiators simply
talked more, a three-way ANOVA was performed on the amount
of tlde spent in Activity Talk, Jﬁth negotiation group,
grade, and sex as the independent- variables. Negotiators
differed from non-negotiators in the proportion of their
non-pretend play involving activity talk, F(1, 1105 = 12.67,
p < .005 (see Table 12). 1Inspection of Fhe means preseﬁted
in Table 13 indicates that negotiatoré spent much more of
their non-pretend social interaétion talking about their

current activities or surroundings (mean = ..26) than did

non-negotiators (mean = .18).

Analyses which explore the relations between

gg&otiation group, gfade, and sex

Three-way ANOVAs (Grade X Sex X Negotiation Group) were

performed on each of the eleven dependent measures' described
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Table 9

'Mean Pfoportion of Social Pretense Iﬂvolving Simultaneous

Role and Object Transformations Within Sequences Accompanied

and Unaccompanied by Negotiation, and Separatéiy-for Each

Grade ’
g
| ‘Grade -
Type of ' .
Sequenege ‘ ‘ K (n=21) 1 (n=28)
) ” M~ 'SD - M SD ‘
With Negotiation , .28a .31 " .29a. .27 ,
Without Negotiation . .52b .25  .36a .25 -

a

a,b Means wiph different superscripts differ signifiéantly,

according to Scheffe's test, with « = .05. &
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Table 10

-~

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Amount of Time Spent in

Social Pretense by Negotiation .Group (Neg.), Grade, and Sex

Source - . af Mean Square T F

Main effects

Neg.. 1 ' 142925 2.34
Grade 1 ' 67746 , 1,11 ©

Sex : 1 . 698291 - ~11.46 **

2-way Interactions

5

Neg-. x Grade 1. ' 43334 71
Neg. x Sex ! ‘260392 4.27 *,

Grade x Sex 1 ' 95314 . 1.57,
3-way Interactions

Neg. x Grade

"X Sex ' 1 - . 21087 . .34
Error : 110 ;60951 * : ’>/“
* p < .05 . -
** p < .001
) i L ‘
\/\..
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Table 11
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Mean Amount of Time Spent in Social Pretense,ﬁ§§parately for

Negotiators and Non-Negotiators, and for Boys and _Girls

) v
i _ § Sex .,
ﬁegotiation /
. ’ \
Group . Boys . Girls !
M D on M o/ o
Negotiators 501a 272 . 27 425b 232 34
. : . 2
Non-negotiators  511a 260 33 #78c 2l

216

a,b,c Means with different superscripps differ significantly

,according to Scheffe's test, with o<

-
-

.05.



Table 12

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Proportion of Social

Non-Pretend Play Involving Activity Talkfby Negotiation

Group (Neg.), Grade, and Sex

. ‘.J"
! Source - df , Mean Square F .,
R
Main effects ! ) .
Neg. 1 “.21 . _ 12.67 ***
) Gtade S ‘ .05 . 2.9 4
’ sex L .03 2,01 °
'2-way Iiteractions ) ; | '
Neg. x Grade -1 , .03 - i.so
' Neg. x Sex X R E R . 2.0
Grade x Sex 141 , .08 ) - 5-4.85 *
3-way Interactions /l |
Neg. x Grade T,
X Sex 1 R ' .13 7 4.69 *
Error 110 't .02 .
s ‘
+..10 < p > .05 |
*p < .05 T L T
- | ** p < .005 o . -

**%* p < ,001




e
'
A 7
A
‘.
[
.
.«
l.‘a
N
. -
-
K]
N Ix}
Y
Y
L
e e
4
EL
.

a

Méaﬁ ﬁroportion of Non-Pretense Social Play Involving.

Al r

-

Agtifity Talk, Separately for Negotiators and Non-

\

4

- . Negotiators

Negojiators (n=61) _ T .26 . .13

NonﬁNngéiaﬁdrs (n=57) .18 R B

.
. , -
, K o o
. 4 LI o™ -
‘:\5 ' .
\ .
. 3
¢ -
v ~
. N .' ‘v
o - 2
. N -
.
‘o, i - -
. . ; ’ .
.
~¥£‘ . ‘ \ J
? L] ‘ "
“
. ‘. . 1
. -
~ >
¢ ) ., » .
. N
.. r
¢ . ’. ; )
" o
o T ’
N 3
IS ? » »
-
R N * '
- s
. Ve
~ ) "




70
above to explore the inter-relafionship of grade and sex
witﬁ negotiation group. The purpose of these analyses was
to aid in the interpretation of the significant differences,

y;. obtained in the discriminant function analyses, and to help
de;érmine fruitful directions for future research. Since
these énalyses were primarily concerned with the possible
effects of the type of sequence, only main effects of
negotiation and its iq}eractions with grade and/or sex will

.

be noted. (For summaries of all e%ploratory analyses, See

. .

Tables G-5 to G-15 in gppendif G.) In addition, F values
for non-significant findings will not be provided because
these analyses do not test spécific predictions or rule out
specific alternative hypotheses.

Y Though signifiéant sex by negotiation;group - .
<gnteractions were evident on measures of social skill, no
consistent relationship was noted between the two variables.

For example, the negotiation group x sex interaction was“
signifiéant fof mean duration of episodes of social ,
.pretense, F (1, 109) = 6.47, p < .05. (see Table G-5). This
finding reflected the tendency of boy non-negotiators to
gengage in episodes of significantly greater mean duration
(mean = 64 seconds) than did boy negotiatorg (mean = 53
seconds) (see Table G-6). In addition, a significant
negotiation éroup by sex interaction was ébtained when the

)

'mean duration of episodes of non-pretend social play was

' examined, F (I, 109) = 4.16, p < .05 (see Table G-7). In

/
a R ) M
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contrast to the previous finding during pretend plav, non-

T1

. pretend social interactions of girl non-negotiators tended

to be significantly longer than those of any other group
(Table G-8). No main effects of negotiation or interactions
witglgrade or sex were noted for the proportion of social
pretense or non-pretené‘ involving high-level social
interaction (Tables G-9 to G=11).

Finally, no main effects of negotiation group were

‘noted on the test of ?iagetian conservation skill or on the

\

test of verbal symbol substitution skill, while the main
effect noted on the Watson and Fischpr elicited pretend
prdcedure has already been discussed. No interactions of
negotia%ion group with grade or with sex were noted on any

of these measures. (See Tables G-12 to G-15.)
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Discussion
»

~

The major goal of this study was to assess thé
developmental significance of neg;tiation for social and
cognitive skills in children 5 1/2 tb~7 1/2 years of age.
It will be recalled that, based on the review of the
literature on met;-pretena communication and én the
implicaﬁions!of a model outlined for skill development,
children who negotiated were expected to (a) be older, (b)
play more games with rules, (c) evidence better skills in
both the pretend and non-pretend domains (and more so in thé
former), and (d) evidence better social and cognitive skills
than\non-négotiators. |

In this study, the developmental significance oé
negotiation was gucﬁ‘more circumscribed than had been
predicted. It demonstrated no reiationship to socialﬁskill
development or to skill development in the non-pretend
domain. In addition, ¢hildren who negogiated did not tend
tn be older, nor did they play more games with rules. Thé
occurrence of negotiation was‘associated, howe&er,|with some
of the cogni;ive skilis'involved in social pretend
enactment. Children who negotiated were more likely to .
enact cognitively éomplex preteﬁd transformations in their
elicited pretePse and, to a lesser degree, in their
spontaneous pr%te se. The latter finding ;as, howevgr, only

. !
true for girls - while the spontaneous social pretense of
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girl negotiators tended to be symbolically more complex than
that of either boy negotlators or girl non- negotlators, no
significant difference.was obtained when boy negotiators and
boy non-negotiators were compared.

The findings of the present study do not, howgyer,
support two of the alternative explanations for Ege
occurrence of negotiation. Since negotia?ors do not engage

in more social pretend enactment than non-negotiators, the

occurrence of negotiation does not simply reflect an

" increase in the amount of social pretense. In addition, the

finding that se&uences of social pretense accompanied by
negotiation dld not involve cognltlvely more complex.
transformations than those unaccompanied by negotiation
suggests that negotiation does not simply occus because one
child fails to understand the role and/or object
transformations of a partner. In fact, sequences of sociél
pretense accompanied by negotiation were significantly
shorter rather than longer in duration than those‘
unaccompanieﬁ by negotiation. Tﬁey also tended to be

symbolically less complex, especially for kindergarten

Ehildren. Both of these findings contrast with what would

be expected -if thls alternative explanation of the
occurrence of negotiation were supported. Thus, it is
likely that the occurrence of negntiation is significant in
and of‘itself and not because it reflects other behaviors.

The negotiators did, however, tend to talk much more
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about their non-pretend .social dctivities than did non- .
nego@iators. While this may suggest that the occurrence of
negotiation éimply reflects a child's verbosity, an
alternative and intriguing explanation for this finding is
available. Perhaps activity talk and/negotiation'are
analagous behaviors in the pretend afé non-pretend domain in
that both often involve explicit verbal descriptions of his
or her own activities. In accordance with the views of
Vygotsky (1962), such descriptions may increase the child's
conscious awareness of his or her own activities, and serve
as a crucial step in the internalization of actid®patterns.
Both activity talk and negotiation may therefore Help

the child to plan and guide his or her own behavior towards

a recognized goal, and to realize that one's own behavior

\\Ean be consciouély controlled. If this is true, then these

activities may also contribute indirectly to the realization

that interactions with others can be similarily subjected to

conscious control - i.e. they may help to dispell the
belief,. described by Piaget (1932), that rules-of 5001al

conduct are immutable- 1aws. ) *

Such a view of negotiation and activity talk cannot,
unfortunately, be adequately tested in the pontext of She
present study. Nevertheless, the relationéﬁib‘of thesg two
activities in relation to one another and to the development
of social-cognitive awareness mérits futurehzgsearch.

s {
The analyses exploring the relation between
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negotiation, grade, and sex revealed that negotiation group
was generally a significant factor in and of itself, one
whose effects in the present study did not tend to simply
reflect an interaction with sex or with grade. The symbolic
complexity of spontaneous pretense was, however, an
exception - girl negotiators engaged in symboligally complex
social p;etend play proportionately more often than any
other graup. An interpretation of this finding is not
readily available from the present literature and may have
to await further research on the differential effects of
toys on the quality of social pretense enacted by boys and
girl; (discussed in géeater detail on below).

While interactions of negotiation group with sex
indebendent of main effects of negotiation group were
obtained on measures of the social maturity of their play;
nohconsistent‘pat£zrn emerged. Fcr example, girls who
negotiated spent significantly morevtime in social pretense
than those who did not, while the difference between bbys
who negogiated and. those who did not was ingignificantﬂ On
the other hand, boy non-negotiators tended to engaged in the
longest episodes of social pretense, while girl non- &
negotigpors tended to maintain non-pretend social
interaction for the longest period of time.

These exploratory analyses suggest the need to consider
grade and sex effects in future research, either by (a)

A}
continuing to include .them as factors in analyses involving
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negotiation group, and (b) by ekamining them in relation to
other aspects 3? tﬁé quali;y of pretend and non-pretend
piay. For exa@ple, pre;ious (as yet unpublished) research F
in our lab suggests tnat the kindé of toys available may
“affect ﬁhe relative frequency and quality of pretend and
non-pretend play différently‘for boys and girls. These
effects may account fqQr some of the interactions of
negotiation‘group witz sex described above.

Certain aspeéts'of'the present des}gn may make it
difficult to speculate on'the developmental significance of
negotiation based on the résults obtained. First of all,
the.inability to treat negﬁtiation as a continuous variable
weakens the ability of this design to provide support for
the developmental significancgyof negotiation by rendering
it incapable of examining differences between children who
negotiated\é little and those who negotiated alot. This is
not to say that .the ﬁkstinction between negotiators and non-
negotiators is not a valid one. The requirement that.'
children negotiéte for at least 15 seconds in order to be
.classified as negotiators v;rtﬁally ruled ogt two kinds of\
potential misclassification'- namely: (a) classifying
ghildren'as nédqtiators whose 'negotiation' had been
mistakenly é%ded; ahd (b) classifying children as
negotiators only because they were-able to briefly

acknowledge -°but unable to sustain = the‘meta-prétend

communication of a partner. Nonetheless, potentially

.
-
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valuable differencés amongst the group of children
classified as negotiators could not be explored.

In addition, the failure to thke note of brief \
negotiation - e.g. that which lasted less than five seconds
- may have also weakened the power of the present design to
provide support for the developmental significance of
negotiation. In fact, the frequency of negotiation noted in
the present study is surprisingly low when compared to the
findings of other researchers (e.g. Sachs et al, 1980), who
coded utterances not necessarily lasting 5 seconds. It is
nop unlikely that brief negotiation, omitted in the present
~stﬁdy, is of significance, since’ the ability to translate
plans into immediate action (thus avoiding thefqver'té
résponse required for negotiation to be noted in the prgsent
coding scheme) implies a sophisticated capacity to
understand the intentions of a p’ay partner

The developmental significance of negotlatlon for
cognitive skills in the pretend domain may also be difficult
.to ascertain because of the relative reliance on measures of
spontaneous pretense. As mentioned in the Introduction,‘the
research of Watson and;Fischer (]980) comparing elicited «nd
spontaneous(measures,éf pretend abilipy_suggests that tﬁe !
quality of pretense observed EE spontaneous plfy does not
accurately reflect the child's true capacities. 'The fact

that the measure of elicited pretend skills revealed a

significant difference between negotiators and non-
) ) ’
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negotiators while the measure based on observat;on of their
spontaneous pretense provided inconsistent results is
consistent with the findings of Watson and Fischer. Other
-elicited pretend pfocedures are in fact available fof
children of this age (e’.g. Overton and Jackson, 1973) and
perhaps the use of these and other elicited pretend
procedures are neceifary to establish true differences
between the pretend skills\of negotiators and non-
negotiators.

It is also crucial that the pelation between the
quality of pretend scripts and the occurrence of negotiation
be considered.% While no support was found for the -
hypothesis that negotiation occurs because children do not
uqderstand the role and/or object transformations of a
partner, the possibility thatlchildren negotiate because
théy do not understand the scrigt proposed by a play partner
was not explored. Pretend scripts may require‘bétter
developed pretend skills in that object and/or role
transformations‘must not only be enacted, they must be
incorporated into an understandable storyline. Thus
children who demonstrate comparable pretend skills ?hen role
and/»nr objects traﬁsformations are examined may possess
different skills when thgir pretend scripts are examined.

It is important to examine pretend scripts in Felation to
negotiation in that negotiation around pretend scripts may "

be more similiar to discussions of games with rules than )
4



A
N '

g 79

negotiation around specific transformations (see p.25).
Less than optimal inter-observer reliability wight have

also weakened the present study by introddcing greater

‘random variance into the observational data. In fact, F-

ratios less than 1.0 were obtained in several analyses
involving observational variables, suggesting that extreme
within-group variation may have reduced the power of these
anélyses to detect sign;ficant inter-group differences.

Most importantly, it is very difficult to establish the
significance of negotiation for social and cognitive
development by merely correlating its frequency with the
frequenc; of occurrence of otger behaviors. The role of
negotiation in the development of specific episodes of
social pretense and non-pretend social interactions must be
examined via a sequential analysis of such in&eractions -
that is, an examination of the social interactions and
social pretense preceding and following negotiation. Such
an analysis would, for example,\better establish the
significance of negotiation for social skill development by
allowing us to examine whether it reflects or contributes to
increased‘understanding of a play partner's intentions and
to reciprocity in their social interactions. A sequential
analysis of individual episodes of so%ifl pretend
interaction would also gllpw us to consider how negotiation

may facilitate the sharing of transformations and/or pretend
Vi .

sceripts.
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In conclusion, the findings of the present study

80

suggest that negotiation is related to the development of

.
o

cognitive skills in the preteﬁdvdomainf-'In.addition, its .
corgeiation with non-pretend activity talk suggests a
possible relation t6 conscious awareness and control over
oﬁe's own behavi§r, a reiation which merits future research.
The fiﬁdings also underscere the importance of examining 'L
poOssible sex differgnces,‘across a variety of toy sets, in
the occurrence 'of negotiation, and fheir réiation to the
symbolic compleiity of sbontaneous social pretense and the
maturizy of their social intera%tions. Future research
should alsS examine the relation of negotiation to the .!
development of prétend scripts and elicitéd prétend skills,
and should include briefer episodes of negotiatfon than in%
the preéent study. Finally, experimental designs involving
a ;equeqtial analysis°of negotiation during specific
episodes of social pretense may help us ‘to better understand

its role in the development of social skilIs and of more

sophisticated social pretend scripts.
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QEOBSEBVATION MANUAL FOR PLAY SESSIONS

- 1

4

These observations will record data relevant to the

*

following categories dk%;pg the 1-minute observation -

periods:

1) The occurrence and duration of social interaction versus
N o [ ' ' -

solitary activity.

L 4

2) .The’occurrence and duration of nop-pretend‘vensus
pretend social interaction. SR .
.-~ c . . .

3) - The frequency of specific compoenents of pretend and

non-pretend social interactions.

o

Qbse%vétion Procedure: |

Theﬁg will be 4 children,tb observe for each of three
sessions lasting 20 minufes each. LIA each.session: two
observers will observe the childreq in rotation for a totai
of 5 1-minute observations per child per observér. The

obqerveﬁs will note the pretend or non-pretend nature of any

8

social interaction which occurs, the duration of such |
inte}actioﬂs and épecif{c symbolic features of the pretend
interaction, eg. object use andﬁidentiPy‘trapsformation. On
every foufth sessién, a third obsefézy will watch the child

simultaneously with one of the two observers to monitor

ry
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reliability. -

» .

’» " [ .

PLAY CODES

1), Toys Used. Each category of toy a child is playfng

Wwith is recordéd-usging a TXX score. Toy codes are_sgored

before the type of play. Toy codes are as follows:

Pretend and Non-Pretend Socfal Interactions

/

700--No toy -
..70]--Dressup, Dentist, Entertainer,.

and Garden and

O3

Construction paraphanalia

702--Playmobil

TOé;hConstructioﬁTToys

?OH—-Tos ing Games
705--Board Games
706--Paper activities

707--Stuffed Animals

'S
7087-0thér

Duriqg the observation periods, the'following'mutually
exclusive and exhaustive.codes are used to indicate the
occurrence of pretend and non-pretend social interactions:

- 04T

@

\

ous
146

045

-

soc;al'negat{ation of pretend

social pretend play - enactment

<

w

solitary pretend play,

non-pretend social interaction

]

Y

0§

1

\
3



co 145 non-pretend solitary play
555 interaction with an adult
/..I"i?
556  onldoker behavior ~
557 unoccupied behaviore

( -

2)Def1n1t10n of Interaction. \

A sod&al -interaction (OHX) is at mlnimum one
initiation-response sequeneet‘i.e. an init;ation which
receives a response within 5 seconds (adapted from |

. 'éneenwood, Walker, Todd & Hops, 1979). 'An initiation is

’ defined as any'attempt to, engage another child in social o
interaction. This refers to any bid for attention,
leadershlp attempt or behavior specifically dlrected towards
a peer in order to e11c1t a response. Physical gestures
(offer toy, wave, show), deliberate physical contact (touch,
pat,.hit), verbal directives or requests (ask, command,
comment on), play behavior,*i?itation}and active, directed
smile/laugh are included. Play behavior includes coﬁtaottng
someone,yith a toy, ekg. zooming an ‘airplane around another

child's head, or contacting someone else's toy such as

taking a toy which another child is using or was using asd

is still in the vicig}ty of: Imitation ean be reéarded as an
. . ‘inittation attewpt if it is immediate and if the peer is in
the vicinity.'In brder to assume that an initiation has

occurred, it must. be Bossible for the observer to identify

“the target to whom it is directed.

h ]
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,&A'responsedjﬁ defined as any acknowledgement by the
target of ‘the s6ci

s

cial bid directed toward him. All behdviors

described under initidtions could‘also serve as responses.
" In addltlon, a response may be indlcated by a look, smile,

\Lfrown, compliance with a command, cry, or acceptance of an
s .
offered object. _ ' . ",“— ot
. ’ . ?

3)Mode of Play.

The social interactlon is categorized as literal (045),

pretend enactment' (046), or pretend negotlatlon (ou7).

Pretend play refers to any.activity which involves the
% transtfrmation of identity, setting, object,‘action plan or
of’the child's actual situation. Pretend transformation

involves'attributing to the objects, setting, people or

mgterlals, propertles other than those which they actually
%

pos ess. These'features of the environment are teated in an

‘mas/if" fashion‘ratner than literally. Such tnansformaéions-

can range from simple animation of‘miniature objects, such

e/'making a can go "vroom", to more complex assumptions of

'd;ffenent role identities, e.g. being a mommy, a~ooctor, or
Batman. 1

Literal play %nvolves treating objects, people, etc.

according to common and appropriate use. This‘i ludes
explorlng the environment and verbal or ‘ron-verbdl behav1or
which does not. transform. Note that building witn blocks
and saying "I'n making a house" 15 literal activity;

-

e
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The observer will note the oecurrence of social—pretend
. .
play based on the occurrence of planning and/or enactment.

In order to score social pretend pla- (ou6), the children

must share the theme of the pretend seduence, minim%lly
sharing the same toys (see definition of parallel play) or
sharing a-—more explicit theme. - - o

©

Pretend planning (O47) includes preparatory or

= . procedural behaviors .and negotiation related to social

pretend play, explicit mqntioﬁ of a pretend transformétion,

‘or negation of it.
a) Preparatory or procequral behaviors and negotiat;on

are those behaviors concerned with the nature of the pretend
7 il ~ . i . , .
sequence beirig set up. These may include invitations to

b

enéage in social pretend play (e.g. "let's play space
'sh{p"), offering a pﬁop ,(e.g., "here's yoﬁr,ray gun"),
- clarification of rights (e.g. "you have to sit here")- and

‘discussion of roles (e.g. "the captain holds the wheel")f

Pretend negotiations or procedural behaviors that are social
and verbal are.coded as OU4T7. That is, for OUT to be ‘scored

- two children (or mope) must participate verbally in the

-

negotiation of pretend.
b) Explicit mention of the transformation hay“include‘

_.8pecific mention -of the partner's or child'é role pr plan of

<

. activity, as well as mention of the trafsformation . or

invention of an object. They are distinguished from
4

~ L
enactment by being spoken .in the child's usual voice,
* N T e
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r

without exaggerated gesture or affect (e.g. "That's the
baby's bed" and pointing to a table).

c) Negation of Pretend These verbalizations suggest
that the child was pretendlng by indlcatlng the termlnatlon
of pretend (e.g. "No, I'm Jake now"), by denying the
ekistence of en imaginary object (e.g. "you don't have money
‘there'), or by reaffirming the reality status of an object
(e.g. "that's not a bed; that's a table"). If an O45 has
been coded and the target child negates pretend, observers
should note that they have missed something and they should
be more alert. If an OU6 was coded and the target child " |
negates the pretend, the play code should be changed'te an
b5, " -

Pretend (X46) may te indicated by any overt
representationhof voecal euality (whining, change in pitch),
content of speech (scolding, "I shot a big lion", "Hello,
I'm the doctor. How are you today"), physical gestures
(waving), attitudes (anger), acts or actions (ironing), when
sut forth by the pretender as characteristic of an adopted
identity, or appropriate to a play situation resuiting from
a particular transformation. Enactment thus includes ongoing
‘pretend dialogue,'and animation of toys and objects.

Apgropriate toy use ef miniature replicas of real
'objects (such as toy cans, dolls, irons, etc.)is sometimes
difficult/to score as pretend enactment or literal play.

Appropriate toy use in the centext of any assumed identity.

3
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(e.g., riding a bike and making machine noises, setting tﬁe

‘table with toy dishes) is considered pretend.

However, playing with cars must be accpmpanied by a
further animation such as making car noises in order to be
scored. The use of miniature objects without ahy further
elaboration in the form of pretend gestures'or vocalizations

is not scored as pretend. , -

/

Interaction with an adult (555). 555 is scored -

whenever the target child engages in an interaction with one

of‘the adults present in thé\roém. For 555 to be scored,
the interaction should be so intense or last so 1ohg fhat it
disrupts the play. _An interaction that ﬁasts less than 10
seconds 1is not‘usually nough to be scored as a 555.

/’ - .
Onlooker behavior (556). 556 is scored whenever the

target child watches others play but does not enter into the
activity. Typigally, the child stands at the fringes of a .

group of children s/he is‘watching.

Unoccupied Behavior (557). 557 is recorded whenever

the target child is not playing in the usual sense, but
watches activities of momentary interest, plays with his/her
own body, gets on and off chairs, follows the teacher or

merely glances around the room.

“

4)Level of Play.

Level of play will be coded according to an adaptation

of the peer play scale (Howes, 1980). Changes in the level

@

- 1
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of play are scored within observation intervals. A 5-second
,rule applies for recording level of play; that is, a given

level of play must last at least 5 seconds to be reéorded.

Level 1 Parallel Play/801 - Two children are engaged in “
similar activities (e.g. playing with the same toy or doing .
the same activity, such as looking ovut the window) but dd
not engage, in eye contact or social,behavior: This is =
) essentially Parten's classic definition of parallel play S
The children are playlng,be51de but not with each other. For v
example, two children might be drawlng side by side, each
absorbed in his/her own activity. This level of p%ay (with
no social behavior) is similar to 14X (solitéry play). The
distinction between these two codes will be made according

. to two criteria:

a) Code ONX,‘801‘hhen the children are close to each

other, oriented toward each other (or at least not back to

back), and playing with the same toy or doing the same
thing. .
b) Score 14X when the children are far gpart or not

sharing the samé/toy or activity.

Lev;l 2 Parallel Play with Mugual Rega 4/802 - e
children are engaged in the same or similar activiéyisgs in
level 1) but théy engage in mutual’regard i.e., two
chiidren look over to each qther's activity at different
times) or in eye contacé and are aware of/ each other. For

example two children who are arawing look at each o¢ther or



.
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one makes a comment (not necessarily directed at the other i

.chil®) and the other looks up. Or, child 1 looké over at

child.2 and then child 2 looks over at child 1.

Level 3 Simple Social Play/803'% While engaging in the
same or similar acti%ity'(e:g; same toy, conversipg,
talkihg, playing together) each ;hild must direct a social
bgd to the other. Children will generally be engaéed in

similar activities during 803, but they may also be engaged

~ in different activities. For example, while one child ié

exploring the dress-dp and the other is &}awing, they may be

engaged in a conversation where there is social interaction.:

Observers should not be too strict with the same activity

rule in these types of instances. Social bids include

smile, speak, positive touch, offer an object, receive an .
, \/
object, offer comfort, help with a task, take an object, or //

/

aggress, approching another child. For example, two childreﬁ

are dréwing and one child addresses the other and the othér
’ K /

offers her a crayon. Or, two children are playing with/

i L}

action figures and one child takes a %igure and the ﬁ%hey
child says "Hey that's mine".
Level 5 Complementary and Reciprocal Social Play/805 -

Two children engage in complementary and reciprocal
activities and each child directs a social bid to the other
as in 1ev§l 3. Complementary and reciprocal activities are

ones in which each child's action reverses the others',

demonstrating awareness of the Fole of the other. Examples

3

’
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. % include tossing a ball back and forth; chasing the other and
then being chased; one child moves a truck from‘thé‘block

structure to the shelvgs where the second child loads the -
truck with blocks; playing hunter-hunted, dgctor-patient,
cop;—& robbers, etc. All types of turn-taking behavior fall
under th}s level of play. For an 805 to occur, there must
be a reversal of the two chidren's roles (i.é;, the first
child chases the second and tﬁen phe)firét child is chased

\.

by the secqnd).

-)Tone., . A
]

Tone is the affective quality of the soc1a1
inteéact;pn. Positive tone (601),13 indicated by such
bghayibrs as giving, sharing, smiling, laughing, ;ouching,i
verbal agreement, cooperation, vérbal support. Neut}aI*EBHE)
- (602) is scored when no indication of\mood is shown by the
child, and when his 1nteract10ns are very matter- of-fact. ‘ﬂ
Negative tone (603) is 1ndicatedxby such actlons as hitting, -
hostile deliberate pushing, name-calling, strong denialé or
réfusals, negative commands, crying, grabbing toys, etc.
Unlike other scoring categories,’'where we are interésted in
describing the‘prevailing attributes, when scoring the tone
of.ghe’social interaction,one positive or negative gesture'

.is sufficient to warrant that score. fpat is, all the

changes in tone are scoreg within the observation intervals.

*
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“ 6) Components of Play-Pretend. ﬂ%@%

If the interaction is categorized as pretend, then the

‘number and type of identity (2XX), object (3XX) and setting

transformations usgd'in the play are coded using an
adaptation of coges previously developped and used in 5ﬁr
research (Connolly, Doyle, & Ceschin, 1983; Connolly &
Doyle; in press; Doyle & Connolly, 1981).

©a) Idenﬁity Transformations - Three features of the

children's identity transformations willnbe coded to

determine their degree of elaboration and4symbolizat10n.

» First, the role enacted will be coded with regards to its

" remoteness from the child's realm of experience (Saltz,

Dixon, & Johnson, 1977). A score of (21X) is used if the

role’ enacted is one ‘the child has héﬁ a chance to experience

him/herself in real life, such as student, patient, child,

sibling, etc. A score of (22X) is given for a familial role
the child has experienced through others, such as mother,
father, aunt, etc. This score is also coded for taking on
the role of a common pet, e.g. dog, cat. A score of.(23X)D
is given if the role enacted is one the child has
experienced through others in every@af real life but outside
his/her family; such as teacher, busdriver, mailman,_and
policeman. Also, (23X) will indicate generalized human
character roles. ’These roles indicate such rbles as "pretty
lady", "bad guy", "sexy woman", and "angry man" without

clear identification of a specific character (i.e. doctbp,

a
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musician, etc.). TQese roles are signified by primping
behavior, a poﬁ&gre, a tone of voice or expreséion. "A score
of (ZUX) is gi&entzgrthe role enacted is one the child
cannot likely qxperienqe in reality but has heard o} or seen -
through televisioﬁ or stories. Such roles include Superman,

Star Wars, Mr. T., astronaut, explorer, monster, robéts,

etc. Also code a 2UX when the cHIld takes the roie;of én

animal he or she is{not likely to own. "-A'score of 24X will

also designate imaginary characters the childfen make up !

that are likely without any basis in previous experience 15
reality or through T.V., stories or bogks.

The second feature of identity transformations that

will be scored is the multiplicity of roles simultaneously

adopted by each character (e.g., whether a "daddy" is alsoc a
-"worker" and a "husband"). The number of different roles
each character is transformed into will be tallied using
codes- 2X1, 2X2, 2XH4, etc. For each tgansformation of the
role, the code will be entered. -

If a child changes from enacting one'role to another
(i.e., first pretends to be a policeman and then a goctor),
within the same pretend sequence, the role codes (2§X and
06X) must be coded again to indicate this change, even
thbugh there is no change in the gigg of role enacted.

A scéore df (200) is given whenever f{he target child

‘ends a particular identity transformation and is without a

rdle’within the pretend play episode.

~——
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The roles will also be coded for the means by which the

role is indicated (Brady, 1975). Specifically, the use of

gesture, verbal, gestural aﬁd verbal signification of the
roles will be codéd in.a separate 06X code. A score of -
(061) is given if the signification is verbal; a score of

(062) will be given if the signification is gestural; and a

score of {(063) is given if the signification is both verbal /

' and gestural.

b)‘Object gransformations - the number and kind of
6bject transformations will first be coded accordigg to the
similarity cf the transfofmed object to t?e represented
object (Elder & Pederson, 1978). A score of (31X) will be
coded if a replicé/gbject (a substitute object iQentical to
the repr;sented object) }s used. One example is using a toy
oven to cook in. A score of (32X) will be given for the
animation of an object (é.g., moving a truck and going
"yroom", making a Superman doll fly). A score of (33X)
will be designated for the transformation of a similar -

object; such as pretending a stick is a_gun, a small dish is

'a cookie, or a large piece of cloth is a cape or a coat. A

.score of (34X) will be recorded for thé transformation of a
dissimilar object, such as pretending a block ié a car, or
pretending a block is animated by making it-talk, drink or
walk. Similarity is based étrictly on the ogjects' phvsical
characteristics. A score of (35X) will be coded for those

instances when a child invents an imaginary object, or uses




.gestures to signify an absent oﬁject.

A

The second feature of object use to be'coded is the

number,.of obﬁeets simultaneously used within pretend (i.e.
e

rep{ica; animatg¥q,/ transformed and imagined objects). A
e o :

score of (3X1) will be given if one toy alone is é;;a,‘(3x2)
if when two toys are used, etec. For exaﬁple if a chila uses
hoth a stethoscope agd needle at the same tipe, s/he will
get a score of §¥2. 'If the child is using boLh’objects in a
Similar manﬁer (e.g., as replicas), then score the toy .of .
major focus with rgspect to £he type of object use and toy-’

code (e.g., the scores would be 312, 7XX). When a child is

pretending.with two toys simultaneously but differently

(i.e., one as replica and the other as transformed similgb),
then score the highest order object use and related toy
code. For example, if a child is using a toy iron to iron
Slothes and a big block as an ironing board, then score 332,
703 for the blocks. '

There is no need to record the object transformation

code again‘for instances where a child changés toy but

S~

’

continues with the same type of transformation. This change
will be picked up by the change in the'toy code (70X).
A score of (300) will be given if there is a shift from
object use to no object use during pretend.
c) Setﬁﬁng\Transformations - Setting transformationé.

- b . .
refer to the child's transformation of the playroom into

such places as a restaurant, burning house, ﬁtc. The

-
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; ;ccurrence of such setting transformations will be’recorded e
by dsing the code (310); Note the end;éf a settiﬁg
transformayioﬁ within a pretend sequence with the (320)

- code.
. | ) )

T) Comgonenté of Play - Literal or Non-Pretend.

The catego&ﬁzation.§¥:social in;eraction as 1ite}él
(oué) will also be examined for {ﬁs gymbolic features. Four
difféfent typeé of literal social interaction may occur: a)
gcti&ity talk (ta;k about the children's presené activity);
b) conversatiqn about hypothetical or real but not present
objects and events;- c) gaﬁés with rules.

a) Activity-Talk. This category (119) is scored when a

child is ‘talking about his/her presght activities or ‘ Y,
surroundings. The ta;ﬁing‘must last a minimum of 5 seconds
to be scored as a (119). Note that activity talk can be
scored if only ‘one child'is talking within a social literal
play sequence

b) Conversations. This category is scored (120) when a

dhild is making'a Somment, comparison or explanatidn related
| to ;eal events things or people outside the present
situation, but does not adopt 'a role or pretend with or
without an bbject. A score of (121) is recorded when a ‘\
child télks about imagined.evepts outside the present T

situation. For .example, if a child tellé stories and tall

tales, uses metaphor or talks about hypothetical events




g ~(e.g., If I were an astronaut....). A score of (122) is

Bgiven when playful teasing, (verbal ér physical)'or mock
-insults occurs.,,EXaéples of téa§?ng'are: "you silly gposé
puﬁ", "you bum-bum", "you do_poéh- pooh", or jbkes about _
another chiid;s name_("Hey\egeryone, Jack looks like Boy_
George"). Physical teasing may be poking a child on the
shoulder or in the stomach, playiﬁg with pheir hairr tryinngr
L ' to put a-funny hat on them, etc. Teasingleso includes®

-

tossing little objects at other children'énd waiting for a

!

ﬂéaction or pretendidg not to have done it.- These teases
are directed at the other child. A score of (123) is

b . - ‘ \ o
recorded when word play occurs, as when children pick a word

énd'ﬁake it phyme, sing-song it, repeat it over and over,

‘play with it. A score of (124) will indicate rough and
tumble play. Thié score. is givenvin those instances Qher;
thefe i\ actual play attack or fightlng, punchlng and

(g/f\;aﬁling ér rolling on thewfloor.' It may include tickling.

fc)sGames’with rules (130) is scored when a child-is

- )

playlng with other children and accepts préarranged rules,
adjusts to them, and controls his/her actl ns and reactions
within given limits. In games with rules, there must be a
sense of competitian betwgeﬂ thg‘children, a specific'géél
;Xﬂﬂtoathergame, a kegp}ng of score,‘and a winner anq a 1osér.
. Games with rules include ?uch sports as baseball, and galies—-
A guch asftag, board games, marbles, etc. ; ~
d) A score of (118) will be used to denotg’Qhe end of

ry . -
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any bf\fhe above literal activity scores.

-]

" PLEASE NOTE{‘ All the above play categories are -scored

only when the particdlar pretend. transformations have a .

A .
duration of 3 seconds or more.

.
Reminders

1) Alwazs'code-thg highest level of each category. -
2) Note all the'.chahges in each category of codes
within each observation interval except for the

31gn1f1cat10n of role (06X) For this category, code only

tne’Plrst indication of each role.

\j) Object transformations: Paper aﬂd ﬁencil, cﬁaips,
blackboards and chalk, éarbage cans and tables used during‘
ﬁretend are not coded as replica objects (31X). Thgy are '
props. A doctor's kit;\dgess—up'and miniature tOY§ (toy
oven for example) are coded as (31X). ‘

-

4) In‘a doctor—pétient scene where you are observiﬂg
the ﬁ%tlent, you can score a (31X) for a bandage, seringé,
etes if the, child is looking at the object.:

\5) It is ehough for a child to imitate the sound of an,
object that is hot present to code the object a 35X). For
example, if a child goes "Buzzz..,There's'the schoql bell,

let's go" or "Dring, dring. Bob, get the telephone", score

a



A : . L -
/ : ’ .
L fil,,"" < k N > - AR
» [’/ \ ' .
35X if no such objects were used. Note the difference
between the imitation of the ringing of an imaginary
telephone which gets scored 35X%- and the 1m1tation 'of the
nlnging of a toy telephone which gets scored 32X.
6) Play behavior that involves turn taking I's coded 805.
-
7) If children go. from pretend to negotiation back to-
pretend W1th1n the- same observation interval and take on the
same roles when they get back into pretend, you must code

" the roles and objects over again. For example:

- 046

P2

Note that there may be some changes in these or an

other oategories and that they would be coded a3 such®

8) Note that 122 (teasing) takes prenedence pver 124

(rOugh and tumbln plaj)
3) When 130 is accompanied by activity talk or some

conversation‘g119—123), scoring 4 118 would end ‘both the
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talking’and the games with rules. If only. one of f eé%
'activities ends, remembgr to réscore-tge other écfivity
after the 118. Fér example, if-childrén are piayiné snakes
and” 1adders as well as talklng about the gaée, they would
receive a 130, 119 If they stop talking but go on playing * .
the game, you must code a 118 to indicate that they nb
lqnger_are~talking and rescore the,130 to,indicate that they .

a}e still piaying‘éheir game. The codes should be as

followé:
705 -
0u5

s ;.-

@

601 , o :
130 '

—— —
—_ -,
LA

—

—
(V]
o

If the 130 is not rescored, it will be ésSﬁmed that fhe
cbiIﬁ?@ﬁ“nO”longer are pla&ing the -snakes and lgdders gamép

10) Referring specifically to certain toys, | |
-‘Iﬂ the Kermit puppet is uséd as a patient or as any other
human charactef, code the transformation as 33X; - ¥

- If cotton is used as snow, code.the transformation as 33X

also. N ’ : ’ 5 P

v

- If a child takes on the role of a skier, code the role a

23X.
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- Functional roles (those that are. indicated by .an action,

.without any talk or facial expression,,such as eater,

serven; or chaser, chased) ‘are .to be coded 21X or 22X

~ n

,depend{ng onsthe\remoteness from the child's own

experiences. They- are not coded as 23X (generalized
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the amme, thex, poam 20 ([V) , - :"'l
V. wepmmee Ther, ke che blocks from tie nphe souere and Jagarde e¢ qu % fxis
spclae Bald & aagie line wezh o i6 biockt, mywrg
Mm(;-‘:-un'uyl-:—rznm Soroe D
s Whew finhed, stk s % e0T-cs qua 1'um en & plumt? abmore [
Tewcgvait - » ks more D
Record, them sl ’ =
= :
4 J ownammarramenes] B RY
oo ,
l ———

*Whan 18yt 1be fisst undethined word, pOmt 10 (1), wiwn Bying the meond underuned word, pomt 10 (V). Follow thas procvdury (of all underuaed wordl
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iTEM

OIRECTIONS

VERBAL INSTAUCTIONS

| meppanst |zcong

1. Paraliel egg-cups
gy

S
+ 000000

777797

Place § ey cuot m g srwipht ling sbowt 4 incha
wvwre, Zaruilel to thete, uand 6 expy 0
coresponding posinion, slso w & srrepht
Yne, srriog

Whaen finshed, sy

Ramove rry3 from cupt.

Regarde oo e jo fais

Malncseme, §'atmrete qwe

GO oeufs dms Lo caquatier | s

,

g e

ty places chaews @

L erss v egzoupe

|

Raoitors the rwa Gnes of gyt and cupt. but pread  lagarde ca que fo fats

ot cups (8 inchet part) and move Qxt cater

N

Malatemmmt, y #ot-Ll amcamt ;‘mh que do e 3
topether (2 inches apart), Seyng ceuafiare o sat-ce qu'ily & plus ‘._1 - ! a
sercal - : § b mere
- Tham ax b hat hary [ | e
s Pourquet? Y
B Record, then ks
+ 0COCCO )
b? ? ? Y Y Y Record. r . )
) 3 .
=X —
-~ N b
{C) SUBSTANCE B oamots hidif Oar Ti=2 o7 aisde
1 B e L
L 2equi s Moky rwo aqual batls of piey doh (amch 3 oz ), sywg m—--—:‘-«-ma;mum. oy ¥ = .
ya ancitd do plasticinn dans ~h
. u..n-u. ool toutan lae domm ,:.
s p:::u.u.. Lrt—eo ¢o'Ll 7 & mtens da p‘.'_'.-:
he Plantisios 4ans eurte beuls ¢we dans oalle~
O Irnl;:hnmm-twm-n.p- 1M oe Yoo i me 2 & plust L‘:.‘..o
] O » - - e
) Lesdons-1a0 pereiiles. 'm calive e
‘ 1f the sbject srys cme ball It Largwr, smy> calis-ci ot ja x'q-:- ' -L.:u.’- “ t‘;_ ._'-
A . |Xatngmnane, -‘- 'Ll 7 a sntet &0 plasci- ,:,: .
- tive > bally 1 rhne 2l d.-n‘--l..—-.&q-d—_au.-,u! :__:.—-:1
VS ey ow e smre i N
)
L3 ball va. pancake Flarian one ball (ntw ¢ parecake (4 lnches s <
boneiar « Uie rarl, ynE Memrde es vee jo fais. Te veis, je Crime- Same O
- forme satts bewla en gulstta. b mere O
s re —
Natpeamamy, ede-es w'tl 7 o msteny & plas~ b D
. | ntem finivhedd, sk tHaias (ot e (1, on wx-ee v L'wne
M o s plast
N O O | reot ot ‘
Poumpant !
. '3 A N
— Recerd. . - : [
\ . A
@
! >y
-
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O) CONTINUOUS QUANTITY ‘/

«

Wns VeRs deu verres Templis svee
- nime quantich ¢'emm.

Totwes o'tl 7 & amtanz €'t dams os warva

[Al Lol OIRECTIONS ] VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS | mesronst |seo
Ziser 1ne o loree plesses fllied with an cqual : .
L 2larye glasses @mouns of wazer [ 130 mi) defore the ehuid, Myng: ™~ N -
l.“\

/
C\ s b .
’ B B If tha zeterct says Dy booch Aave the same emeunt,
» »
3

« goeneofll)

Cva dome- sabuicll, s WY O Twi |

wa & plee?

D, st

Conzowe 1o adiust the weter in the two gixtset
wnod Ag 2xys that they SO have ta s,

I the mubsect smys one hes masee, adust the water ' I-k--h-pu'-'-u-. ™ wis, je varee m pon
level, saywy

¢ do ce vere dses eslut-ld,

Nalstenant, set=de qu'il y & antanc ¢'ese -
damg ¢= vaTTe Qe (ams cslui~ll, ov
afit=es e 1'ws @ & plus?

Pour 25 ml of water from an exore glcxs meo larpe fles ..
0. 2osequal :;‘vst.m.chmurbcuuin ‘"",_" i e fus Tevels Je e w -
s Malateamst, est=ca (u'il 7 & mitant 4'ess e Same [
Thet, osk: €8 varre que dams calui-1l, ew set-cs » 8as maxy ()
E ¢ E wos L'wm o » Ploet il-uﬂD -
Record, and oaic Pourqwat? ’
a2 g B
Racord, ’ -
n ,
3 ] " ; from
o, 1;';3-"- h:.:,’;;,, le;w.’:m hegarve ca ove o ’ais. ) NN
ul.un - i Meincenent, ¢/s~mol, est=es qu'Tl v autant sme O §. -
4 . '“ﬂ'ﬂ‘lt.ﬂb , €°6oy dems co verre qum Sens Caus cas has o ot 3 SRR
. E / Patits varres réunis ensemsies, ou W Aas mare Cn -
) 3 arTra eu'wn ooty wn a plunl Saxaare O
C} E . B EE “Rexord, sd mks Pouremi? ‘ / .
[ ] T ‘
e ® Record, . ]
Zizxe the nwo lepe plonirt [Uledd wath an equel
IV. 2equallarpye onownt of werer (150 mi] defore the minect, seytng Ta veds, 12f stus avwma duct verTes Templis
gaoes s l.“ldﬂ/"h ¢ s,
L] Toe ek hw‘nya-&:d'_-n:«n
B B 1Y the sulrjes 3ys they both hawe the somt :-;L:Tm meTm e - V:.'::
omowts, g om 0( VL - A
s v Jendouy—1lae pareils. Th vais, §'m - S
)4 I the maivecs 367 One Aas more, A7uxt the wecter Fen 4o e WrTs dems calot-ld. o
level, seymg: -
Maiatepsmt, sot—es 'Ll v & sstanc d'eam
The mic dome o vIrn ¢m dens ealsi-ll ew
ant=ce s | ‘ue ev-u piwal
Contame 20 ezt Th water s Che (wo plesies
wnetd he 3eyy sty both hewe che seme. / 4
V. ke Pows the wezer from the larpe piaxs into the foe
- 5 xmil gaces il glestes, soyng Tagarda o0 em jo faxls, Ry )
s Romove orpty gices, g laswe it on the table, and 23821 Lst~ce qu 11 7 & astamt {’ssn dems cs voTny
E . (un s tovs cas jetits verraa ws | 3 basmore
a omosmiles, *u tet—e (v'm itk wm & 'WWD‘-
B i Record, and mxk= e}
aa B Pourywas?
- N > »
¢ Kot
- '
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(E) WEIGMT R
- (TEM OIRECTIONS VERBAL INSTAUCTIONS ¥ | mtsronss {szome!
"L 2equial balls . < ;
s Make re epual bails of play don [e0ch 3 01}, sywg Tl wres evena dows beules de plesticise. Las :
::-;:u:- sent smal pasances 1'wume -~
™. .
O . O Give che balls 10 the ciuld, ond sy . -
s » (Be Rire thas the Mibeect ok up the bollt and  T3T90 T%'Whe beula est masei pessata que
A e chem o has hanaz) Llvatre, ou satta qu'wms doo bol -
2 . et plus pasmmts! . RO
R l{tlhd-‘k‘!mn\ry wich the s "“"”,.”"' Lendows-les paratls. J'en mllve w pas do -~
1f the ssiyect pays ane wegrs more, y: mlle—ei ot l'ajoucs ) calle=lA. L. ;
) Malatmmast seut—ells parailias, est-ve u’'we -
a8t awsel pasants gue 1'ancra! .
Give bull bock 10 mbdiect and aske -
Conarare to aclicst the tecr balls unnd ke aryt they
W LAC ST, . }
oL wins Maie the rigrs ball o § brtp bels of epprozamarely |
Xrus bails Hhe 3ome D22, and STEET L A8 8 QITIE, MYWE | Legarde ca cwa 38 fals. Ja vels shamgar .
s esfts bouls @ putitas deulss. 3-_" D ’ i
© Wien frushed. ek Matacessmy dlo-ast catte banls | 820 merw O]
O %oo (Do xt the mulyect o puck xp the balls.| st -a-:..p-.t. .:t :::u cas ® has moee ) }
. v pacitas boules réwaies ensamhlse ou H
L] » - Record, aed st wt—ea qu'm sith gt plas pusanc! N \
\ 2 Powrqeat? . !
Record X h
- \
. v ] !
PR e
. . I
. S
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tF) DISCONTINUOUS GUANTITY '\ P | S=Pronant Dasms n odvants —karp 2o = = oo 1 _
L 2 e largs [ Place the o piasias, [ed wath v axpsal ameunt of / I N |
shauns o {50 mil, m froas of the chuld, wyng o vein tat doms . rwmplis . Lo
s u"’""'f"““‘“"‘""" 4'wme quamrité fgale da mals. Lat=—ss -
'l y o sutmt ds wals dame ca verrs N
B B lrhr‘-am-,ndvbdbcw-n.n-' quo_dmms calui-ll v asteca wo 1'm et
- - s plae! "
L 4 - . —-—
s » If the ssivect swys ene ks more, my: Aantove=-lea perella. Tu weis jo verve -~
o suis én ea varre ¢aas mivi-18 s S
E Wnintumant (lowmi, est—es co'Ll 7 & awesms -
Lomanue 0 adhat the com s the mo piazier wnol o mais tms ve . Ly .
urTe fws 4ARe emlal- -
h.r;:r’;;).uhmwml.wm 1) ov aat—es (we 1'wm a8 & plus!? .
L lwyge gazv Loasr the cove from te lerve glan azg tee el
wl Tagards an qum ju fals, T wis je veree
L 3 . 1a mats 48 oo VerT® 4mme e Cylisdrs. Same [
Mhan fcahet, wy? Naistesant (lo-wmi, wC—ew .-'u“:.. prese ::~ gi
40 wnls das calui-qi que ealut~ pre P
B . ond k- 1} ow eot—es quo 1'wm o 4 plue!
L I » Poarveril
3 ,
Record
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Verbal

(G) VOLUME Instructions Response
1. 4
Tu vols nous avons 2 verres remplis avec une Hma "~
quantité d'eau.
Est-ce qu'll y a autant d'esu dans ce verre que
dans celui~13...
SAME AS (C)1.
0 r
2. \ .
Regarde ce que je~ fais.
. equilmg Tu vois, je mets une balle de golf (ou une pierre) -
ﬁmnm dans ce verre
¥ Maintenant, est-ca qu‘il y 4 autant d'eau dans cs
e verre que dgﬁ coluiala oy scters aue 1'uym ap 3 saie
plus? L ) o a2 has more
> L !

b has more ___

' Je mets la balle de golf (ou la pierre) dans ca
" verre.

\.7\— ...,/ .3 rpern? )
Est-ce qu'il y & autant d'eau dans ce verre que dans

celui-laog asc=ce qus Tiun wn 2 olue?

Pourquoil

) 1
) Pourquoi? . &

3, Regarde ce que je tais.
J'enidve la balle de goif (ou la pierre) et j'enlgve|-
un peu d'eau de ce verre
Maintenant, dis-mai s*il y a autant d'esau dans cs
verre que dans celu|-13 ocu s! 1'un d'eux en a plus. .

~ r

Oqi. celui-13 a plus d'eau. .
Regardel celu:-‘la aplus d'eau que celui=¢i.
Tu vois. -~ . -

4, - Regarde ce que je fals. )

" same
a has more
b has more




L( }

Conservatlon Test Scoring (short form -
adapted from Goldschmldt and Bentler)

The cdn§ervatign test is made up of the following:
1. Two-diqensionai.Sbace
2. Number |
3. Substance . ' ' "y
4. Continuous quantity
5. Weight '
6. 'Disconhinuous quantity
Z. Volume 1
Only the,last item in each taskK is scored;

For béhavid}: the child is given a score of 2, if

" s/he gives the correct response, or a score of 0,

) N
AR

if s/he gives an incorrect response.
For explanatidn: a child's response can be scored
0,1 or 2. A score of 2 is given if the response

ullx explalns the concept of conservation: R

e.g. 1. Invariant quantity: "You did not add or

. subtract anything"; "they were the same pefore and

you did not' change' the weight (volumap number,

etc.)"; "it is the same number as before."

2. Compensation: "This glass is taller, but

it is also thinner." . |
- 3. Reversibility: "If we put this back into
this glass, it would be the sahe“; if we made this

back into a ball, it would be the same."

. ¢

120
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Beri-Zeev Vérbal -Symbol Substitution Pask:

Administration and Scoring Manual ~

(French translation by Katia Maliantovich)
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BEN-ZEEV SYMBOL SUBSTITUTION TASK: AbMINISTRATIdN MANUAL

o »
-

N " . N . ) n.? I
Maintenant; on va jouer a un jeu. Dans notre jeu, il y

a des choses qui vont avoir un nouyveau nom. Je vais te
donner un éxemplg: En frangais.on dit "visage" (E point% to.
S's face), n'est—ce pas? Dan; notre-jeu, Qn va aépellér ga
"pied". Quané on parle de ga (E points to S's face again),

on dit "pied". . . : ) .

Comment ¢a s'appelle?..... (pied)

Est-ce -qu'un pied a des yeux?.....(oui) - .
C'est bien, bravo. , e , ;
L3 . I » L)
]
| ]
N . - ' v .

1) On va commencer le jeu. En frangais, tu sais qde ¢a (E
hoids'up bencil):s'qppelie uﬁ "crayon". Dans notre jeu5 on
va ‘appeler ¢a "Eagiér"i' Comment ¢g s'appelle?:...;(papier).
.Dané notre jeu, ga s‘appelie "Eagier“. ' ‘ .

" “A) Est-ce que je peux écrire avec le - -
) . 7

papier?.....(oui) - ‘ : ' { o

Ll

. ‘ L I
'B) Est-ce que je peux écrire sur le papier?.....(non)

C) Pourquoi-pas? (or if answer is yes, Comment?)

"

PEERY M -

( - .

2) En frangais, tu sais qu'on appelle ¢a un "avion" (E

‘shows toy plane), Dahs notre jeu, on va appeler ¢a une

.



s'appelle "courir". Comment dis-tu ce que je

:
i

123

"tortue". Comment ca s'appelle?....{(tgftue). Dans notre

jeu ‘¢a s'appelle “toitue“..

A) Est-ce que la tortue peut voler?....:(oui)

B) Cpﬁment la tortue vole—t—elle?..n..(aved ses ailes) .

R . .
@
i

3) Tﬁ vois ce que'je fais?-(E crumbles paper). En

f;énqais, éa s'appelle "froisser". .Dans notre jeu, ga

e
.

’ fais?....f(courir). Dans notre jeu, chaque fois que nous
. 5 14

disons "courir", gasveut dire f}oissér. - -
A) Montre-moi comment courir.....(S crumbles paper)
L ) -
'B) Comment dis-tu "Il froisse le papier" $ ("Ilvcourt

* e & @
-

e %efpapier".)

'C) Qu'est-ce qu'on veut dire'quand on dit courir

..[.l(froisser)}

.y
.

N.B. If.child does not ﬂnderétand "froisser",

substitute "chiffoner". o
B s.(‘ :-'

: \ « o~
N .

: ©
-4) Bon. Dang notre jeu, au lieu de dire "ils" on va dire.

- . IR N .-
"macaroni". Comment dis-tu: "ilg"? (macaroniy).

e s 0 00 0

. A) Comment dis-ti: "Ils sont de bons enfants"?

("Macaroni" sont de bons enfants). -

- B) Qu'est—ce_qu'dn'veut dire éuand on dit ) ;

~

—
n .

..

©



(‘\J

"macaroni"?.....(Ils). - | e

5) Dans ce jeu, au lieu de 'dire "je", on va dire

"égaghetti*.'Comment dis-tu "jg"?.....(épaghetgi).

)

Ai Comment dis-tu "Je suis grand(e)"?.....("Spaghetti"
- suis grand(e)). . -
B) Qp'est-ce qu'on veut dire quand on dit |

"spaghetti"?.....(On veut dire "“je").
4 a >
2 “‘ .
A

6) Bon. Dans ce ‘jeu, la fagon de-dire "frappe"'c'est de

dire "mauve”. On ne dit plus "frappe", on dit "mauve" a la

place. Comment dis-tu "frappe"?.....(mauve):. C'est bien.
- w

"Frappe" se dit "mauve" dans notre jeu. ' Maintenant,

a

penses-y bien: Co

¥ A) Cettg-poupée—ci s’apﬁelle Marie. Celle-ci s'appelle

Charles. (Marie is a big cylinder, Charles is'a small
cylinder) Qu'est—-ce que Marie fait 4 Chdrles (E

makes' Marie hit Charles)?.....(Marie "mauve"
‘\ ) . -

\  Charles).

\\ ' ’ .

B)\Quand Marie "mauve" Charles, qu'est-ce qu'y arrive a

N !
Charles?

\ - . )
C) Qu\gst—ce qu'6én velt dire quand on dit on ‘-

dit"mauve"?.....(frapper)

s

' 7) Dans ce jeu, le fagon de dire "dans"_au "dedans" c'est

fa



. | o 135
de dire "propre". Comment dis-tu "ééds" | |
"dedans"?i....(propre). Dans notre jeﬁ'qu'est—ce que,
"propre" wveut dire??...??dans ou dedans). . C'est bien. Dans
notre jeu, "dahsf ou "dedans" se dit "propre".

___A) Tu vois cette poupée(cylinder)? Tu vois cette mgison
(paper)? Dis-moi ou va.la'poupée?.....(La poupée va
"propre" la maisoh). ‘

B) Est-ce que la maison devient plus ‘propre, plus

sale,ou si elle reste'pareille quand, la boupée fait

ca? ' - . : -

C) Pourquoi? | “ N

~
1

BEN-ZEEV SYMBOL SUBSTITUTION TASK: SCORING MANUAL
: \ E N
. Question 1. A) yes =1
B) no =1 , *

C) correct expl jon = 1 -

- ‘the paper" or "

even if we call it a paper”.

ecause it's really a pencil

N i . ) .
~NOTE: In some instances, the child may receive a point for a

+ "yes" answer in B) if the explanation in C) indicates that

s/he has understood the transformation. Foriegampge, a

L I



] ' ‘ - ‘ 126
. child who; in B), .says that fou can write on «the "paper" and
in C) says that you would have to use another "paper" should

‘get the points for his or her answers.

“#

’

-

Question 2. A) yes =1 ° . -

B) cbrrect'exﬁﬁadation = 1- ,
R X , ‘ - A correct explanation includesﬁanyﬁhrng
" - > l'
LY .
that refers to parts of a p;ané& such as

wings, engines, jets.

Question 3. - A) ~ crumbles paper = 1 : ,V

Bj Il court 1e’papier, Il court, I} courir le

papier =1 , |
Ovefinclusivepess‘(ll édurt froisse le

papier) and 3ust'saying the verb (couri},

s court) géf ao. . |

‘C) ‘froisser, froisse =1

If the child ?ctua;ly crumples the paperrf

give a 0.

— L

" Question 4. A) Macaroni sont de bons enfants =

o o S Change in verb (e.g. Macaroni est de bons

"

enfants), overinclusiveness (Macaroni ils

sont de bons enfants), or second try




Question 5.

Question 6.

B)

A)

)

iA)

B)

c)

dSpaghetti suis grand(e)

. It'is not a good answer .if the child 3"

’grand/e“.

. 127
correct = 1 ‘

ils = 1 .

~It is not a good answer if the ehild : '

repeats the entire sentence, i. e. "Ils sont

I

de bons enfants".

s

Change in.verb (e.g.,Spaghettj sont’

grand(e)s), overinclusiveness (Spaghetti je

£

suis grand(e)) and second try éorrect =|1

Jje, mei = 1 ,

repeats the entire séntence, i.e. "Je suis

Marie mau;_ Cﬁébles, Elle mauve Chafles,.
Elle mauve%\Marie mau?e, Elle'le mauve = 2
Overinclusiveness (e.g. Marie mauve fraépe ;
Charles) or segdnd try correct = 1 R
Any answer that indicates a proper reaction
to having been hit = 1 '

For example: Il pleure, Il a mal,,il se .
fache, Il la frappe, Il se sauve
frapper,‘frappe.z 1

faire mal = 0
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Question 7. A) 'L:/ggypee va propng’}a maison, La poupee .

Propre 1a maison, Propre la malson .z 2

o3
y . . - " 'Ove?inqlusiveness (e.g. La poupee va propré' ;
“ Ndans la maison) or second try~correot = 5
J ; B),‘festé péréille, reste propre = 1
C) correct-explanation = 1 :

ot

. . | % ~ A correct exﬁignation includes anything
that clearly indicates that the child o
understahds that the doll only walked into

the house and does not dirty it.

-

[

e

U ., NOTE: In qustiong 4, 5, 6 and 7§ a éecond try is
considered correct ( = a score of 1) if the child-gives any
of the, possible answers that are acceptable tb\peceive a

score of 1 or of 2 in the first try.

-
1S
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‘Watson and Fischer Elicited Pretend Play Procedure:

Scoring and Administration Manual
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. \WATSON AND FISCHER ELICITED PRETEND PLAY PROCEDURE
SCQRING AND ADMINISTRATION MANUAL .o
Ppepared by: Peter Doehring, June 5, 1986 Based on the
manual prepared by M;W. Watson&and by K.
Fischer, and adapted by Flavia’Ceschiﬁ (Feb.
23, 1986). | . ”

Background ’ -

Thé Watson and Fischer Elicited Pretend Play Procedure
was derived from two research articles on the development of
_ pretend play using human figﬁres (Watan and Fischer, 1977;
¢ 1980). Although the authors have tﬁemselves compiled a
scoring manual based on the twq studies (see Cgschin, 1986),
differences ‘between the present scoring procedure and that
used by the original aut@prs required modffications‘to the
scoring manuall
This manual will combine Watson and Fischer}s
descriptions of the steps in the deveiopmental sequenée of
social role-taking ability with rore specific descriptions
of types of behaQiors which characterize these steps. Ia
addition, examples of specific behaviors which typically
¢ ' occur in the child's enactment of the stories will be (\

included.

The present manual will also incorporate Watson and




RS

£ 1
idu '
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. : | ,
Fischer's skill-theory depivation{of the developmental

sequenbe of agent use of social rdles (Watson and Fischer,

1980) into the scoring crlterla. ThlS is based on Fischer's

skill theory of development descrkbed in Fischer (1980)

"

Rationale
In the Watson and Fischer Elicited Preteqd procedure, a
story involving one or more dolls is modelled by the tester.

The child is then asked to enact a story of the same type.

i

' The stories vary in complexity, from a 31ngle doll

performing‘eeveral actions (eating, sleeping, wésé}pg) to
the most complex story, involving a doctor/father/husband
interacting with his wife and his daughter..

At first'glance, the present procedure may seem to be a
test Af the child's memory - the tchild who can correctly
remember all was said and done 'by the dolls will repeat. the
stpry and 'pass' at that level. In such a hodeiling task,'it
is assumed thap a more complete understanding 0} roles and
role relationships is necessary for the information '
preéented to be accurately remembered; For example, in the
story involving a- doctor/father interacting with a

patieant/daughter (Story D in the present manual), tgéf

‘ younger child may lack the understanding that two roles can

exist within the same agent.
.8 ‘
The ability to demonstrate two roles within the same

-

7/
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agent is a complex ability. It involves; a) recognizing that

a single agent can have two roles, b) being able to -

'recognize the behaviors appropriate to each rqlei/ég being
able to 'store' role¥ with their appropriate peﬁeviqns in
memory, and d) at the point of recall, being able to
coordinate all of these elements when enacting the story. In
essence, 1t ‘s a memory task but one which reflects the
chiid's capa01ty for the analysis of roles and their
components. The degree to which these roles have been
successfully analysed and organié:d can be inferred from,tﬁe
degree of coordination present at the moment of synthesis,
.Or when the story modelled by the.tester is enacfed‘by the
child. \ *

We can better appreciate the child's abilities if we
look at an example of a younger child attempting to enact
Story E, involving a doctor/father interacting with a
patient/daughter. Although children may be able to recognize
that a single persoe may have Several-‘'social roles, tﬁeir
capacity for-the organization of the information'presented
in the story may be insufffciently developed. Thus, when
they attempt to recall the story, the two roles will not
exist 1ndependently”un their minds and so, many times the
agent will clearly be a doctor (since that is the more
behaviorally salient role in this story) while behaviors
appropriate to the father qole are Emeiguous or, in some

/

cases, completely absent.
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Younger children may pause whileaenactiﬁg a story and

¥

may then state that they are unable to recall what occurs
next. These children may have understood the story when it
waébmodelled but because they lack tpe capacity to
efficiently organize the roles and their behavioral
cbmponenés, they éke’unable tq retrieve these compﬁﬁents at

the moment of recall. Oftentimes they will @hqp,proceed to

quickly end the story in a way that is- consistent with the

. Criteria for developmental levels

events of the story but not with the roles qf phe'agenés
involved.

In the des}gn;of their procedur;, Wétson and Fischer:
hgve taken steps to minimize the memory pqmponent invoived.
Firsf, they havp attempted,io equalize the duration of all
of the stories (they are gll épproximately 60 to_éo seconds
in length). In addition, the instructions to the‘ child are
éo enact a story of the same type- thus the child is led to
undérataﬁd that he néed not recall all of the events which

oceur in the story Rut only those which convey the essence

of the characters.and events which oceur.

NOTE: We have not included the criteria for Levels 1 to 3
" because of the age range of the children being tested
. )

in the present studies, namely 5 to 9 years.

/

i
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Level 4: Active Other Agent --- Story A and all other

-«
A}

sto;?és

| The child has a doll act alive and animate in doing
things and in causing things tb happen. A child must show
the doll as being an active and animate agent (or source of
action) This step does not involve actual role'playingbbut
‘ on1§ pretending gnd the rephesentatfon ofaindgpendent
agents. The child must ha&e the dq%; clearly performfaﬁ
7lea$t one of the following behaviors: the doll must walk,

talk, pick up things, act as if it is independent and has a

will of its own, or act as if it is alive.

) v
Level 5: Active Substitute Agent --- Any Story

This level is pot modelled in the present procedure. It
has the samg criteria as Level # as well-as the use of a

substitute agent (e.g. a block) in place of the doll.

Level 6: Behavioral Role ~-- Story B, and all othenr stories

The,child has a doil do several actions typically
}elateé to a recognized role. A child mus£ use a doll in a
specific and recognizable role. He or she must demonstrate
this usége by having a do;l act out a role in terms of its
specific and pbescﬁi?ed behaviors. ~ I

It is important that the doll carry out the prescribed

behaviors and not the child. For example, for a doctor

behavioral role to be demonstrated by a doll, the child must.
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correctly orient the doctor doll towards the patient doll
and have the doctor doli'carry out the appropriate behaviors

|

on the patient(e.g. give a shot to the £atie t). If the
4 . |
Zild fails to correctly or%ent the doll towards thg patient

c
ér give§ the,g&ii himself (instead of h;ving the doctor doll
giving the shot);séhis is not scored as:a behavioral role.
IIf, on thé other hqnd, the child makes ah attempt to have
the doctor doll adminisier the shot (i:e. brings the needle ¢
to,thg_doctoﬁ doll and then puts fthe doll down), this is’
;éoped as a behavioral role if\the other criteria are
fulfilled.

In addition, the child must perform at least two
p?escribed,behaviors (brescribed behaviors‘are typical and
sterebtyped).that are appropriate to the roie or perfornm oﬁe
prescriﬁedwbehavior and explicitly label thé behavioral
role, | .

- Typical prescribed behaviors for thé do%tor role
include giving shots'&r medicine, examiniﬁg % patient with
an otoscope, takiqg/éhe temperature with a t%ermometer,
saying something such as "ﬁfink this mediciné.", or. "Lie
~down on the bed". Typical prescribed behavio}s for the&
patient role include lying down on the bed i% preparation
for an examination,'drinkiné medicine givenfby the doctor,
or saying sémething such as "I don't feel weil.", or "Will

this hurt?". Typical prescribed behaviors for ‘the father or.

husband role include kissing his daughter br wife, -or

- \
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addressing them as "darling" or "dear".’ \

& 2

Explicit labelling of a doctor role may involve sayiag
"I am a doctor™ or "I must examine” this patient". Explicit
labeliing of a patient' role may invq%ve saying séch things
as "Doctor, I am not feeling too well - could you help me?",
or "Doctor, will thistpedicine make me bepter?". Exampies of‘
behaviers appropriate te the doctor and patient roles'ared_
also presented in Story B (Appendix A). Explicit labelling
of a father role may involve saying -something like "Who isA
this at the door? It is my darling daugﬁter.", or simpling
ad&ressing the other doll as “'daughter". Similiar criteria
apply for husband, wife, mother, aqg daughter behavioral
roles. ’ "} ' ' g

It is important to*make clear whyutwo prescribed
behaviors or one prescribed behavior and clear labelling of
the role is necessary fer Level 6 to<be scored. Prescribed
behaviors vary .in the degree with which they are appropriate
to a specific role. Far example, an adult male doll kissing
an adult female doll, or addressing her as "Darling", ’is‘ } .
approprlate behavior for a 'husband', a 'bro%hen , and a
'friend' role. An adult male doll giving_ medicine from a
bottle to an infant female doll is appropriate for a "‘
'father'_as well as for a 'doctor' role. Aldoll which is the’

recipient of a shot from a 'doctor' doll may eithe;\be

appropriately fulfilling the 'patient' role (by sitting

still while th® medication ,is being administered), or it may

- »
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simply be the oxject which the doctor acting. Ambiguous

behaviors such as these must be accompanied by behaviors

| .
more specific to the roles xepresented if

prescribed- to the agent involved.

’ .

P

role-appropriate behaviors be demonstrated reduces the

P4

likelihood that specific roles will be assigned to agents

when only -ambiguous cues are present.

Level 7:°Shifzing Behavioral -Roles =-- Story C and all others

A child has two éolls do several actions typically——
related tq two different recognizable.roleg. The samé
criteria for Level 6 (Behavioral Role) apbly to Level 7 but
now involve two *dolls insteag*bf cie. ,K -

Level 7 is distinguished from Level 8 (Social Role with’
One Comblementary Role) by th? numper or qual}ty of social
role interaptiéns, For examgle, in Story PQ(Doctor -,
Patient), the patiept may say "Doptor, will you help me?"
‘and then will sit on thé bed. The doctor gives the patient
medicine from a bottle and asks her té drink éome, which ghe .
.does. The doctor then sajs, "You wili be o.k. no&." In th;s
case, g sociai role inﬁeraction occurs when the patient )
drinks from-the bottle offered by the doctor (see Level 8; &<"
" Social Role with One Complementary Role). No other social
role interaction occurs, and so the child's story cannot be:

scored, at Level 8. The agents have, however, each fulfilled

the criteria for Level 6 (Behavioral Role)., and so Level 7

!

.
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(Shifting Behavioral Roles) is scoped.
The child may also simp;y shift from one.one behavioral
fole to the other. For‘example, the‘child may pick up the
ﬁ pag}ent doll and carry ?ut two prescribed behaviors (such as
sayihky\"Dodtor, I am sick", and then sitting down in the
beq), and then pick up the doctor doll and cafny out two
| | more préscribed behaviors (such as giving her medicine and
- sayipg "This will make you better"); Thislwouid also be
scored as Level 7. -
In both of the cases described above, there are Some
indications that the agents are responding in
N role-appyopraite ways to the other's actions, and in a
sense, fullfilling the requirements for Level 8 (Social Role
with One Cémplementary Role) described beloﬁ. We cannot,

e however, be sure th%} the child is actually
,inter-coordinating theé two behavioral roles. It is
conceivable that .that child is only partially
inter;coordinating these two roles (as in the first
example), or is simply -enacting one role and theﬁ shifting .

. " his focus to the second {(as in the second example). This-
'inter—coordination of behavioral roles in complementary

¢ .
agents will be referred to as 'Simultaneity', and it {3 a

&
. criterion which is also important in determining the
¢~ complementarity of two roles to one agent, and -the
intersection of several rcles {n the same agent.

According %to Fischer (1980), the ability to
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inter-coordinate two 'skills' (in this case, two éocial or
two behavioral roles) répresents a marked increase in the
child's capacity for the analysis of skills into their
component parts, énd sets the stage for the re-combiﬁation
of these skills into more compléx.confighrétiops.at the next
level in the skill hierarchy. The concepts of
'inter-coordinaﬁiqﬁ' ;nd 'focusfng! and their place.in the
hierarchy.of skill developmént (from Watson and Fischer,
1980) is presented in Appendix C. ;(

o

Level 8: Social Role with One Coﬁglementary'Rdle --=- Story

-

| G, as well as stories D, E, and F.

&

The child has one doll play a sbecrfic role  and respbnd
. and take account Bf_another dolls needs, requests, and
behaviors in a recognized, complementary way to the ffiét
role) All of the requirements for Level 6 (Behavioral Role)
appi;\zgxbevel 8. In addition, the dolls-ﬁust interact at
leasp Egiggh?r inﬁeract onqe witﬁ exblicit labelling by one
agent of thé other's ' role.

.An interaction is defined.as an appropriate responée,
either wverbal or non-verbal, to what the doll in a
complemeﬁhary Lole does or says. The rationale fbr these
‘requirements is the same as that for the criteria fqﬁ Level
6. The behaviors to which the dolls must'reséond in a
complementary way to are identical to those described in the‘

criteria for Level 6. Thus Level 8 is identical to Level-6
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except that the_role-apbropriaté pehqviors of one agent are
in response to-the role appropriate behaviors of anoéher

. agent, Examples of role-appropriate interactions for doctor,
pat;enﬁ, nurse, father, mother, daughter, husband, and wife

“are bresented in stories C, D, E, and F, in Appendix A.

Level 9: Shifting Social Rdles with One Common Agent.--—
Stories D & F

In this step, the child has é doil in one role take
dccount of the'actioig and verbalizations of gwo different
dolls in récognizable complementary roles. The criteria for
Level 8 apply to alllp;irs of complementary social roles (in
Story D, these includé Doctor-Patient, Doctor-Nurse, and .
Nurse~-Patient). That is, for a social role and its .
complement .to be scored, pge dolls must interact twice, or
once with explicit labelling by one agent of thg other's
role.

It is also important to note that several combinations -
of role~complementary interactions can occur which fulfill
the requirements for this level - these are Doctor+Nursq/§nd
Doctor+Patient, Docfor+Nurse and Nurse+Patient, énd
Doctor+Patient and Nurse+Patient. ‘ “

Thi;'fevel is given when the criterion of
,'sigpltanefty‘ for Level 10 (Soctal Role with Two ,
Com?lémentary Rolés) has not been met - that {3, thera {ua

insufoCient evidenne that the‘child is simultanebualy

7N
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mainfaining and inter-coordinating the social roles of the
thrée agents. In some _cases, the Chlld may . demggstrate a
"lack of role inter- coordlnation by having one doll interact
with one complement, and then with its other cqmplement For

!

example, the interactions inla story may/progress as
follows; D+P, D+P, D+N, D+N. | ‘
It is also poséible'that a child's story progrgsses
D+P, D+ﬁ, D+P, D+N, or D+P, D+N, D+N, D+P'without.involving
~an inter-coordination of the three social roles. In these
cases, the child's §Eory evolves slowly, haltingly, and witﬁ

difficulty. Pauses .of more than 5 seconds may, for-example,

occur during the shift in focus to another role.

Level 10: Social Role with Two Complementary Roles - Stories

DeF

In qpis level, the child has a doll in one role take
account of two different dolls' actions and verbalizations -
in recognized qomplementaﬁy roles and‘integrates botﬁ
complements into the story. The agent ?r character in the
first role must play tﬁe'same role when interactitig wimh
each of its complements. In story D, for example, the doctor
remains a doctor while integrating his relatioff3 with the
complementsfof patient and nurse in the story. ‘

In order for the child_to pass at this level, his story
must fulfill all the criteria fbr Level 9. In addition, thé

child must be able to-maintain all three roles



v r ,

simultaneously and inter-coordinate them. He may demonstrate

142

this by being able to switch easily from one roleycomplemeng
to another ip enacting his Sﬂory. For example a story in
which there are two clear social role interactions between
Jthe Doctor and Nurse, the Doctor and Patient, ana the Nurse®
and Patient, will almoét always require a.smooth
inter-coordination of roles (the_exceptions oceur whén;the
sfory proceeds either very haltingly and“slowly, or’when'
dolls interact with their complements seduentially -, for - .-
examgle, D+N, D+N, D+P, D+P, N+P. N+P).

Simultaneity or inter-coordination is said to occur in
any story in whicﬁ successive interactions involve a smooth
switch from one social role complement to another - for
example, D+P, D+N; N+P, D+P, b+N. So long as these switches
occur smoothly and without difficulty, sujp a story would be

scored at Level 10. Also note that, as in  jthis example; the

criteria for Level 8 need not be fulfilled for all three
‘possible social roles with their complem¢nts (in thisa case,
only one Nurse+Patient interaction o;cu,ed). Level 16 can
even be given to a stoﬁy‘with the follgdwing serias of

interactions - D+P, D+N, D+P, D+N -~ iq‘such a 3tory proceedn

very quickly and without difficulty. /

Level 11:.Shifting Social Roles fsr the Same ‘Agents -

Stories E & F

A child has two agents each piay two separate roles.

y
!
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The two sets of réles the the two agents pléy are,
complementary. This ;evel'shoulé be scored .when ;11 the
eriteria for Level- 12 are met (see Level 12: Intersection of
Two Social Roles Within the Same'Agent), except that the .
sets of roles are not inter-coordinated within  an agent.‘For
example, the sequence of interactions in the child's
enéctment of;Stéry F may proceed as follows; ‘
Father+Daughter, Father+Daughter, Doctd%?@atient,
Doctor+Patient. In other cases, the child'§ story may
Préceed very slowly and with great difficuity‘and S0 will‘be

scored at Level 11, even though the sequence of interactions -

may, for example, be F+D, D+P, D+P, F+D.

v (o

Leﬁel 12: Intersection of Two Social Roles Wiéhin the Same

Agent ~- Stories E and F

At Level 12, the child has one doll relate to another
doll in two complementary roles in such a way Ehat all‘fohr
rPles are explicifly demonstrated. Each doll must play two
separate roles wil remaining:the same agent or character
(e.g. one doll can be both a doctor and a father and still
be thought of as the same individual).

The criteria for each set of complementary social
relgtioﬁs (e.g. in Story E, Father+Daughter and

Doctor+Patient) are the same as for Level 8. In addition,

the chiid must be able to smoothly inter-coordinate the two
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sets of combledentary social relations. This is‘the
criterion of simultaneity. The child must indicate that he
can handle the two roles and their interactidns with
compléments in a simgltaneous manner py being able to switch
from one'role-cémblement relatioﬁ to the other and back
agaiH'while maintaining the same ageﬂt or character in tge
two roles.

Simhltaneity can be demonstrated in two wa?ZT\IQ? child
may switéh from one role-complement relation to the other
severél times, smoothly and withoug hesitation. The sequence
of interactions in such a story may proceed as follows;
Father+DaughEer, Doctor+?atient, Fathen+Da%ghter,
Docpor+Patient, or Father+Daughter,.Doctor+Patient,
Doctor+Patient, Father+Daughter. The first sequence is more
strongly indicative of simultaneity than phe second because
of the greater number of switches involved. Thus only in

‘ extreme circumstances - e.g. in the case of a very slow and
- halting story, in which the child pauées at one point for
more than 8 seconds - might the first sequence not be
considered to indicate simultaneity. Under less extreme ‘
*Qichpstances (e.g. a story which includes a pause of morerﬁ‘k\
than 5 seconds during a switch to a new set qf
role-complement relations), the second sequeﬁce might élao
not'be indicative of simultaneity. On the other hahd, the

sequence Father+Daughter, Father+Daughter, Doctor+Pati{ent,

Doctor+Patient would not, under any circumstances, tndicate
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.simultaheity.

The child'may also demonstrate simultaneity when the;e
is one instance of each kind of social role interaction
(e.g. in Story E? one interaction each between'ﬁhe Father
énd Daughter, and between the Déctor and Patient) as well
one statement by one doll-acknoﬁledging the.dual roles of ~
the other doll (See Appigpix 4, Stories E and F for exampleg
of sluch statements). In this gase: as in other, the story

must proceed smoothly and without undue pauses.

- !

Level 13: Shiftirg Social Role Intersections with One Common

Agent -- Story F

At his level, a child has a doll in two roles relate
sequentially to two different dolls in complementary roles.
In other words, the child must have a doll act out twp
different social ro;é interseqtions.

The difference between Level 13 and Level 14 is that
the criteria for both social role intersections have not
. been completely filled. For example, statements indicating
the following social rolgs and social role intersections may
occur at this level; Husband/Father talks to Wife/Motner.
Doctor/Father talks to Patient/Daughter, and then‘Father
talks to Daug?ter (See Appendix A; Story F for examples of
these statements). In this gase, the Father role has been
amply demonstrated (by three different statements) but

ngither the Husband nor the Doctor role has been
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sufficiently demonstrated, since only one inﬁeraction
relevant to each has occured. Had another Doctor+Patient or
HusbandyWife interaction occured in this story, 1t wguld
have been scored at Level 14. T

Note that the story described above (the version scored
as Level 13) differs from those scored at Level 12‘15 that a
greater number of social roles occur Qithin the same.agené.
It is, however, possible to score Story F at ﬁevel 12, if
the criteria for that level (and only that leyel) have be?n;

4

fulfilled. : -

i

Level 14: Interséction of Three Social Roles for the Same

Agent -- Story F

At this level the child demonstrates three roles iduone
doll by having that doll interact with two otheﬁ dolls in
role-complementary ways. To do this, the criperia for Level
12 must‘be demonstrated\for two different sets of
complementary social role relations. For example, a.child
méy demonstrate the intersection of both Husband and Doctor,

-

and of Father and Doctor.

Additional General Criteria

1) Aizrroles may be used to prové that a child caﬁ pass
a step. The roles need not be limited to the modelled in the

stories. /
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2) Not all pretending is scored as role playing. To

hdve a scorable role-playing story, the child must have a

L d

doll be a specific other berson or role. For éxample, a

child pretending to have a doll eat is not role playing; but
pretending to have a doll be a mother as she cook's, .washes,

and comforts her children, all in the same story, 1is role

{ \ 1

playing. s

3) At a minimum, a roleVmust included a pretense at
being a spec1f1c -other person or recognlzed role, as
demonstrated by explicit labelllng or prescrlbed behaviors.
For éxample, a child may say, "This is the doctor™ or use.
the doctor doll to perfrom‘typlbgl,doctor actions of giving
shots and medicine‘f{o a patient, and so forth.

4) To be scored at;any ievel, a role and role -
intersections must involve humén roles only. For example, a
qhild plaing the réle‘of a dog will not be scored as a step
in role playing. We are only interested in human social
understanding. ‘

5) If a child shows anz/ﬁehaviors that- are clearly

4
inappropriate for the behavioral or social expectations of

the particular role being portrayed, that constitutes a

_ failure of that step in role playing. These

role-inappropriate behaviors bring into question the child's
undergtanding of the role being portraj@d.
, 6) If the child shows any inconsis&encies in his or her

social interactions or use of agents (dolls) in roles, that

L]

ya
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constitutes a failure of that atep of role-=playing. For
example, a child has a doctor.doll treat a patient and later .
asks that patient to take care of him becauce he ;s sick.
The,.child has shifted the same character from beingaa doctor
to not being a doctor. ‘

7) Each role-playing story must be scored at one level

in the sequence. Although a story may fulfill the criteria

for several levels, only the highest level should be scored.

4

-~

Criteria for'Directly-, Partially-, and Non-imitative

Stories '

For a story to be judged dipactly-imitat&ve, all the
eleﬁentahpf the child;s'story must be present in the story
modelled by the adult. These elements include the sozial
roles involved, the nature of the illness and of the
doctor's examination,’ and the kind of medicine administered.

For a st6ry,to be judged partially-imitative, the child
must change at' least one of the more important alements of
the.story. These more important elements include the social
Eole; involed (e;g. Uncle instead of Father), the nature of
the 1llness {(e.g. a broken arm instead of a tummyache), the
naturé of the .examination (e.g. examining the patient's nose

nd throat instead of taking her temperature), and the kind

of medication administered (e.g. a shot instead of

;-
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‘orally-administered medicine).

For a story to be judged non-imitdtive, the child must
change the elements of the story in such a way as to {
radically change the theme of thé story - e.g. a story which

no longer involves 'a 'doctor' ‘theme.

[
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. Note; The folloWihg codes are used to label agents and their®
' * T .. é - .

actions; ‘
Da - Daughter ' M -.Méther - f
Do "= Doctor . N - Nurse :’ )
~ F - Féther - . P - Patient
H ; \Husband ' ‘W - Wife
1 '+' denotes a social role interaction bet;een two

1 .

. Y'. agenté - for example, Do+P deng;es a social

, s role interaction between a Doctor and a

Pat@ent.

'(E})' is used to denote an interaction in which the

othgr'agent's role is~explicit1y'labelled.~

~

-

'/' means that these two roles exist within a
sinéle ageﬁt - for exampié, H/D+W/M means that
6ne,agént is acting as a Husband and a Doctor

towards another agent acting as both a Wife and

~F

o - ‘ ‘ Mother .

<

e Note; this kidq of interaction.only oceurs when .

4+
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L3

one agent acts in a complementary way to
", the one of the other's roles and
explicitiy 1abei$ the other's secogﬁ\

b

' role.

Story C b o . Labels*

.Patient: Doctor, I'm reaXly sick. Can you help Do+P(E) .

" Doctor: Well, I think I cah.

, What is wremg? - - e Do+P ™,
.. . » ~ N
Patient: I have a tummyache . T \\
. oy ' . N N
Doctor: Well, let me look déwn your th(gat at your Do+P

stomaéh. Say 'aah!. (Doctor uses thermometer

to look down patient's throat).

I know what kind of medicine you need.’Here, Do+P -
. : take this. (Doctor gives patient medicine -
she takes it.) S .

¢

'
>
e
. )

il > A4 .
f . .
» B \
- J
4 '
.

o
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Patient: Will that make me better, Doctor? —Do+P(E)
Doctor: Sure..Youy stomach ache will g0 away now.
. o '\\\\J
s ,
Story D |
Patient: Doctor, I"m sick again b . Do+P(E)
Dbetor: What's wrong this time, little girl? Do+P

Patient: I've got an earache.

& - "

Doctor: An earache? Well, let me get the nurse\gg\\ Do+N(E)

X .

help me. Nurse, will you come iﬁ here?’

~

(Nurse Qalks in.)

Nurse: Yes, Doctor?

Doctor: Will you help me with this little girl? " Do+N

Nurse: Sure ¢

(To Patient) What's wrong? . ' . N+P

Patient: I've got an earache

-~

Doctor: Let me check her ears first. (Doctor éhecks Do+P
’3 .

1 . Patient's ears with gtolaryngoscope.) ' I !

A5

-

.All'right, Nﬁrse, will you give her some

Do+N(E)
medicine for her ears? (Nurse puts medicine ' N+P

!
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Daughter: Hello, Daddy.

in Patient's ears)

&

Patient: Will I‘éet better now?

Nurse: Sure, the doctor said the medicine would make

you better.

1

\,

Doctor: I don't have ény more patients today.

‘There's my.daughter, my little girl.

I wonder what shé is doing here

Fafﬁer: Hi, Honey.What's wrong?

"(Father kisses- Daughter)

P J‘

oy -
Daughter: I'm sick, Daddy..Can you hel me?
Doctor: Sure I can. 'I'm a.doctor énd I| know

._what is wrong. You need a shot

153

N+P
F+Da (E) ’
..

"

3
\ .

7~ Do/F+P/Da
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3 ][ ' - - :
Patlent CWill 1t hurt? , Do+P‘ .
) Doctor. Just a llttle bit, Honey. (Doctor gives
Patient a shot with the syringe.)
. | ; |
. Daughter: Ouch. o : - F+Da
- (Father kisses Daughtér)
R . M '
: .
Father: That's all .right, Honey. It won't hurt F/Do+Da/P*

any more. I1I'll tell you‘what: After
. dinner tonight, we can watch TV together.
Daughter: Daddy, I'm so glad you re a doctor and can

make me well.

’ . 'c

‘Storz F - - . : . X
Doctor: I dﬁn't have any more patients (Ding Dong)
Well, it's my wife and myilittle girl, my
ny daughtér ‘ .- f
[

g o ///ﬂello dear. What are you doing her*e'7 - -
' (Husband and Wife kiss)  H/F+W/M
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Wife: I bf&ugh; our little girl béc;use shefs sick, ,
and we ‘don't have any more medicine at home.
Since you are a doctor, I thought you could Do/F+W/M
helﬁ her. | ;
Father: So you are sick, Honey? _ . Do/F+P/Da
Daughter: YesﬁkDaddy.'I don:t féel very well.
Can you help me?
Docto}ﬁ Yes, because I'"m a doctoé )
Take this\medicine (Doctor gives Patient =  Do+P
some medicine.) Isll tell you what, afteﬂ
/  dinner tonight, you had better take some

F)

}
more medicine.

Daughter: Will it make me better, Daddy? - - F+Da(E)

Father: Sure it will. : (*
/ ~«
Mother: Can you come home now Dear? I have dinner H+W

cooking, and we're hungry. (Mother touches
Daughter.)
Father: Yes, we will all go home now. (All dolls

~

. leave together.)

\
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" APPENDIX .F

Summaries of tests of predictinns:

‘ Tables F-1 to F-8"°
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Table F-~-1 |
4
Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Age in Months by ‘
Negotiation Group (Ngg.q, Grade, and Sex |
Sourcé - daf . Mean Sgquare ' F
N ' .

Main effects | .

Neg. | 1 - % -29,63 '1.18

Grade ' 1  4939.78 . 196.75 **-

Sex ’ Tl 9.63 .30
2-way Interéctions .

Neg. x Grade 1 2.14 © .09

Neg. x Sex 1 - .36 .01

Grade x Sex 1 . . 16.41 .65
3-way Interactions ' h

Neg. x Grade ) o

x Sex’ | L 103.60 4,12 *
Error 103 25.11° ™ |

*p < .05

% p < ,001

e e,

PR N
<
A
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Table F-2

' Mean Age in Months for Each Negotiation Group, Grade, and

o

¢ ~ } Pl
Grade '
Negotiation ’ ﬂ
~ Group - o . ,‘ K BRI 1
' M s a M s oa
Negotiators -
* Bays _10.0 4.6 12 85.0 5.1 15
Girls * 71.6 3.3 - 14 84.6  .8.9 j 16
Nqn—negotiétots |
Boys 70.9 © 4.2 16 . 8l.8 3.3 15
Girls | 67.8 1.9 6 84.8 4.3 17
: ’
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Table F-3 -

'

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Proportion of Non-

Pretend Play Involving Games with Rules by Negotiation Group

. (Neg.), Grade, and Sex

-

)}

Source : df Mean. Square F
* Main effects - ‘ T ,

Neg. A I .00 - . .04
Grade R 01 .65

. Sex . 1. ' .01~ 1.38\

2-way IntekactionS» ’ : ‘ S '
Neg. x Grade 1, .00 Y, .47.
Neg. x -Sex ’ 1 ‘ .01 ‘ 1.49
Grédé X Séx 1 | .00 . .03

3-waf Interactions
Neg. x Grade o - .
X Sex C 1 .00 .7 .00

Error \ ) 110 ’ .01




Table F-

4

.
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Summary Table fox Discriminant Function Analysis of Measures

- 0f Pretend Skills for Negotiators andﬁNon-Negotiatorsa‘

o

.t
W

Correlations of Pooled within-group

predictors with correlations amongst

discriminant. function predictor variablesb

Predictor -
D — - .
variable ROLOBJ  PSOCINT  DURPRET
WESCORG, .374 275 *  .197 *  ,210 *
" ROLOBJ 382 . . A 143 . . .128
-~ . ) -
PSOCINT . -.056 -.147
, DURPRET -.108 a .
* p< .05 -
‘ 4
adf = 4, 109 S o
. bgf =1, 113

cWFSCOR - Highest level demonstrated in the Watson and
Fischer procedure; ROLOBJ - Proportion of social pretense
involving simultaneous role and object transformations; PSOCINT -~
Proportlon of social pretense involving high-level social

pretense

. interaction; DURPRET -~ Mean duration of eplsodes of social

[N

¥
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Table F-=5

[
)

Group'Means for Negotiators and Non-Negotiators on Measures

i

of Pretend Skills

LI 4 1

Negot. WESCORa .ROLOBJ PSOCINT DURPRET

N
-

e

4 B bl ‘

)

Non-Negotiators (n=54) 10.48 .31 . .80

- i . . .
Negotiators . (n=61) 11.09b .40€ .80 56.9

»

. .
X fid
3! ,

T involving simultaneous role and object transformations; PSOCINT -
v Propoxtion of social pretense involving hig’-level social
- interactions; DURPRET - mean duration of episodes of social
pretense, : . ) ,
. : » k - o
2. - bF (1,113) =3.17, 10 > p < .05 ;

°F (1,11%) = 5.36, p € .05 ,
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-Table F-6 )
Summary Table for Discriminant Function Analysis of
Differ‘énces Between Nego’tiators and Non-Neg@tiatér's_on
3 L e
" Measures of Non-Pretend Skillsa
] " i‘l
Eigen- v Canonical g Wilks' Xa‘ ~ Leyel of
value " correlation’ . Lambda ‘ Sig:(iﬂ_canqe
.027, < .16t L9130 2,94 SRS 5
7 " = c
r///
. /
! ‘ .ﬁ_’\ -
; \
/ 2df =5, 108 . N ’ ¥



3

4@

. o | i . . ‘
‘adf = u, 109 : - ,’- B T . ' h OK;
r. . L. i . .

Table F-?

i

Summary table"for Di;q;ihinant Function ‘Analysis of

Differences Between Negotiators and Non-Negotiators on

'Measures of Cognitive Skillsa - r

. 163

g ‘ RS —

< , I

Eigen- - Canonical ‘Wilks x* Level of '
© value 7 cdrrelation ‘Lafibda Significance
060 : .23&% 943 T 6.42 AT
. 3 o | .
- o,
» . .
. . .O
» ’ )
. . {
Ny 3
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Table F-8

Y

Summary Table for Discriminént,Funétion Analys}s of

164

' Differences Between Negotiators and Non-Negbtiatovsd on

ade = 4, 111 ‘ B

Measures -of SocialsSkillsa .
. & C ¥4
. §
Eigen- Canonjcal Wilks )(f Level of- .
value ' correlatigh ' Lambda Significance
5 (
030 . T ,172 .970 ©  3.40 .49
i )
/
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Table G-1
Correlations Amongst Measures of Symbolic Complexity of j
Spontaneous Pretense® . ' g i
’ . . i
!
. t e { .
. . ’ b . ' ;
- RROL ROBJ MOBJ
ROLOB _ ’ .94 n .34 % .33 x
- RROL ¢ .41 % .36 *
ROBJ * - 71
+ ! \
. N . , ] i
* p < .001. , ‘ . o

L3N =118 - | o .

¢ of the total amount of time spent in social pretense; ROLOB

‘- amount of time -in social pretense involving, simultaneou
role and object transformations; RROL - amount of time in
social pretense involving the enactment of remote roles;

- ROBJ - amount of time in social.pretense involving remote
object transformations; MOBJ - amount of time in social.
preétense }qvolVing multiple object transformations

1



Table G-2.

*

Analyses of Varlance Summary Table for Type of Sequence,

Grade, and Sex: Effects Involv1ng Type of Sequence -

167

‘2‘ ~
' ~Source Dependent df Mean Square F
- variables' :
| | .
Type of 'All DV's 2,44 15.26 14.93 **
Sequence (T5) DUR0462 1,45 13075.80 29.91 **
| ROLOB 1,45 .11 1.84
TS x Grade AllDV's 2,44 5.08 4.97 *
DdRo46 1,45 643.53 ° 1.54
ROLOB 1,45 .53 9.29 **
TS x Sex All DV's 2,44 .05 .51
| TS x Grade ' \ -
x Sex © All DV's 2,44 .86 .84,
* p< .01 ’ . ’ i
** p <,.-001 } "
p A
C

\

r

4pUR046 - mean duration of episodes of social pretense;

and object transformations

-

-ROLOB - proportion of social pretense lnvolving sxmultaneous Tole

-



Table G-3
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Mean Duration of Social

Pretense Within Sequences Aécompanied and Unaccompanied by

Negotiation (Seg.), and Between Grade and Sex
. 1

\

Source df Mean Square F.
Between effects -
Grade . 1 \149§ﬂ;8 3.66 +
Sex 1 458.91 ~ 1.12
' Graée.x Sex 1 2287.61 5.59 *
Error 45t 408.96
" Within effects X
Seq. SR 1 13075.86 29.91 *+
(Grade) x (Seqg.) 1. 673.53 1.54
(Sex) x (Seq.) 1 27,35 .06
(Grade x Sex) ' - .
_ x (Seq.) 1 165.90 ° .3§
Error . 45 . 437.17 °
4 ,
- .
+ ,10 < p > .05
* p < .05 [ ' |
** p < .001 \ ‘ \\J
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" Table G-4 !
} . o :
Analys;s of Variance Summary Table: Proportion of Social
Pretense Involving §imultaneous Role and Objebt ,
| ' ‘ Traﬁsformations Witﬁin Sequences Accompanied and '
1 Unaccompanied by Negotiétion (Seg.), and Betweég Grade and
,‘A‘ .S_E{_ . "
» S
Source ‘df ~ Mean Square TF “~
Bétween effects . : R Ty
Grade 1 ' T 02 _ .25
'Sex 1 S .99 11.03 *
Grade x Sex 1 ' 02 - .23
Error ' ’ o
. Within effects . ‘ ’
Seq. | L S . 1.84
‘ (Grade) x (Seq.) 1 ‘ .53 . 9.29 *
(Sex) x (Seqg.) 1 : .05 L { .93 ‘
. {Grade % Sex) i - —
x (Seq.) .- 1 - .08 / 1.47
* p < .005 . ,
3 .
"
\ . .
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Table G-5

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Mean Duration of

‘ . Episodes of Social Pretense by Negotiaticon Group (Neg.),

Grade, and Sex

et 4

Source . - df T Mean Square : F

Main effects

. Neg. : 1 338 .96
9 v b
Grade 1 225 .64
A\ .
- Sex .1 108 ‘ .03
_2-way Interaction ‘
3 “n \ . .
| Neg. x Grade 1. 685 - 1.94
. " Neg. x Sex 1 : 2283 ©6.47 *
Grade x Sex 1 3195, ' 9.05 **

3-way -Interactions
Neg. x Grade

.. 106 .30

~ x Sex 1l
} - \e A3 ,
: Error 109 353 SR .
‘. V4
* P < .01
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/ .
Table G-6 ’
s 090

| \ ‘
Mean Duration of Episodes of Social Pretense, Separately for

Negotiators and Non-Negotiators and for Boys and Girls

i
| .,
; A Sex .
f Negotiation -
i " Group . ‘ .Boys Girls
M SD n M SD n
Negotiators. '53.49a  20.02 27  59.63 18.97 34
33 55.05 23.42 23

' Non-Negotiators 63.82a 21.67

a,b Means with different superscripts differ significantly-

accordﬁng }o Scheffe's test, with o< = .05,

“~

% : K




. Table G-7
M

Analysis of Variance Summary Table:

Mean Duration of

3

Episodes of Social Non-Pretend Play by Negotiation Group

(Neg.), Grade, and Sex

Error ‘ - 109

7 -

Source - | l ‘/‘ af Mean Square F
- Main effects S
Neg. 1 743 3.70 +
Grade ‘ 1 682 | 3.39 +
Sex | 1 1187 5.90 *
2-way Interactions ‘
’vNeg. x Grade 1 ' 434 ;22
‘ﬁeg. X ‘Sex 1 837 4.16 *
Grade x'Sex - ' 1 39 .20 .
‘3-way Interactions o
Neg. x Grade /
X Sex ‘ 1 9 .05
201 )

T

+ .10 < p> .05

*p< .0l
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Table G-8

i \ X

\

Mean Duration of Episodes of Social Nopn-Pretend Play,

Separately for Negotiatgrs and upn—Negoﬁiators)\and for Boys

and Girls !

~ | : Negotiation Group
» Sex Negdtiators ~ Non-Negotiators '
. M sb n M sD n
7 Boys - 58a 25 27 sga 21 33
Girls . 60a 29 34 69b 27 - 23
Overall 59 - 26 61 63° 24 56
\ ! <

a,b Means with different superscripts differ significantly

according to Scheffe‘s test, with ©<-= ,05.

TEE T .t .
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Table G-9

¢+

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Proportion of Social

-Pretense Involving High Level Social Interaction by

Negotiation Group (Neqg.), Grade, and Sex

L)

L3 ' : R
Source af Mean Square \F
Main effects - y K
oo ¢ ~ \‘

' Neg- . ) l . ' ‘.00 ' 0002

Grade . . _ 1 .29 " B.95 K%

Sex 1. .15 ©4.67 *
2-way Interactions

Neg. x Grade 1 .02 L .60

(

Neg. x Sex 1 . .00 .02

Grade x Sex . 1 " - .01 .36
3-way Interactions’ ' T . .
- Neg. x Grade

X Sex / l ’ ° ¢ obo 004
Error  ° . 109 ' .03
. ‘ (

]
v

* p < .05 N °
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Table G-10

« ¥
L7,

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Proportion of Non-

’

Pretend Social Play Involving High Level Social Interaction.

by Negotiation Group: (Neg.), Grade, -and Sex

Source ' daf Mean Sqﬁare : F

Main effects

Neg, 1 .04 » “1.52
Grade 1 " .00 I |-
Sex L 1 .05 1.99

2-way Interactions

Neg. x Grade 1 .00 94
Neg.'x Sex : 1 .09 3:40 +
_Grade x Sex 1 : .03 | | .1.18
3-way Interactions™ - \
Neg. x Gradey
x Sex . 1 ' .08 | 3.17
Error’ léQ e .03 . o '

+ llo\€ p > .05 S <; R

b
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Table G-11

L

176

Mean Proportion of Non-Pretend Social Play Involving Hi h’

Devel Social Interaction, Separately for Negoéiators and

.Non-Negotiators, and for Boys and Girls

'

Séx

Négotiation \
Group Boys A Girig

| M gD n M 5D a
Negotiators  .78a .32 . 27 .  .63b .40 34
Non-Negotiators .69b .35 33 -71b .32 23

[

a,b ﬁeans with different superscripts differ signifidéntly~

according to Scheffe's test, Qith'c~== .05.

e By
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\ Table G-12
. - R
Analysis of Variénce Summary Table: Highest Level
‘ _Demonstrated on thg Watson and Fischer Procedure by
Negétiation Group (Neg.), GradeJ and Sex
' Source : df ' Mean Sguare. ' F
3
" Main effects J
- Nég. 1 ' , 16184 5.37 *
- Grade ‘ A '32.44 T 10.35 k*
-Sex 1 1.210 . .38
. ; - '
2-way Interactions .
Neg. x Grade S | \ ' 2.10 .67 b ]
g - ) : . : ' A
Negc X S.ex ‘.l N .09 ‘.‘ ’ 003 /’l E
Grade x Sex 1 _ 17.86 | 5.70 % |
3-way Interactions C %.
Neg. x Grade Vo — \
. ' ! J
X sex ' ‘_ l . \' .01 “\ "’ ! .01
" Error T 107 o 3,14
r‘ !
i , - . ] ‘ . \ .
' . * p < .05 , o “ |
: 4% p < ,005 : ' o ‘\L - ‘
/ /' A X ) .
J L — x
“ ) kY \ ) ’ ’?J

¥
'



Table G-13 R : | K
5,’ " -/') ’ ’ T . “‘ ! ) "|l
; Mean Highest Level Demonstrated on the Watson and Fischer
- - / P L

Procedﬁfe, Separately for ﬁégotiators and Non-Negotiators

, i . —
'Negotiation Group.
. - ¥ /
o ‘ L SD _
Negotiators (n=61) ' 11.09 1.72
. Non-Negotiators (n=54) . = '10.48 = v 1.98
) I, . ‘ ’ ‘ Ve
\ a ) '
J / ‘ o D
| . ,
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Table . G-14 Co- A VL \ = - o
: , R “ . B
o oL - ‘ - e - o/
N

-

. . N . L . v / .
_ Aﬁalysis of Variance Summary Table: Total Score ¢f the Ben-

Zeev-Symbol Substitution Task bygNegotiation‘Group (Neg.), )
Grade, ‘and Sex ' o . \
\\ ’ ) b . ; - \ 1

, % - Gl = L ‘. .\ .
Source ’ ae - Mean S4uare . F . '

S [ - . -

Main effects- e | . .
Neg. . S B .50 . . %.03 .
 Grade 1, - 392,07 . - 24.85 *

Sex . 1 - N oo .28 7 . 102

~

2-way Interactions . 31 j

: : Z, T -
Neg. x Grade 1 : » 31.28, " 1.98. -
Neg. x Sex . 1 ' .5.59" -

aa - PR SN o

i . R A0 e "
Grade x SRkx 1 © 17,49 e 1.11. Y
\ . '
AN .\\ [
. ) ‘. e _
- [ N

.39 .03
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~ Table G-15 '
.. Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Total\CpnserQation Sco{g
"« by Negbtiafion Group (Neg.), Grade, and Sex )
| ‘ ST “ ' - Ty
Source ‘ ~dfl' Mean Square : F
] . - ’ ) o
. Main effects ' -
‘Negs - 1 7.73. 1+ .14
[ Grade N 1786.90. 33,20 *
: M B ' - -
Dt Sex A ]; . 99:30 . 4 1.85
, . ; oy N Y
‘2-way Interactions , S |
- Neg. x Grade - 1 . 11.51 .21
Neg. x Sex . 1. - 00 0~ v o0
R ' , : \\\
Grade x Sex . 1 T , 34.64 T .64,
\ / ( ' \ ' o o ' -
3-way Interactions
Neg. x Grade = - h
x Sex - I | ) " .78 - T 15
Error ' 107 .. 53.82
* p < .001
N ‘ - I‘
\ N < )
1
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