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ABSTRACT

Theorists and researchers agree that pretend play is relateq
to representational and role-taking abilities, but little is
known about its emergence in infancy. Piaget (1962) has viewed
pretend play as a cognitive activity based on imitation of
‘non-play activitieg some time after their original occurrence,
but not upon specific imitation of adults' pretend play; The
Russian researchers El'Konin (1966, 1969) and Repina (1971) have
argued that adﬁlts must teach pretend play, either by modelling
pret2nd activities or by ve?bally suggesting that the child
pretend, No research has investigated the possible role of
raternal behaviours and mother-infant interactions in infant
pretend play development. Existing studies of infant pretend

play are not longitudinal, and all contain methodological flaws.

F 4

-~
hlS thesis descrlbes a new method for the 1nvest1gatlon of

mother- 1nfant lnteracﬂlons in CIOSSﬂﬁectlonal or longitudinal

studies of pretend play development. " A category system for

5 ——

measuring pretend and related behaviours was developed using
videotaped observations of 30 mothers and their 12- to
1u¥month-old infants. Each mother-infant pair was observed
during a 15-minute free play session in which conventional toys
classified as likely or unlikelf:to elicit pretend'plaf, and alsom

as male, fema{e, or neutral with regard to sex-stereotyping, were

)

AY
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'availabie.» The Mental Scale Bf the Bayley Scale; of Infant
Development (Bayley, 1968) wvas administered as a<;easure of
cognitive development at the age of 20 to 22 monté;.
The\videotaped»ogservations were transcribed, divided into
play incidents invg&l;nq/ﬁﬁéror'both subject partners, and coded
accérdinq to the éatégory system, which measured the amount and
complexity of pretend play and conventional onjéct‘use
de;onstrated by each subject partner. Other measures included
information ﬁothefsjexpréssed about objects, the éhild's general
level of cogpitive developrent, the proportion of play incidents
directed by eacg of the bartners; and the degree‘to which both
p;rtners‘jointly;parficipated in play activities. - Two observers
independently'transcribed, divided, and coded the observations
for 20% of the subject pairs. Interobserver reliability measures
were 97% for transcription and 79% or 96% for incident division

(using a conservative or a liberal measure). Reliabilities for

the 14 coding categories ranged from 75% to 89%.

The data obtéined were used in an exploratory study ofAv
mother-infant interactions. The findings indicate positive
relationships between infant pretend play and maternal pretend
play suggestions and—demonstrations. Joint participation in play
activities and the number of recognizable utterances madeiby the

~infant wvere also related to the infant's pretend play score.



Mothers who demonstrated pretend behaviours botp ét the averaage
level ofdcomplexity-fdr ;nfants and at a level slightly above the
infants! a;erage‘level had infants who demonstrated average and
above average complexity in their own pretend play, suggesting
that mothers may pace the complexity of their play to their

infants' emerging abilities.

These and other findings demonstrate the usefulness of this

method in studying mother-infant interactions. Ongoing -

-

longitudinal research involving the same«Sebject group will

provide an opporiunity to investigate hypotheses regarding adult

facilitation of pretend play development.

N
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S "~ 1. INTRODUCTTON -

f The emergencé'of symbolic play is an important but
little-studied area in tb$4:ognitive development'of children.
Despite differences of“opinioﬁ over the precisé’function pretend

or symbolic play serves, its organization, and the mechanisms

P

involved in its development, most theorist¥and researchers agree

eer QL

that it is related to thEAgéneral develdpment of representation

4 B

and that it may be impcftant in develoEing social role-taking
abilities, It is seen by Vygotsky (1966) as éu'x,irzlportantv@w

sprecursor of language acguisition, and by others (Piaget, 1962;
. .

sipnclair,®” 1970) as a parallel development stemming from the same

emerging cognitive symbolic abilities,

N
3]

\

In-the Piagetian view (Piaget, 1962), pretend play first ..

appearsmduring the sixth sfagerof the sensorimotor period, and
develops throughout the preoperational period. It ig

. - .7
characterized by the actindg out of familiar havioural sequences

o

(schemag) in the absence of the appropriaté environmental cues . .-

ia

for such sequengé@tr Accordiggmto Piaget, pretend play is

r

primarily an "assjpilative cognitive activity carried out for the

child's pleasure, and is independent of the process of

socialization. .In contrast to language, in which the=word is

seen as an arbifréty "sign" for something which has a-shared 2.
" ]

social mea%ing, the "symbol" of symbolicAplay is seen as

k-4
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egocentric, very possibiy having meaning only for the individual
child; “Symbolic play follois,—gnd is baséi/;n, the development.
df deferr imitation. ‘The child must be capable of imitating
his own and others' non-piaykactivities some time after their

: <

original oc¢currence in "order to act out schemas in the absence of

appropriate cues.,

— 3

Vygotsky (1966) has interpreted children's fantasy play as

"the imaginarf,'illusory realizatiép of unrealizable desires"
(pp,' 7-8). Symbolic play conmes ab;ut because the child has
needs and aSpirationé that are not fgmediatelynattainable in
reality. Ultimétely, language and tﬁought are vehicles through
which such needs and desires may be iﬁmediately realized,
Symbolic play is a'transitional.s£age in the deyelopment of
representational thought, The child ﬁses one object to represent
anpther as a pivot for severing meaninévfr;;,the exclusive realsm
of’concrete physical objects. Language '‘and internal mental
représentation_ére the ultimate cutcomes of this process.

‘fhe Russian researchers El'Konin (1966, 1969) and Repina
7(197%) have viewed symbolic play as an important aspect of the'
’brocess of socialization which doeé riot develop spontaﬁeously,
but must be taught directly, or at least by verbal suggestion;
Initially, children must be specifically shown thqt one object

'9?nay be substituted for another in play or that er person may

b Y
L \
- \




assume the role of another: Only-after a period of aeferred
imitation of pretend play behaviours does the child generalize

and spontaneously act out new frretend sequences.

- E

These and other assertions about the nature. and. emergence of
pretend play have stimulated research aimed primarily at

providing descriptions of the order in which pretend behavidurs

' of increasing cogbleiity occur, and the approximate ages at which

these behaviours tend to‘émerge. With some exceptions, most of
the research has examined the behaviour of children in the two-
to twelve-year age range ({(e.g. Franklin, 1973; Garvey and
Bérndt, 1975; Jdbkson,‘1974; Overton and Jackson, 1973).
Relatively little research in this area has studied ¢hildren as
young as twelve months, the approximaieAage at which one might
expect to f%nd the emergence of pre-symbolic and possibly

symbolic play {(Piaget, 1973). However, the'existihg studies

present a reasonably consistent picture of the order ip which
2arly symbolic behaviours evolve, of some of the stimulus

properties likely to elicit pretend in different age groups, of

“

sex differences in early pretend play, and of the relationship

between pretend and the conventicnal use of objects.

Segquence of Pretend Play Development

Inhelder and her colleagques {(Inhelder, Lezihe, Sinclair &

Stambak, 1972; Sinclair, 1970) have published preliminary results




<from a l&hgitudinal study of play infﬁfving5Children aged 10 to
41 months., In what is perhaps the most th?rough, careful work in
this area to date, the researchers used bgéh 1ongitudina1 and

cross-sactional data in identifying stﬁ@esfin the development of

pretend. They found little pretend play in tha@12— to .

4 o

16-month-old age group, with the exception ofs,the appearance of =
activities related to feeding 6neself at about 15 months {(e. g
putting an empty cup to the éouth and pfetendingkto drink).

Other self-related activities (e.g. grooming) did not appear
until approximately 21 months. The emergence of self-related
pretend play was followed at'approximately 16 to 19fmonths by the
use of "animate" toys (dolls, teddy bears) as Paggive partnérs in
activities (for example, a child hugging a doil). Between 19 and
26 months, activities in ghihﬁf"animate" toys Were used-as active
partners were nylerous (fbr example, putting a doll onia.toilet,
then removing it and exémining its shorté); The use ofA‘
éﬁbstitute objects (e.g. a stick used as a doll) appeared at
about 22 months, and at about 24 months the children both tfeated
animate toys as active agents in their ouﬁ right (e.ggﬁﬁputting a’
mirror in a doll's hand "so she can see herseifﬁ) angireferred to
absent objecté (=2.q. preteﬁding to pour i@égingry water ovef a

doll's head from an empty cup). -

Lowe (19?5), using 12- to 36-month-old subjeéts, also found

a progression from selfcrelated pfetend behaviours (with eating

)

—
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behaviours preceding, §rooming ores) to doll-related.behaviours in

@high’tg;se toys t%&ﬁian first passive,.théggactiﬁé roles. Fein
(19%“)'found fhe‘séﬁe general pattern, with ;eé%iép%ggto§§~(e.q.
dolls) used as 1f animate, then'subs£itutioggﬁof‘unrealistic for
realistic objeCts‘(e.g. a stick‘used as if%{E were a doll), and
finaily the use of imaginary objects, which are in reality absent

{e.g9. banging with an imaginary hammer, or talking to an

imaginary person).

Fenson, Kagan, Kearsley & Zelaio (1976) reported that

"symbolic or symbolic-like acts" were essentially absent in their

7- and 9-month old subjects, present in about half of their

13-month-old subjects, and exhibited by all subjects at 20
months. Since they analyzed data obtained #sing only a to¥x teé
set as stipulus material, and no dolls or other materials were
available, the results probably apply only to self-directed ﬁ%r
pretand activities invclving eating; and are thus consistent. with
Inhelder's‘and Lowe's findings. . | \ S
Hatsonkand Figcher (1976), in a study of 14-, 19-, and
24-month-olds, found evidence for an invariant progression
through the foiiowing steps: 1) use of self as agent; 2) use of
animate toy as passive agent; 3) use of substitute as passive
agent; and 4) use of anim%te toy as active agent. Ho; only was

the sequential emergence of these steps substantiated, but it was



also found that children's frequency of performing these
behiﬁiours declined in a "first in - first out" manner. Aas
children produced behaviours at the higher levels, they stopped

producing behaviours at the earlier levels in the same sequence

in which they had acquired them.

In summary, rgséarch cokaucted by several workers of varying
theoretical persuasions usingbdifferent research methods has
produced a surprisingly consistent picture of the sequence in
which pretend play develops. Although most authors cite tbeu ‘
Inhelder et al:; (19725 study, their reference sectiobns inciﬁde
few references to each other's work. Nonetheless, none of the
’research cited’here seems contradictory, when allowances have
been made for the use of subjects of differing ages, and for the
use of different stimulus materials. Initially (13 to 16
months), infanrts perform pretend behaviours ﬁith thems=1lves as
agents. Bepaviours related to eating appear first, with
self-related grooming and other behaviours appearing later.

Next, at about 16 to 19 months, "animate" toys such as dolls and
stuffed animals are used as passive partners in the child's
activities, At about 19 to 22 months, animate toys come to be
used as actixﬁ partners. The use of supstitute objects appears
shortly thereafter, and at about the same time or a little later,

the child comes to use animate toys as active agents, and uses

imaginary objects or people in play.
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Stimutus Properties

A,

“Another questiponh that has been empirically studied concerns
the deqree\of "realism" of stimulus objects likely to eiicit
pretend behaviour in children of different ages. Fein (1974) has
provided an extensive discussion of the concept off"réélism",or
"prototypicalness™ in such stimulp;LObjects. She h:; broposéd
three stages in the development éf pretend play: (ﬁ)‘a stage in
which highly prototypical objects are chosen to represent other :
objects (e.g. dolls are treated as t hough animdte); (2) a stage
in which stimulus objects possessing "core propérEieS" of
prototypical objects arg uséd to :epresent'the prototypical
objects (e.g. a stick is substituted for a doll); and (3) a
final stage in Uﬁich the Pddition of a productiye process allows
the genef&tipn of stimulus events fromwthe decomposition and
coding of prototype representations (e.g, a totally ab;ent
"imaginary" object or person is usagﬁin R&?Y)~ Fein has compéred,
_ the later appearance of "producing"&(imaginary) objecté qith that
of productiop in language, which folléws comprehension. 1In a
study of 20- and 26-month-old children, she found that highly

prbtotypical objects elicited more pretending than did less

prototypical ones.

Garvey and Berndt (i975), studying children aged 3 to 5.5

7

years, also found a progression from highly prototypical to less
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,:grbtotypical object use in pretend. Théy commented: "From an

s2arlier stage whers objects are used in a manner predictable oﬁ
t;e basis of their perceptual or mdnipulatiﬁe properties;'tpe
chiiﬂ moves én to relate objects according to processes that are
less clearly éerceptually determined and finally to transform
present objects orreven to invent objects for use in a pretend
apisode" (p.11). They'also found that stimulus obijects

applicable to caretaking cor domestic activities (dolls, dishes,

‘atc.) elicited pretend play earlier than did objects applicable

to the depiction of other, more varied situations external to the

home (e.g. street scenes, etc.).

Other research has confirmed the finding of a progression
from highly prototypical'to less prototypical stimulus object,
use, Franklin (1973), who asked y-~-yzar-olds to enact certain
pretend situations (e.g. "Pretend that you are ip the kitchen
making sométhinq to eat") using either realistic or non-realistic
play materials, found that for all situationé, the tendency to
follow instructions uasrgreater with the realistic materials.
Pulaski (1973), studying 4- to 8-year-olds, found that these
older children produced a greater variety of pretend behaviougs
when the %timulué materials were less realistic. Repina (1971)
also reported that younger children engagedrin pretend play far
more readily with highly realistic play materials, while older

children pretended more with unrealistic materials. Thus, it
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would appear that a definite progression from the use of highly
prototypical to less prototypical stimulus objects is generally .

found in the development of symbolic play.
Sex Differencas

Pindings on sex differences are not so clear-cut. Some
authors (El'Kbnin, 1966, 1969; Inhelder et al.,, 1972; Overton §
‘Jackson,'197u; Repina, 1971; Watson & Fischer, 1976) have not
reported differences, although only Watson and Fischer reported
| specifically testing for such differences. Fein (1974) reported
that no sei differences were found in early (self-directed) fqrms
of pretend play, but that more and earlier pretend involving role
transformations (chilq\assumés "mother" rolé in feeding dolls,
etc,) was found in female chidren than in males. This difference
was found only in blay with higﬁly prototypical toys, and was
related to dolls,and>caregiving_nateri§ls., Fein has suggested
tth this effect’ (found at 20 to 26 mo\nths) is the result of
adult modelling and of différential reinforcement Bf
"sex-appropriate" behaviour by caregivers, simce Fein's "highly
propotypical" stimnlus materials included only sggll‘numbers of
"male-appropriate" or "neutral" tofs, and larger numbers of
"fapale-appropriate toys, and since she-4did not mention any
measures_taken to control for this imbalance in her analysis; fhe

finding ﬁay be an artifact of the experiment.



Lowe (1975) found female §ubje§ts ahead of males in
doll-related. activities, especially grooming, and found that
while both sexes were equally likely to place dolls in a
"feeding" situation by 36 months, far more girls than boys
actively "fed" the doll. Lowe also reported»that boys' were ahead
in pretend play using trucks, ard that only boys were found to
nfix" the .trucks or to "put éasoline" in thervehicles. Gérvey

and Berndt (1975) reported that their 3- to 5.5-year-old subjects

“took on "sex-appropriate" roles (girls as mothers, etc.) at all

ages.

= It seems possible that the-sei differences reported by Fein
(1974) a}d Lowe (1975) may be related to the predoﬁinance of
"female-appropriate”" toys used as s{imdlus.matérials inltheir
studies, However,isinge both Franklin (1973) and?Garvey and
Berndt (1975) reported a progressiéﬁ from the representation of

caretaking or domestic dctivities to the representation of

"activities removed from the home (e.gqg. street scenes), it may be

that domestic activities, because of familiarity, 'are the easiest
for children to enact. Differential reinforcement by carégivers,
or other aspects of sex-role deveiépient; may thus favour the

earlier development of pretend play in female children.

-
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Pretend Play and the Conventional Use of Objects

Another question of interest is that of the relationship
between the emergence pf pfetend play and the child's acquisition
of information about the propar or conventional uses of objects.
Inheldép et al. (1972) examined the rélationship between
"clearly interpretable" acts invoLving the conventional use of
ob%écts, and acts involving "make-believe". They fcunqwthat the
ability to use one or more objects "adequately and 5ccordigg to
conventional usage" appeared to develop aloqg wiﬁhAthe production’
of symbolic play behaviours. Their 12- to 16fmonth¥old subjects,
who exhibited no preténd play by their criteria, applied action
patterns indiscriminately to objects; Any ac?ion pattern coula

: f
be applied to many objects, and any object could elicit many

>
diﬁferent action patterns. Their 16- to 19-month-old subjects,
who exhibited self-relgtedopreten&?}lay and used "animate™ toys
as passive partpers, géte able to use oﬁe or more objects
adequately (e.g. Wwiping uith a clotﬁ, leafing through a book
looking at the pictures, etc.). By 19 to 26 months, the children
in th%ir study had discovered the objeéts' functions and
propert?;s, and had begun to classify objects according to
function, These subjects used animate toys as active part%gfs,

used substitute objects, and symbolized absent "imaginary"

objects. 1Inhelder and her colleagues commented that:
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Representation of functional relationships between actions
and objects precedes that of functional relationships
between the objects themselves, The stability of these
functional relationships permits their elicitation by means
of anticipation., It is not until this step is taken that
one thing may be used to signify another, and the first acts
of pretend do not appear until the infant grasps the
conventional usage of familiar objects and becomes capable
of imitating the actions associated with them. {p. 239,
author's translation)

Fein (1974) also studied the relationship between pretending
and relating obijects to one another between 12 and 18 months, and
found that "pretending is consistently associated with activities
which indjcate that the child is using the spatial and physical
characteristics of objects" (p. 11). She stated that the child
must first have constructed "stable internal representations of
familiar objects and activities" in order to select thé
appropriate stimulus properties in pretending with obijects. She
commented that in pretend: "In a sense, the child is merely
expressing what he knows about how an object can be
used,.,detached from the practical context in which he typically
uses it" (p.12).

E1l'Konin (1966) viewed the acquisition of socially correct
methods of using objects as a precondition for the development of
pretence involving role-playing. For him, the proper use of
objects is socially learned through interaction with adults. He

commented: W"This refers not only to everyday objects, whose use
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is taught to the child by.édults. but also to playthimgs. “Por__

" e v

the child the pMything isvstill not separate from other objéCté:“ ]
(p 223) . Alth&gbt thess researchers may dlsagree reqardlng the
manner in which correct object use is acquired, it is clear that
they all view’ thls acqu1s1t10n as a necessary precondition for
the development of pretend piay. i '!' a - B}

~

Summary and Rationale for the Present Research

VExisting research on early pretend play has provided
informatign on the sequence in which particular behsgiours appear
and on some of the properties ot stimuli likely to elicit p:etenao
play in different age grou;s. Sex dif 7 ences have been foﬁnd, ™~
and the development of pretend play has been correlated with the
development of conventlonal oﬁﬁect use, Both Fein (197&) and E
Inhelder et al. (1972) have suggested pbssible links between//
stages 1; the emergence of Symbollc play and stages in the ‘
vaPlSlthD of languaqe, and\bave proposed that this area récelve
further investigition.  However, with the exception of the

lﬁﬁ
Russian studies (El'Konin, 1966, 1969; Repina, 1971) cited

earlier, no researdhers have directly examined the question of
how pretend p omes about. -
Is itt as the Piagetians suggest,.a spontaneously occurring

stags in c itive development? Or is it a socially learned

?
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behaviour that must be "taught".to the child, directly.or
indirectly, by others? Is the develoémgnt of sym;g;ic play
linked to the overall amount of cognitive stimulatibn the child
receives, or to the child's overall';ate of general cagnitivé
development? . Is there a fglation§hip bet#een the degree torwhich‘
the child receives inforﬁation about andudemopstrafions of the |
conventional use of objects, and the degree to which the child
2xhibits pretend behaviours? All of ihese queStions are
concerned with the possible lzarned ;épects of pretend play, and
involve the Lole of caregivers,in its development. If pretend
play is-ihpprtant either to coénitive development, social
develapment,mor both, the questions are of practical importance.
~ If adult stimulation is necessary'to the development of
pgetend play, or even if iM is non-esseﬁtiai\bpt has a
f::;zz%ating effeé;,,thié infopmation would’belpf benefit to the
caretakers of infanté. 'Pérents, day care worke;s, and others
igggld know £hat‘£y actively encouraging pretend-related
agtivities, they may facilitate the development of sfmbolic
representation and/or social role-taking abilities. Sevefgl
authors (Bateson, 1972; Ross, Goldman, & Hay, 1976) have .
suggested that play in general is impgrtant in the acquisition of

"peta-rules" regarding social communication. Pretenrd play may

also quone of the earliest forms of human creative behaviour.

' | <
— . .
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The present research concerns the development of a methad .

<

for investigating th=2 role of caregivers (sp&cifically mothers) - \§%
in the development of pretend play in infa?cy. While exiéting
studies have identified parameters of inteizzf in the development .

of pretend play, they suffer from methodological inadeguacies,

.

and almost none have been designed to investigate the possible

role of maternal behaviours., Following a review of the methods

-

used in these studies, the development of a new method for
%:investigatigg the inte;action ofﬁﬂifernal and infant behaviours

-in the development of pretend play will be outlined, and the

results of a preliminary study ({part of a longer lonqitudinal-

investigation) using this method will be reported.

o

WPy

wd
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2/? PRETEND PLAY RESEARCH

S

E2 : N
Research Aims iLv//

The aim of the present reéesearch- was to‘develop a method for
the investigati@ﬁ of relationships between severg}jméternal and
infant behavioural variables throughout the periéd of infancy in
which pretend play emerges, jWhile the primary variables. of
interest‘uere pretend play behaviours (or verbal $uggestions
regarding pretend play) on the part of both infants and mot?e;su
o;her variables possibly felated to ‘the emergence of pretend play
have also been included. O©One of these was the aegree to which
mothers and infants physicaliyﬁdemonstrate or*verbally indicate.
informatidn about the conventional hses of objects, including
playthings (El'Konin, 1966; P=in, 1974; Inhelder et al., 1972).

2 .
Other variables of interest were the ch¥ld's general level of

‘

cognitive development, and the degree to which both mothers and
infants express information about the names and physical -

properties (e.g. colour, texture, size, quantity) of objects.

- [
R N

Since the intended use of the method was to investigate

relationships between.these variables both at one point in time,

T

and over time (e.g, between early maternal behaviours and later

: .
infant behaviours), the method was designed for use in both

cross-sectional and -longitudinal studies. Thus, the behavioural
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categories developed for both maternal and infant play had ta
include the range 6§ such behéviours likely to be found from the
age at which infants begin to produce pretend or pre-pretend
behaviours to the age at which such behaviours are

well-establiéhed.

1t vas necessary tc develop.a new research method (bofh
applicable to cross-sectionl and longitudinal designs, and
including new behavioural categories) for two reasons. PFirst,
;imosg no research has been carried outkinto“possible
mother-infant interactions in pretend plgy development, and thus
no sSuitable ;thids axist for such studies. Second, most of the
existing studies of infants' pretend play suffer from various
metﬁodological defects., After ; discussion of these two poings,
the development of the present research method will be presepted.

L an

Mothar-Infant Interactions in pretend play Development

El'Konin (1964, 1966, j969) and Repina (1964) have
emphasized the role of adult modelling and verbal direction in
the 2mergence of both pretend play and the conveqtional'use of

objects (jhich they and others nhelder et al., 1972;7Fein,
" 1974) consider to be a precon;:ij:;\gér’fhe emergence of
preténd). El'Konin reported that "the socially deveioped nethods'

of using definite objects ... are found only in the joint
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J activity of the child with adults” (1966,lp.233), and that
initfﬁlly a learned way of using a particular object cannot
immediately be transferred by the child to another object.

'

Later, according to}El'Konin, children begin to transfer
thes= actions to otherrplaythings, and alsé begin to-be able to
produce actions, using objects,”iearned tﬂrouqh "mere
observation" of adult activities. Fiﬁally, the generalization‘of
these activi%ies progresses t§ the point where the child ﬁo
longer requires specific highly prototypical o5jects, and can
perform actions involving substitutions of 1ess»pro£otypical
objects, or the use of absent, "imaginary" objects.

The studies upon which these conclusions were based are not
reported in any detail in English translations of tﬁe Russian
literature, and there have been few attempts at r:
further investigation by Western researchers. Watson and Fischer
(1976) employed a design in which adult models demonstrated
Qifferent types of pretend play to infant subjects. However, the
intengéof this procedure was to elicit imitations of these

behaviours on the part of the infants as a means of collecting

sbservations on the infants' levels of pretend play dévelopmentgif

e

The models were assistants of the experimentefs, and the study
was not designed to investigate aspects of adult-child

interaction in pretend play. 1In all of the other
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praviously-cited studies of infant pretend play, mothers or other
adults were present only tc prevent stranger or Separation
anxiety, and were instructed not to initiate any activities and
to respond to the infants as little as pbssiblé. Thus, no
research methods have been developed for the investigation of

maternal variables and mother-infant interactions in this area.

The idea that adults may facilitate the development of
pretend play skills has received some research attenti&n with
older, preschool children., Smilansky (1968) trained nursery
" school teachers to stimulate spciqdramatic play in disadvaptaged
preschooler§.‘ She ‘found that this stimulation increased the‘
children's subsequent sociodramatic play. Smilansky suggested
that such play is encouraged and directly taught by middle class
parents, but often not by lower class parents; Rosen ({1974)
replicated Smilansky's findings, and teported that disadvaptaged
children who had received training in sociodramatic play improved
significantly over coptrols on measures of cooperative group
problem-solving behaviour and role-taking skills. Saltz and
Johnson (1974) reported similar findings, with disadvantaged
preschgol children who had received training in "thematié-fantasy
play" scoring higher than controls on several measures of social .
and coqnitivg\&efélcpment. Because these studies involved
preschoolers rather than infants, they)provideilittle information

about the normal development of pretend play from infancy.
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However, their finding suggest that pretend play can be taught to
children by adults, lending a small measure of sﬁpport to the
contentions of El'Konin (1966, 1969) and Repina (1971). Their

methods, however, are not applicable to infant stadies.
"Methodology in Existing Studies

Any inVestigafion of infant pretend play requires qareful
consideration of several methodologic;l problems. Initially,
there is the need for an(adequate definition of pretend play, and
following from this, an adequate means of 6perationa1izin§rthe
definition through the'férmatioh and measurement of behaviocural
categories. An appropriate resé&kch design (longitudinal or
cross-sectional) must be chosen, and a téchnique for collecting
data {structured experimental, free-play observation, etc.) must
be'devised. /igﬁfﬁpriate stimulus materials must be used, and
qthere must be an adegquate method of recording the data (by using
observers present during the experimental sessions, videotaping
obszrvations, etc.). Adequate control; ﬁuét pe considered, and
if observers are used,_ihterobsefver reliability must be (/rﬁ

calculated, The data must be analysed using appropriate

statistical techniques,

Existing studies of infant pretend play, as a group, suffer

from methodological inadequacies in all of these areas.

EN
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Individual studies all contain a flaw in at least one of these
ar=as, and most‘of them contain several, HThe methods used in
several studies will be presented with regard to each of the
areas outlined above, rather than presenting"individual reviewvs
of each study's methods. In 'addition to a criticism of these
methods on the basis of their adequacy for the ﬁurpose‘of

investigating their authors' own hypothéses, their usefulness in

a study of mother-infant interactions will also be considered.
Definition of Pretend Play

Piaget (1962) defined prgtend play as the acting out of
familiar action schemas in theéabsence of thevappropriate
anvironmental cues. This was illustrated with the example of a
child yho placed a cloth to the side of her head, closed her
ayes, and "pretended" to go sleep. The element of substitution
of one objéct {(cloth) for another (pillow) is important to his .
defif%tion of pretend; an earlier example in whicn the same child
closed her eyes after placing a pillow (appropriate cue)'against
her head was categorize? as an earlier stage on the road to full
symbolic play. Piaget's definition also streSsed an eleneht of .
awareness on the part 6f the child that s/hé is ﬁretending.
Piaget emphasized the "playful" character of the child's |

. =
behaviouyr during pretend play, noting that children smiled or

laughed while engaged in these activities.

L

‘M.‘%
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“since it required thaf‘appropriate environmental cues be

iy

absent, Piaget's definition classed as pretend play onlyithose

behaviours involvingrsabstitutions, imaginary objects, or the

- #

carrying out of physical activities relgﬁed to body functions oat

Bdf "context (e.g. pretending to go to sleep). Piaget did not

‘coigTﬁﬁ{\pretend'blay occurring with playthings sqéh as dolls,
N T - -

toy disheg, etc., and thus his definition is not appropriate to
play situations in which such toys are used. His requirement
thaL\iE? c?il@ be awar% of the pretend nature of his actionsimay
be empi;ically tested in older children who can talk (i.e. oné
may gquestion them about their activities), but is impossible to
apply in investigating iagénts' pretend plgyiA The subjec@ivity
of gaugigg whether the child is displayingiéfplayful gual;ty

S

during play actions renders this aspect of his definiﬁion
somewhat useless in research aé well, 5
‘ : ERYS
Y
Researchers have made various attempts to define pretend
play. Sinclair (1970), for example, Qefined it as "all those
activities.that can be interpreted as 'acting as if'" (p. 122).
Garvey and Berndt (1975) defiped it‘as "any transformation of the
Here and Now, You and Me, or the action potential imn these
features of the situation" (p.#). Fein (1974) has carried the

concept of transformations further by devising a typology of

transformations in pretend, defining a transformation as *"the

‘process which...permits one‘object...to be used as if it were
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another" (pp.6-7). It is obvious that such operational
definitions are not clear-cut, and leave much room for subjective
interpretation of whether or not the child is in fact pretending.
As Fenson et al. (1976) commented: "the distinction [betﬁeen
pretending and simple 1e§rned associations] is easier to make

semantically than empirically" (p. 235).

Regearchers have tended to avoid the question of definition,
and to rely instead on the presentation of behavioural catégories
which they then discuss as though these obviously represented
pretend play. For example, Fenson et al. ({1976), who
investigated three types of play, provided independent
definitions, as well as examples, of "relational acts" and
"sequential acts", However, they avoided defining "symbolic
acts", stating instead that "symbolic acts included eating {but
not mouthing or chewing), drinking, pouring, stirring, and
spooning {presumably imaginary substance) from one container to
another" (p. 233). The only stimulus material provided was a
toy tea set, Other researchers who have provided behavioural
categories b§£ no independent definitions include Lowe {1975) and

‘Watson and Fischer (19786).

The problem of definition, as Weisler and McCall (1976)
point out, is a general one in the area of exploration and play,

~and is certainly not confined to pretend play. Their comments on
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the state of theory in play reSea;ch in general are; however, as

applicable to the.area of pretend play as to any other area in

the field: ' . -
The lack of comp;eheﬁégve theoretical guidance with respect
to play makes reviewing this literature extremely difficult,
In the absence of a single accepted definition of play,
there is almost no uniformity concerning what behavior(s)
constitute play and no systematic study of a common set of
parameters. Further, although a modern literature is

emerging, most, of the work is old and not up to today's
scientific standards. (p. - '499)

‘Weisler and McCall suggest that vhipe the lack of consistent
definitions should not prevent research in the area, researchers
should nonetheless persevere in attempts at definition, rather

than throwing their hands up in despair,

The prdblem of definition is fhportant in that it is’ the
theoretical definition of pretend play that leads (or at any
rate, should lead) to the selection of behavioural criteria for
its measuremént in research. In the absence of a solid |
theoretical definition which may readily be tranglated into
operational terms, it is necessary at the very least to use
conservative behavioural criteria and to exercise caution in
generalizing from the Tesults of the research. Thi? problenm isr
2ven more acute in infant ressarch than in research inyolving .

older children, 1Interpreting and measuring complex behaviour in

subjects who cannot talk and whose motorvcoordination is stiil
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developing requires extreme caution, if data based on subjective

inference are to be avoided.
: : ¢

Identif;;ﬁq/ﬁéetéhd Behaviour in Infants

Pretend play isAan‘acfivity that most adults seem to think
is readily identifiable, at first thouéht. A.child is preténding
if she "feeds" a doll.imaginary food, but not if she herself eats
real food, or if she dances to the music of a record player.
However, since it is the element of fantasy in the child's
thoughts ﬁhat diffetentiqtes preteﬁd from other types of play for

most adults, their assessments are usually based on inference

L

about what the child is thinking, or what the child "intends" in

"per forming an act. It may, however, be just as plauéible'to
assume that the chifdrputting a toy spoon to a doll's mouth is
merely using the objects "doll" and "spoon" appropriately, and is
demonstrating only a learned ;ssociatién between these two
objects. oﬁ the other hand, thé child may be pretending to eat
cake while she eats her peas and cérrots, 6r:she may be
pretending to be a ballerina while.she dancesitopher records..
{

¥ith children above the age of about three, the researcher.

has several techniques available to supplement subjective

inference in assessing whether a child is pretending. One is to

instruct subjects to pfétend, then to assess their responses

~
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using clear-cut criteria for Earrying out the activity. Overton
and Jackson (1973), for example, gave three- to six-year;o¥d-
subjects instructions su€h as to comb their hair with a comb,
with no réal comb present. Responses weare scorea according to
whether the child gave no performance of the actiSD sequence,
used a body part (e.g. finger) as if it were the required
objeét, or performed the activity as if correctly'holdingvthe

required object.

Anéther technigue is to question the child about her
behaviour, and/or to note her spontaneous comments while .
per forming the activitf. Garvey and Berndt (1975), for example,
transcribed the conversation of previously acquainted children
aged 34 to 67 months while the children played together in pairs.
Although some utterarnces could not be reliably classified, the
authors were able £o categorize sevéral types of communication.
indiéatiné pretend play, or transitions to and from a state of
pretend play. |

.

Such techniques, however, are not applicable to research
with infants. Here the researcher is forced to usereipliéit
behavioural criteria, or run the risks of subjectiygﬁn
interpretation. Most of the existing research in this area

»
relies rather heavily on subjective inference. For example,-

. Inhelder et al. commented that: "Beyond a certain point, the
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pbserver no'longef hesitates to intérpr;t the ;nfant's
intentioﬁs, because he seems to have acquired aﬁ'exact knowledge
of the uée of the objéct, oL because he 1ntegrates 1t into a very
evidant fmakedbelieve; act1v1ty" (p. 199 author's translatlon).
ponéthéless;vsinclair {1970) , reporting the results of the same
study, stated that only at the oldest level of the aqe’range froml
12 to 2§‘mohths were observers able to agree on categorization of

children's activities. ¢

P =

Fenson et»ai.(fQ?h)} nho measured the frequency of "symbélic
or'symbolic-like acts" in infants aged seven to twenty months;
commented that: "Probably soﬁe of these responses did‘not
involve a symbolic component (i.e. the child may not have been
pretending to drink imaginary liquid Sut may have put a cup to
his mouth because of a learned association between cup and
mouth)" (pp.234-5). Watson and Pischer (1976), who presented
their 14- to 24-month-old subjects with adult models
d2monstrating different types of pretend behaviour, meaSured the
infants' frequency of subéequéfjfiﬁ?tations of thelmodelled acts
as well as the freguenqy of "spontaneous pretending". These Pl
‘'scores were treated as measures of the infants' levels of pretend
play developent, a Iéhough it mlght be argued that the 1mltat10n i

9 >

scores measured nothing beyond the infants' willingness to

imitate adult actions.



To sum ué,'it 1s extremely difficult to assess whether an
: ' SR T .

infant is pfetending. Tha hzed forﬂééme inference on the .part of

= <4

obsarvers may be to some extent unavoidable. However,
researchers in this area have been too ﬁilling to ignore the
problem altogether or to minimize its imbortance. .They have too

often assumed that the infant behaviours they observe are or are

not pretend, a problem which stems in part from the lack of

-

generally accepted definitions, 1If their measurements vere based
on clearcut, well-elaborated behavioural'criﬁeria, or if they
discussed their findings with moré attenti&hqto thé‘&é%iiations
of subjective inference, the prdblem iould bé less serious.
However, behavioural catagory systems are, by'and 1:23&, crude;
and reSﬁlts are discussed as though they represent solid/\ '
assessments of pretend play. o

Categories of Pretend Play

Ali researchers in the area of eariy pretend have used sgme
type of category systemrfor scoring pretend and reléted play
behaviours. various features of a particular study limit the
categories that may be construc}ed.i The'defipition of pretend
(implicit or explicit) is an initial cdnstraint. The choicg of
stimulu§ materials also affects the fange of behaviours likely to
be produced, Sever§1 studies‘in this area-have used a relatively

‘seall number of stimulus objécts, and categories that attempt to

S

F
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exhaust the range of pretend behaviours possible with these

4

S

objects have been COQ?FEUCted. ) : .
Lowe (1976) presented shbjects with four sets of miniature

toys, one of which contained a doll, spoon,=cup, saucer, comb and
brush, The scoring categories used' were behavielrs such as
#feeds 'doll", "feeds Self", "grooms dollv", =tc.. Fenso; at al.
(1976) analyzed only data involving the use of a toy tea set, and
t he behaiioural categories used were eating, drinking, pouring,{
stirring, anﬁ,spooning. In the Lowe study, tae behaviours most
likely to bé,produced involved functional us;s of the stimulus
<Objects in conjunqtion with either the doll or the child's oan_
’éerson.r In the Penson study, the most likely behaviours were -
functional object uses related to the child's person.

-

Nonothgless, Lowe's aim was to investigate the developmant of
"representation;l p{ay"; and Fenson et al., discussed the
amergence of "syabolic acts", 1In both cases, houever,'their
category systees related only toekhe‘available stimulus
materials, and did not exhaust the possible range of pretend
behaviours.
Watson and Fischer (1976) presented their subjects‘with
adults modelling pretend behaviours classified according to the i7(/

following categories: 1) use of self as agent, 2) use of passive

other agent, 3) use of passive substitute agent, and 4) use of
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active other agént. Subsequent imitative and spontaneous acts by
their subjects were scored with reference to the same four

cat zgories, Their‘research'yds:designed to test the theory that
these fohr types of pretend play emerge in an invariant sequence,
and also drop out of children's pretend play repertoires in the
sape sequeﬂce. However, the category system did not allow for
other types of behaviours found by other researche:g in the
seéuence of pretend play development (é.g.' use'of imaginary
objécts). The system also iumped together in one category
behaviours which éay emerge at different times (e.gq.

self-related feeding behaviours, uhich‘appear to precade
self-related grooming behaviours, would both be cléssified as
"use of sélf as agent")i; Although the system may haie been
adequate for investigating the authors' hypothesis, it is not

LR .
\\kigequate for a more general study of the emergence of pretend

play. o _ ‘  . J

Another factor influencing the construction of catagories is
r the age of the subjects used in the study. Category sysiems
developed for use with children over the age of two or three
years are generally inapplicable -to the study of pretend play in
infancy, since they include complex behaviours unlikely to be
found in infants, and 2xclude early forms 6f pretend andﬂ

pre-pretend play.
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Ak{jof the category systems so far considerad are not
particularly useful for sﬁudying the development of pre-pretend
and pretend behaviours throughout infancy., Either they are not
applicable to this age fangé, they do not cover the entire rahée
of behaviours that have been identified in the eﬁefggkbe—ef |
pretend, or -they are specific to the stimulus materials uézd in
theyétudy and do not organize behaviours into larger cohesive
unité. Two of the existing studie§§§f pretend play provide
category systens uhich are broader and appear to be more

applicable to the range of pretenﬁ behaviours found in infants.

The 1972 study of Inhelder and her colleaguesr(also reported
by Sinclair, 1970) is cne of these, They initially categorized
infant behaviours as either clearly interpretable or
non-interbretable. The interpretable acts were further
subdivided into: 1. activities that indicated knowledge of the
properties of the objects themselves (e.,g. smooth, soft, noisy);
2. activities in which the infant introduced sonpe organizgtion
to the objects'(further subdivided into spatial arrangements and
conventipnal, functional usage of objects); and 3,

"make-believe" activities. The E?iZT?Ziieve or pretend
activities were further subdivjded into: a) self-related pretend
activities such as pretendiné to sleep): b) use of animate toys

as passive partners; c) use of animate toys as active partners

(e. g. puts doll on toilet then examines its shorts); d4) use of
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animate tays as agents in their own right (s.g. puts mirror in
dcll's hand "so she can see herself%); and e) use of substitution
or of imaginary, absent objects. Scoring Wwithin these categofies
was accomplished with the use of subcategories formed by listing

all activities "possible” with the stimulus objects available.

Thig category systemn provides something of a basis for
further sfudies, since it covars the identified range of infant
pretend behaviours, and also includes catégorfes related to
conventional-object use, However, fév details of the system are
provided {m the published raports, and the foregoing account of
the system was prdduced by piecing togetherrinformation from
Inhelder et al, (1972)’and Sinclair- (1970). Reliability figures'
were not provided, and Sinclair noted that intercoder agreement

was low with younger infadts. .

Fein (1974) employed a gquite different approach to the
de;elopment of categories. She conceptualized éretend play as
the execution of a series of téansfo;mations, defining.a |
transformation as the4prbcess;éediatinéAthe‘seleétion_of one
(less prototypical) object or person to beauééd as though it were
another (highly prototypical) object or persdn. She identified
three types of transformation, involving suﬁsiitutioné'of: (n
peréon for person (child. as if mbther); (2) thing fbr péréon

(doll as if baby); (3) thing for thing (stick as if‘doll, or
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shell as if cup). Fein theorized that
pretending (reflected in the age at which the behavi gmérges)
increases with the number of substitutions involved.
aécording to fein, a self-directed feeding behaviour using a

miniature toy cup involves only one transformation - thing (toy
cup) fér thing'(real cup). It should appear earlier than a )
behaviour in which a doll is "fed" from an empty toy cup, which
involves three transformations - person for person {(child as if

mother), thing'for person (doll as if baby), and thing (toy cup)

for thing (real cup). . : %\

Fein's system of transformations also provides a partial
basis for the development of an adequate category system for
studying pretend play throughout infancy. It may be a useful
adjunct to Inhelder and‘her Colleagpes' (1972) category systen,
since tﬁeirs ignores the factor of role transformations ("person
for person"). However, Fein's system ignores the quality of role
transformations; i.e. it would aécordréqual weight to the )
.transformations "person for person" and "thing for person" En the
childfs use ofﬁanimate toys as passive partners, éctive partners;
or active agents., In fact, use of animate toys as active agents
could be seen to inyolve only one transformation (thing for
person), since in that situation the child assumes no role, bhut

acts as the animator of the doll, which is accorded a role.
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Thus, the systenm is not consistent with the identified = X
sequence of z2mergence of- pretend behaviours, since active agent
use appears later than passive or active partner hse; and Fein's

theory that the difficulty of pteteqd play increases with the

nuaber of substitutions carried out is probabiy untenable.

‘Furthermore, it is unclear whether Fein, in her own research, -

A

used the transformation systém as an organized system of
. . : {

categories, Although she provided few details of her fesear\ﬁ\<

metﬁod,-making it difficult to krow exadtly what categories were

hsed, she did state that pretend was measured as "theyfrequency

with which the child's activity resembled a functional behaviour
but occurred in the absence of the necessary materials or social

context" (p. 21). Presumably other, finer behavioural

"categories were used, then classified according to the

transformations involved. Despite the lack of clarity, her
identification of the ‘role transformations involved in pteténd;

as well as the general idea of transfbrmations; are useful.

In summary, the existing category systems are inadequate for
an investigation of the development of pretend throughout

infancy, although Inhelder and her colleagues' (1972) and Fein's

)(197u),work is usefgl for the development of a new categOFy

system. Furthermore, none of the existing category systems were
designed to measure maternal as well as infant pretend and

pretend-related behaviours. *Such an undertaking requires the

4
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development of categories which eitend the range of behaviours
beyond those,found in infancy, énd also the deveiopment of a
method of catégorizing behaviours involving mother-infant
*interaction, féther than just béhaviours invoiving the infant
subjects, .Furthermore, these category systems (with £he(
'éxceptidn of Inhelder and her colleaques') were developed for use-
in cross-sectional rather than longitudinal studies, .and thus are’
not éenerally applicable to studies invoiving either sort of

research design. 1In the next section, this and other aspects of

the research designs used in existing studies will be considered.
Research Design

The éxisting studies 6f infant pre{end play were (with the
exception of Inhelder 2t al., 1972) croés—sectional studies with
subjects seen at some segment of the age range ‘between 7 and 36

" months. ‘Inhelder et al. followedbseven of their 60 subjects
longitudinally, observing these subjects every one 6r two months
between the ages of 10 and 24 months. ~ No full scale longitudinal
investigations of infaht pretend play have been carried out.

Thus there is a need.for longitudinal validation of the findinés

of the existing studies.

All of the existinq studies employed a design in which

several groups of subjects of different ages were observed , and
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differénces betwéen their scores on various preténd play
categories were analyzéd. Fein (1974), Inhelder et al. (1972)
‘and Fenson et al. (1976) also measured functional,;ﬁon-pretend
use of the stimulus materials. Although some of the researchers
{Fenson et al., 1976; Watson & Fischer, 1976) reportéd using
appropriate Qests of statistical significance, two (Lowe, 1975;
Inhelder et al., 1972f reported only frequencies and ages at
which the majority of the subjectsﬂdemonétrated pa:ticular
behaviours, Fein (1974) reported very few methodological

details, and did not describe the data analysis.

Most of the studies of infant pretend play employed
observational techniques in a free-play setting, Subjects were
observed playing with the stimulus materials for periods of
approximately 15 minutes, Lowe (1975) presented four different
sets of materials in the course of each sessioh, and did not
precisely time the sessions, so that their length ranged from 15
to 30 minutes, Watson and Fische; {(1976) initially presented
'their infant subjects with adults modelling pretend behaviours
with objects;'then observed free-play sessions with the same
stimulus maéerials. Although Watson and Fischer criticize the
use of free-play sessions alone on the basis that they are
unlikely to elicit much pretend behaviour, the findings of other

researchers in the area do not seem to bear this out. Pilot

research carried out in the present study indicated that infants
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demonstrate considerable pretend and pre-pretend in a free-play

setting, espécially while playing with their mothers.

Observation in a freé-play settihg seems the most
appropriaie technique for'stﬁdying pretend at thié age, since
" instructing or questioning infants is not feasible. The stimuli
and the methodrof recording and scoring the data vary from study

-

'to'study.

Stimulus Materials

Most- of the existing studies used conventional toys as
stimuius materials. Lowe (1975), for example, used dolls, .toy.
dishes, doll furniture, and a miniature comb, prush, blanket and
pillow. penson et al. (1976) used only a toy tea set. Fein
{1974) us=d dolls, trucks, telephones, cups, pots and spoons.,
Inheldér et>al. (1972) used functional objects (mirror, |
hairbrush, etc.), toys like dolls and books, and "objects of
indeterminate function" {paper, cloth, etc.). None of these
studies appear to have deliberately included objects unlikely to
elicit pretend play. While it is appropriate to use only toys
likely to elicit pretend in investigating the pretend play
abilities of infants (i.e., to maximize the lfkelihoéarthat .
infants will pretend), non-pretend type toys should be included

if the aims of the study involve examining differences between
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infants whose usual rates of pretend play vary. Doing so would
more accurateiy sample the subjects' usual play behaviours, since
the inclusion of non-pretend toys would allow the subjects'to\
choose pretend or non-pretend activities in relation to their

usual play preferences.

In none of the‘studies was thgre a deliberate attempt to
equalize the quantity of male- and female-stereotyped toys,
althou@h both male and female subjects participated in all of
them., Since Fein (1974), Garvey and Berndt (1975) and Lowe
(1975) reported sex differences, énd since these may have beén
due to the predominance of female'sex-stereotyped toys used
(dolls and caregiving equipment), it seems important to balance
the quantity of "male"™ and Wfemale" toys. . thus, if sex
differences wefe found, they could be analyzed in terms of the
types of toys involved, and the question of whether such
differences were due to the stimulus materials provided or to
other factors (such as socialization) could more readily be

investigated.

In general, a small range of stimulus materials has been
used in existing studies, and careful consideration has not been
given to providing a balance of toys conventionally considered
"appropriate" for each sex, or to providing materials both likely

and unlikely to elicit pretend play. Also, consideration should

N

o
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be given torchoosing stimulus materials which involve minimal
'ambiquity in interpreting_thefchild!s actions with them.’ Toy
telephones, for example, lead to ambiguify in interpretation. Is
“thé infant who holds the receiver to his h2ad and says "Hi"
pretending to carry out a conversation on a "real" phone with an
imaginary person? Or is s/he merely carrying out an ;ction S/he
has prefiously seen carried out with toy'telephqneégtmﬁfh,
putting the réceiver to‘one's ear and saying "Hi"? ?he problem
may not ever be entirely avoided., However, some objects involve

more interpretation difficulties than others, and this should be

considered. in choosing stimuli.

Scoring and Intercoder Reliability

Infant pretend play research obviously requires atténtion to
tha problen of definition, a‘vell-planned research design,
carefully chosen stimulus materials, and a well-designed
behavioural category system, Nonetheless, its validity
~ultimately resfi*:2>the degree to which observers accdrately'

record and agre the observed behaviours. Because pretend

play cannot be measured uithoht some recourse to subijective
inference, tge only available test of scoring validity is that of
intercoder reliabiliff. Despite the fact that all research in
tHis area involves observations of play behaviour coded according

L

to botentially subjective. catagory systems, the issue of
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intdrcoder reliability has received almost no attention in the

4

literature.

-

Fein (1974) and Lowe (1975) did- not mention reliability

’ "+

figures ofrany sport, and it is imppssible‘to tell whether or not
they computed intercoder agreemenﬁg FPenson et al. (]é?é}
r ,
positigned two observgrsvbehind‘onefwax qlass. HoueVer,‘One'ofv
thep codeh durgtion direct}y, using an eveht recordér, while fﬁe
othei taped4£he’sessions usimg an audio recorder.  No‘re1iabi1ity
/ﬁfﬁﬁ?eg\iere given,'and from their account it would seem;that
: none hér; calculated, In nona df these studies(were'the sessions
?videorecérdedﬂ |

.

/ In three of the existing studies; videotapef&as used, and
’_d///iéome effort was made to calculate scoring reliébiiity. Garvey
and Berndt (1975),feported that'sessioh$ vwere videotaped, and
- speecﬁ was transcribed. ‘Data not involving speech .were coded
directl} from the videotapes, and "subjec{ed to test of
intercoder éqreément", However, no figures we;e given, and tﬁe
method of calculating reliability wés nof'Stated. Inhelder et
. al. (1972) used two‘observg:s, one in the expérimental'robm aﬁd
odé behind one—wéy glass. Intercoder agreement figures-and the
. . : ’
method”qsed’to arrive at then ﬁere not stated, although Sinclair

(1970), reporting the same study, stated that~obser§ers did ngt '

consistently agree in scoring the behaviour of the younger
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infants. Inhelder et al. reported that videotape recordings~
were made in the latter . part of the study, and recommended that

this be done in future studles in this area.

Watson and Fischert(1976)'videdtaped observations,'thent»‘

scored the data directly from the tapes, using an event recorder.

They reported interrater reliability figures in the 80's and
90's, using Pearson product-moment correlations., This study is
N P4 . - . e ., .

the only one in which videotape waé used, reliability figures

-were reported, and the. method of calculating reliability was

given. However, since only four broad categories were used,
their findings do not provide any assurance that observers
generally agree-in categorizing a broad range of infant pretend

behaviours.

The use of -videotape seenms hidhly important, since pretend

play involves complex events often occurring in a rapid sequence,

.The method of calculating 1ntercoder agreement is also meortant,

51nce different methods result in mrore or less "inflated"

2stimates of agreement. (This point will later be discussed in

‘more detail.) The findings of the existing studies (with the

exception of Watson and Pischer) are of somewhat questionable
validity, since the problem of reliability has not been accorded

the attention it requires. These studies (except for Garvey and

Berndt, 1975) involve observations of infants playing alone. The .
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problenm of:accﬁrate and reliable scoéring is even more acuté in

research involving two play participaﬁts,_Beéause both actions

‘and interactions must be scorad.
| *

None of the existing reseérqh_methods_are appropriate fogr
Qse'in sfudies of‘ﬁother-infgnt play interaction. Not oniy dida
[most of them suffer fron methodological inadequaéies; theykhave
éiso been designed only fp: sﬁudies,of ihfanté' beh;viodr, and
cannot be used to méaéu}e maternal behaviouf,or interactiohs
r,betweenvméfher1and infant., Portions ofﬂsome’of the existing

methods and the findings of_some of these studiss were, howavar, -

useful in developing a new research methii;f;>

AN

Ny

&
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3. THE DEVELOPHMENT OF A RESEARCH METHOD

After pilot observations, a preliminary system of
behavioural categories was developed. Observations of 30
mother-infant pairs were videotaped in a free-play situation
using appropriate stimulus materials. The videotapes were
transcribed, and each transcript divided into play incidents.
Each incident was then scored in accordance with the category
system, and intercoder agreement was calculated for each
category. The final category system consisted of those
categories for which adequate intercoder reliability was
obtained., The steps in this procedure will be described in
detail, then the category system will be presented.

4

Pilot Observations

Three infants aged 14, 15, and 18 months were observed in a
free-play situation with their mothers. Two of these sessions
ware videotaped for subsequent study, A‘variety of stimulus
materials was used in these sessions, . providing a basis for
decisions about which materials produced the least ambiguity in
interpreting actions carried out with them. The pilot
observations demonstrated that sufficient pretend play and
demonstrations of object use occurred to justify the use of a

free-play situation in obtaining data. It was also observed that
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f

whereas the two ;;;nger infants diéplayed relatively little
pretend play, their mothers demonstrated a considerable amount.
Thus, it was decided that observations of'infants‘;n the 12-Ato
14-month age range would be an appropriate starting pdint for
observing mother-infant pretend play interactions. A preliminary
systen of categories was devised, and observations were ﬁhen
collected from a samgiibof sufficient size to allow further

development of the category system. Each mother-infant pair in

the sample was observed during a 15-minute free-play session

which was recorded on videotape.
# e

Method of Collecting Observations

Subjects.

N\ .

subjects were 30 infants, 12 males and 18 feméles, and their
mothers. They were drawn from a file of volunteers contacted at
local maternity wards at the time of their:.children's births, and
from respondents to advertisements in a daily newspaper and on a
radio station. There was no remunerétion for participatibn in
the study, All of the infants were cared for at home by their
mothers, thus minimizing the likelihood of>§ great deal of
exposure to other caregivers or models, Twenty-eight>of the
infants were firstquns, uhilg two of theﬁ/had one olderrsibling.

The infants' mean age when tested was 12.8 months, with a range

/‘



45

of 12.1 to 14.6 months, The mothers' ages ranged from 19 to 34
fyears, vith a mean age of 28,3 years. Mean ages for boys and
girls,, and for mothers of boys and girls, did not vary

significantly .

Mothers! edﬁcational levels ranged from high school
gfaduation fo M.A. level; ﬁost had some tecggical or univérsity
training, = Fathers' educational and occupatid;al:levels varied
more widely., oOccupations rangeé from truck drivef'and'welder to
lawyer ;Ld research physicist, and education from Grade 9 to PhD.
Both parents were present in all families, all fathers were

employed, and irn none of the famjlies were the mothers engaged in .

2mployment outside the home.

-

-Eguippént.

The play sessions were conducted in a 10' by 15' carpeted
playroom onAcampus. A'Fairchild video camera kuodel TC 177),
equipped with a Cosmicar 12.5 mn. lens,ruaS'positioned_in one
corner of the room. A 3 ft. high partition sepérated the camera
area from the 9' by 10' section of the room in which the mother
and child played wi%g;nxcamera range. An Altec Lansing
omnidirectional microphone (Model 6506) was suspendeq from the
ceiling in the centre of the room. A SONY Model 3650

videorecorder was located in apn adjacent room equipped with a
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one-way mirror- facing into th2 playroom. Videotaping of the
15-minute sessions was timed using a Gralab gniversal timer (Type

171) .

The‘playroom contained a chair, a low table, and an
assortment of play materials 'initially arranged in a standard
manner on the carpet. The play materials were conventional toys,
chosen for their likelihood to elicit pretend play. These toys
vere categorized as eitber male or female on the basis of the
likelihood of their being perceived as sex?stereotyped play
materials, A further group of neutral toys, both unlikely to
elicit Bf@fénd play and likely not to be stereotyped as )
p;?tiéﬁlarly suitable fpr one or the other of the sexes, was
-included. Thre= 'small dolls were also used, Twenty adults were
asked to rate the toys used in the study as elther male, female,
or neutral in terms of Sex-stepeotyping. Téeir ratings
unanimously agreed yith the division intoimale, ffmale, and
neutral catagories listed below., The dolls wers judged to be
female-stereotyped., Since they were included because they could

be used in conjunction with either male or female toys, they have

been treated as a separate category. The toys used were:
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Hale c , Eemale Neutral - QQLL§

car bed, crib abacus | adult male
motorcycle blankgt ’ nesting cups adult femalg
schoolbus table, chairs ball ' female child
hammer bathtub, toilet shapebox

screwdriver muffin tin books )
nail, screw rolling pin puzéle

spatula, spoon

The car, moforcycle, schoolbus, and all of the female toys
wer2 fairly realistic miniature replicas of ordinary functional
objects. The hammer and screwdriver were approximately the sanme
size as thgir functional counterparts, but were made of
brightly—c;ioured plastic, The nail and SZ}ew were also of
colbured plastic} but were very large, The dolls, made of
flexible plastic, were on a scale such that they could be placed
on the furniture or inside the vehicles. fﬁus, all of these toys
were clearly distinguishable as play objects (rather than

ordinary, functional objects) on the basis of miniaturization,

enlargement, colouring, and/or material of construction.

The Mental Scale of the Bayley Scales of Infant Development
(Bayley, 1968) was used as a measure of general cognitive
development for the infant subjects. The Mental Scale was

admiristered approximately 8 months after the date of the initial
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sessién, following participation in a similar play session. Some
subjects were judged,tco_restless to compiéte‘the Bayley test
after this session,VSOYthat only 20 scores were obtained. fﬂ;;
Mental Scale was administered in the standard manner in a roomn
adjacent to the playroom.

F 4

Procedure.

Each mother-infant pair was obsérved and videotaped dhring
one 15-minu£e free-play session in the playroom., Upon their
arrival, the motliers were informed that they vere.partici;ating'
in a study inveStigating the develop&ent of pléy in infancy.

They were not informed that thé object'of the study involved
pretend play, .cognitive devélopment, sex differences, or
information’exchange between mother and child, 0On entering the
playroom, the mother was shown the videocamsra and one-wvay
mirror, and asked to keep herself and her infant within camera
range, She was then instructed: "Play with your child, as you
normally would, for 15 minutes", The experimenter informed

the mother that if she wished to terminate the session for any
reason, she could do so by verbal request, since the experimgnter
would be'éble to hear her from the next room. The experimenter
then left the playroom, and tiﬁed and videotaped the session from

the adjoining roomn.
4
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Transcription of videotapes
& |
An initial attempt was made to code data directly from the
videotapes, This procedure proved to be unworkable. Because of"
the complexity of the interactions between mothers and infants,
it was impossible to accurately analyze and record behaviours
directly. Therefore, detailed transcriptions of the subjects'

béhaviour and verbalizations related to the variables of interest

wera made. Six of the 30 videotapes (20% of the total) were
independently transcribed by the experimenter and another

observer. The t+wo observers' transcripts were then combined to
produce six joint transcriﬁts, with any disagreements in

/s - ! .
bbservation resolved by reviewing the tapes together and reaching

consensus on the behaviours in dispute.

5

The reliabi¥ity of transcribing the tapeé'observations was
R | Y
calculated by totalling the number Q; lines in the six joint

A ,

transcripts aﬁdﬁ%alculat;ng the perdéntage of lines on which both
observers had agreed subStantially“as to content. ’Lines‘counted
as disagreements were those ‘on which the observers differéd as to
ihich toys vere used, vhat actiVitﬁgs were carried out,or'what 
was said by either subject. Hindr disagreements over the
phrasing of utterances (where congént was clearly the same), the

failure to note gestures or body movements {unrelated in any

discernible way to the course of play) in either transcript, or
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the failure to note an uninterpretable yocalization by an infant
in either transbript were not counted as disagreements. The
joint transcripts totalled 1889 lines, and there were
disagreements on 50 of them. The percentage agfeemen; by lines
wvas 97.35%, a rate sﬁfficiently high to justify the transcriptiéh

of the reﬁaininq videotapes by the experimenter alone.
Division into Incidents

Although most of :the variables of interest were measured
using frequency counts which could be obiained using time .
-sampling techniques, that strategy was rejected in-faweur of
using "incidents" involving one or both members of the subject
pairs as the unit of analysis.r Spontaneous free-play involves
compl ex sequencesfof behaviours that must be interpreted in
relation to one another, Arbitrary time units artificially break
up these sequences, making it difficult to analyze then.
fherefore, the trdnscripts were divided into incidents based on

activities carried out by the mother, the infant, or both.

An incident was defined as any one of several types of

behavioural sequence, The types were not mutually eXClusive, and

were intended only as quidelines for incident division: Where an
activity involved several types of sequence, the largest;possible

category was used in delineating an incident. For example, if a
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pretend play suggestion or oﬁhér verbalization Qccu%fed in the
course of an agégvity in which some toys were usa2d in conjunctibn
with others, only one incident (the largest one, in which toys
were related td one anothér) was delineated, and the Suggestionv
or verbalization was iﬁcludéd withinﬂit. However, syggestions or
verbalizations occurring in isolation could dlso be delinesated as
incidents in and of themselves. Thus, incidents varied as to

~

duration and amount of content.

The types of behavioural sequences identified as incidents
were: (1) A play sequence uéing a toy or group of toys that were
related to one another in the course of pl;y (e.g. a game of
cétch: a sequence in which dolls were given rides in vehicles and
put to bed using doll furniture; etc.). (2) A sequence in which
toys were handled, but no functiomnal "play" activities werse
carried out with then (é.g. a subject held an objec&, then put
it down; the mo£her handed the infant a £oy wi thout comment, and
the child dropped it; etc.). (3) A non-play séquencé in which
the mother and infant interacted: or Hhefe one or the other
carried out a non-play activity (e.g;/ the mother wiped the
child's nose; the child shifted posi;ion, knocking over some
toys, and the mother picked them up, etc.). (U4) A yerbalization
by the child, mother or both in which information about toys or
objects in the immediate environment was conveyed (e.g. using

objects' names, describing use, describing physical properties or
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similarities to other-ébjects, etc.). (5) A verbalization
suggesting that a play activity -be carried out, regardless of
whether or not the suggestion was subsequently acted upon (=2.g.
the mother said "Let's give the dolly some lunch. Can you féed
the dolly?", etc.). {6) A simple game that may or may not have
made use of the stimulus materials (e.g. tickling, "This Little
pig", peekaboo, singing a song, etc.). ‘ b
Sii transcripts (20% of the total) were divided into
incidents independently by the author and the seccnd observer who
had transcribed some of the videotapes, after the second observer
received trdining (on other transcripts) in incident division.
In order to find out if there were’differences in incident
division reliability for transcripté with which the second
observer was familiar or unfamiliar, three of the joint
transcripfs prepared earlier were used, és well as three

‘transcripts prepared by the experimenter alone.

The problem of calculating reliability for incident division
presented some difficulty. Adequate techniques exist for
calculating the agreement of a group of peéple in dividing a -
stream of behaviour into events, by examining the variance of
division points afound points Hhefe breaks are frequently made
(Nevtson, 1976); However, such techniqueslcannot be used when

there are only two raters because of the extremely small sample



size. There are many possible ways of calculating percentage
agreement, none of which seems entirely satisfactory, because

they either over- or under-estimate agreemant.

one method is to count as agreements all lines of 3
transcript on which both observers agreed either to make a break
or not to make:a break, This technique is too liberal,; ecause
there are far fewver lines at which a break is made than lines at
vhich no breakvis,made. Nonetheless, all lineé receiyg‘equal

weight, " Another possible method is to_caiculate agreement by

brzaks, Using this method, agreement is calculated as the

percentage of the total breaks made by one or both observers on

which both agreed to magg\a break. This technique is too
: b

conservative, since no Leight is given to all of those. lines on
' ,

which the observers agreed not to make a break.

A
—

The problen of devising an adeguate tecﬁnique for .

: ) o
calculating incident division reliability is’ worthy of further

e

effort. However, it was handled in thistéiigy by calculating
both the liberal (agreement by lines) and‘cénservative (agreemept
by- breaks) reliability fiqures. The sik transcripts totalled.
1872 lines. There were 394 breaks made by oné or both observers,

and there were disagreements on 80 of these breaks (i.e. 80 of"

-

these breaks were made by only one of the obéérvers). The rate

/ - :
of agreement calculated by lines was 96%; agreement by breaks was
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?-59%. There were very small differences in the agreement rates on

transcripts with which the seccnd observer was previouslyy
. familiar or ﬁnfamiliar.‘ The three transcripts previously

transcfibed by the seccnd observer totalléd 861 lineé. There

_ were 212 breaks made/by oﬁe or both observers, and 41 s
d;sagreemenksa Agﬁ%ement by lines was 95%, and agreement by
breaks was 81%. Tt%‘three transcripts transcribed only by the
experimentér, with which the second observer was previously R
unfamiliar, totalled 1005 lines, There were 182 breaks‘made by
‘one or both observers, and 39 disagreements. Agreement by lines
was 96%, and ‘agreeaent bf breaks was 76%. The remaining 24

. transcfip?s ;Zre divided into incidenfs by the experimenter

alone, The transcripts were then scored according to the

-category system. &

- Category Reliability-
‘ Six transcripts, three of which had been transcribed and

<

divided into incidents by both observers, and three of which had-

been previously transcribed by the'éxperimente; only, were scored .

by both observers.The seccnd observer was first trained in the
"“," . M .
'~ category scoring procedure, using other transcripts. The

transcripts were scored -incident by inéident, and percentage
agreement was calculated. Incidents were scored if they

/

contained any material that could be coded according to the
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category system. Incidents that had no categorizable content
were not scored, Each incident retained had a possible score or

scorzs in each of ‘the cateqories® used.

/ij Agreement was calculated for each category as the percentage

of 1nc1depts on uhlch both observers had a551gned the same score
for that category Thus, incidents that only one observer had
scored produced a disagreement in each category where a non-zero.

scors was assigned. 1Incidents scored by both observers
. ~ . ,

ki . .
produced disagreements in each category where the scoras Were not

%
A

the same. There were no significant differences in agreement for
transcripts with which the seccnd observer was familiar or
unfamiliar. The agreement-rates for the faurteen categories

X . - — ) L
retained in the final category system ranged from 75% to 89%.

_(Reliability figqures for each of the final categories are

presente? in the next section, ﬁhere the category system is

. S * <. < e :
described.) The remaining transcripts were scored by the
’ .
experimenter using the final system of categories for which

adequate rejaibility had been cbtained. -

o

) The category systen :
, i ‘

The final set of categories allows the measurement of

several behaviours on the part of both mothers and infants, using

»

the play incident as the unit of analysis. Each category was ?m<

[y
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scored seporately for the mother;s béhaviou;fand for the infaot's
~behaviour during each incident that contained categotizable
content; Incioents involving'handling of objecté only;a¢ﬁé
execu€30n of simple action schehas euch as banoing, moutHing,'ot,
throwing; verballzatlons unconnected wlth the play/51tuat10n or
with Ob]eCtS 1mmad1ate1y present- and 51mp1e games such as. |
"peekaboo" were not -sccred. .Each of the categorles used areﬁ

presented below, with their .reliability figures and the ratisandle

for their inclusion, whére appropriate,

£ : -
{ , . .- : . ..

_:: N

(1) 191§_g§§g fhe toys used in the,course'of each inci%ent

wete coded separately for each member of the squect pair. jOniy
those toys that;actually figured in the play actitity of tﬁe
seqﬁence were scoted. 'Toys that were handled oniy, or iere’

banged, mouthed or thrown 1ndlscr1m1nately were not scored.

(This rule did not apply to approprlate banglng with the hammer,~

mouthing of the spoons or cups, and throwlng of the ball.) , ‘
Rellablllty flgures for this category were 88% for mother xn »\1
83% for children. ' : ” : : S Vx) Ve
¢2) Repeat. 1Incidents were scored as repeats if the content
aﬁd'toye,used Qged notasubstaﬁtially differ fron,those,of ao
'earlier_;gcident.f Incidents with substantially different cootent
(using t he came toys in a different vay, .usfng diffetent toys in

4 : .
the same way, or-using different toys in a different way) were
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not scor2d as repeats, This»category'was scored separately for-
mothers and infants, Thus it was possible fq; an incident to be
scor=ad as a repeat-for one of the subject par;ners, but ndt for
vé@he other, if oné of the partners repeated earlier behaviouf but
the.other did rot., 'The reliability figures for this category

were 87% for mothers and 80% for infants,

(3) Director_of _incident. This category was scored in each
incident for the partner (mother or infant5 who setithe pace, or
determinedehat»the major content of the in?ident would be,
Where this waé ambiguous, the category was scored for the partner
who initiated the incident by picking up a toy or verbalizing. |
éeliability figures for thié category vere 89% for mothers and

86% for infants.

¢
/

{4) Suggests pretend play. This categoiyxigs coded in

incidents {hére onékpartner verbally sﬁggested that the other
carry outra pretend-type behaviour, whether or rot the other
partner carried out the suggestion. (If the other partner did
carry out a pretend act in response to the suggestion, that A’\
response was codéd 2lsevhere for that pariner.) The céfégory
;ncluded commands, demands, and requests as well as suggestions.
If more than one suggestion vwas made in the course of an

incident, the actual nuamber of suggestions was scored. The

reliability fdgure for this c&tégbry was 76% for mothers. Both-
ﬁ;; ; )

% 5
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coders agreed that none .cf the infant subjécts {all of whonm
demonstrated no language use more complex than one-word

utterances) made any'suggestions.

-

(5) lggquation about objects {other thap_their use) . Thisﬁ
category va§ scored for either partner if s/he:used the néme of
any object in the immediate environment ({other théh the mother's
or infant's name), or indica£ed phyéiéal properties of the object
(colour, shaée, size, texture, quantity, or other attributes suéh
as noisy, fast, etc.). When more than one such piece of
information was expressed in the course of an §ncident}@the
actual number of occurrences waé scored. Duplicate information
(using the same name twice, counting the same objects twice,
etc.) was given only one scora2 for an incident. This category
was intended as a'measuré of the general amount of information .
the mother made available to the child, and to some extent, of
the verbal information that the child was able to express. The .
rel}ability figure for mothers was 85%. Few of’thé childrenrmade
recognizable vep?él utterances of any sort on the transcripts
used to calculate feliabiiity. 0f the seven’one-word dttérances

spoken by the two childreniwho used. any lamguage, the two coders

agreed on six. "
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Categories 6_and 7.

Category 6 (Use of objects) and Cateqgory 7 (Substitutions
and actions with ™as ifr qualities) were the only two categories
for which mutually exclusive choices were made in scoring the

$

content of an incident for any oﬁe partner. Category 6 measured
conventional’qb?éét ué;, and Category 7 measuréd prefend play.
Although objects wére almogt %luays used conventiona}iy in ‘
pret2nd play (e.g. a doll was placéd at the toy table and
chairs, thus\using the doll and toy furniture cortectly) these
behaviours were scored only under catagory 7 in order to avoid
confounding the scores in the-two categoriss. Thus,
"conventioconal object use" invoived the toys unlikely to elicit
pretend, or appropriate non-pretend'uses of the toys likely to
elicit pretend. 1If, however, a subject partner carried out two
&ADQ&aviours in the course of an incident, onekfhat demonstrated
conventional obiject use only, and another that involved pretend

'play, both categories were scored and a note was made of which

category referred to which of the objects used in the incident.

(6) Use_of objects. This category was used to score

behaviours that demonstrated kncwledge of the socially~defined
use of objects, or in which objects were used in a clearly
unconventional manner, Either partner's behaviour was scored as

conventional if his or her object use indicated at least some
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familiarity with the proper use of the object. It was scored as

|

unconventionqironly if the use made of the object was clearly
unlike the ogainéry, conventional use, As previously noted,
banging, mouthing, and throwing were not scored as unCOnventiogal
uses, but were scored as conventional where these actions weré‘
appropriate for the cbject with which they were performed. ’
Reliability figures for this category vere 85% for mothsrs and

N

75% for infants.'

(7) §Q-§LLEQLLQQ§_Q£_Qc£iga§_!i§h_ﬂéﬁ_iﬁﬁ_qgéliti§§- This
category was composed of nine subcategories, any or all of which
could be scored for either partner in an incident. The
subcategories were formed drawing upon the ressarch findings

" cited earlier reqgarding the saquence of behaviours found in the
development of infant pretend play (Fein, 1970; Fenson et al.,
1976; Inheldeg—et al., 1972; Lowe, 1975; Sinclair, 1970; Watson &
Fischer, 1976). Feinrs (197¢4) concept of transformations Qas
also used to some extent., The subcategories form a list of
-behaviours which, in combinationg may be used to describe any of
tha types of pretend found by researchers in the area of infant
pretend play, Each 6f these subcategories represents a

/particular kind of transformation which may be cérried out using
ﬁ\f{ the stimulus materials in tﬁe experimental setting, or whiéh'may‘

be carried out without the use of any props. The subcategories

ara:

S
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Inanimate object treated as if animate.
Miniature object treated as if it were a real,
functional object

One (non-miniature) object treated as if it were another

object

" Substitution of self-action for the action of an object

treated as if animate (e.g. animation of dolls)
Substitution of self-made sound for objeét; or animal-
made sound (e.g. "falking" for a dall, making an engine
noise while pushing a truck, etc.)

Using an_"im§ginary" substance or object as if it were
there, in;ga;junction with stimulus objects (=2.g.

cating imaginary food from a spoon, making motions as

if covering up a doll without a real blanket, etc.)

Acting as if an "imaginary" person, object, or substance:

were preéent and real, without making use of other
(real) stimulus objects in the sequence (e.g. talking to
an imaginary person, banging an imaginary hammer on an

imaginary nail, etc.) oy

Carrying out a body activity out of context (e.g.

——

pretending to blow one's nose or to go to sleep)
Assuming a clearly-defined role other than one's own

social roles (e.g. playing fireman, nurse, stc.).

T

——l

Y TR T E AR
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The following examples illustrate the combination of these
subcatagories to form pretend behaviours which have been
identified in infanéy: V

(a) Self-o;iented feeding behéviour using a toy spoon:
subcategory 2 (mniniaturization) + subcatégory 6 (use of
imagipnary substance‘in conjunction ‘with objecﬁs).

{b) Use’of.a toy doll as active partner by putting the doll to
bed: category 1 (inanimate as if animate) + catagory 2
(miniaturizafion - doll fﬁrniture).

(c) Use of doll as active agent by "walking" it across thé\
floor: category 1 (inanimate as if aﬁimate) + category 4
(substitution of selfi;ction for animate! object action).

Relaibility fiqures for the entire category were 86% for mothers

and 89% for infants.

-In summary, the category systen QutIined above may 5é
applied to the behaviours of each member of the mother-infant
pair in each play incident; They provide iﬁformdtion oﬁ‘ﬁhich
toys were used, whether or not the action of an earlier incident
was repeated, which subject partner dirécted the incidént,
whether a suggestion was made to .carry out a pretend behaviOur..
whether or not comments vere made ébout the properties of
immediately present>objects, and whether or not each subject
partner carried out specified pretend or pre-pretend behaviours.

The precise instructions for coding with the category system may
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be found in aAppendix A. Appendix B congains a sample iranscript,
showing incident division and scoring for that session.
Combinations of these categories may be used to form many
variables of interest in the investigation of mother-infant

interactions in the development of pretend play.
Usz2 of the Category Systenm

This system mayhbé used in either cross-sectiohal 92
longitudinal ‘studies of mother-infant play interactions, and
categories'or combinations of categories may be used to form the
appropriaté variables for particular studies. 1In general, the

system was developed to investigate the kinds of stimulus

"materials used by mothers and infants, the frequency #ith which

particular kinds of play are directed by.méthers or infants, the
frequency of maternal verbal suggestions that the child pretend,
the degree to which mothers and infants express information about
objects and their properties, the frequency withvwhich'mothers
and infants demonstrate conventional or unconventional object
use, and the degree to which mothers and infants display preﬁend

or pre-pretend behaviours. In longitudinal studies,

‘relationships between these maternal and infant variables at

different points in time may be investigated. 1In addition, the
relationships between these variables and demographic or other

variables measured may be examined.
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The toys use@ as stimulus materials in the present study
have been identified as malé; female, or neutral with respect to
se£;§£ereotYping; so-that‘sei diffétences in ‘play, if found,, may
be examined with fespect to the type of'stimulus materials uSed

by each sex. since Bayléy Mental Scale scoras were obtained,

correlations between play or object use and a measure of general .

<

cognitive development may be examined.

Many di fferent combinations of the categories to form

variables are possible, depending upon tha purposes of the studyb

in which they are used, The research study réported in the next -

chapter provides examples of the formation of variables from the
cateqbries, although not all of the possible category

combinations are used as variables in the study.
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4. AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF MOTHER-INFANT PRETEND PLAY INTERACTIONS

In a survey of the literature, no studies investigating
mothgr-infant interactions in pretend play and related behaviours
were found. The present study used data obtained in the course
of developing the cétegory system’to e2xplore possibhle
relationships émong several maternal, infant, and mother-infant
interactionalbvariables. The purposes of the study were to-tést
the usefulnéss of tge previously described research method and to
pfovide leads for generating hypotheses in future longitudinalhi
research, Because of the exploratory nature of the study, tthe
were né formal a'priori hypotheéé;, although it was expected that

.the apount and complexity'of the infants' pretend play would be
posiéi;elx.related to the amount a;d cqmpleXity of their moth;;;T
pretend play, and to the number of verbal pretend suggestions
made by their mothers, Other variables possibly related to
pretend play developﬁent vere formed using the category systen,

}md.interrelationships between all of the variables were

explored. .
‘Mathods
The subject group, stimuli, eguipment and procedure outlihed

in the last chapter were used in collecting the data. Thus, the

results of this study were based on 30 videotaped 15-minute
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‘observations of mothers and their 12- to 14-month-old infants in

a free-play setting.
Measures Used

The category system was used to obtaip measures on the

following variables:

Sex_of the_infapt sybjects.

,; Bayley _score. The scores bbtained by infant subjects on the
Mental Scale of the Bayley Scales of Infant Development (Bayley,

1968), a measure of general cognitive development.

Qgiﬁg_ggggigigg;;gn. A measure of the degree to which -
mothers and théir infants jointly participated‘in play
intefactions {as opposed to only one partner engaging in an
activityl was formed by calculating the proportion of the number
of incidents in which both partners displayed categorizable

behaviours to the total number of incidents.

Direction by mother. A measure of the degree to whicﬂ
mothars directéd or determined the contepnt 6f play incidents (as
opposed to direction of play by their infants) was formed by
calculating the proportion of total incidents in which the mother

was the director.
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Information_expressed by mother. The scores obtained by

ﬁothersrin category 5, which represented the number of tihes
mothers expressed information about objects' names and physical
properties. &5cores obtained in this category in incidents where
books ware used were excluded from the totals, Because books
usually elicit the use of objects' names by mothers, it was
thought that data'collééted during their use would not accurately

reflect the*ﬂothers"usual rate of providing general information

to their infants.

Repeats_by mother. This score represented the number of
times mothers repeated the content of an earlier play incident in
the course of a ,session.

Mother's conventional -object use. The number of times

mothers used objects in a conventional manner (in activities

othér than pretend play) in the gourse of a session.

Fats
el

© g L
o =~y .
Mother's uWpconventional object use. The number of times

mothers used objects in an unconventional manner (in activities

o

other than pretend play) in the course of a session.

g_;gggl§~g rete plax, mhe number of times mothers
performed activities classlfled under cateqory 7 (Substltutlons
and actions with "as 1f" quag;tles) in the course of/;‘se551on,

regardless of the specific content. ) F\\
. : o
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’

Mother's_ pretend suggestions. The number of times mothers -

verbally suggested that their infants carry out a pretend play

[ - M
activity in the course of a sessiojp.

Repeats_by_child. The number of times infants repeated the

content of an earlier play incident in the course of a session.

Child's utterances. The number of times infants uttered

recognizable words in the course of ‘a session.

.
infants used objects in a conventional panner in the course of a

session.

-

Child's_upcgonventional object use. The number of times

infants used objects in an unconventional manner in the course of .

a session. - . r

Child's_pretepd play. The number of times infénts performed
= : :
activities classified under category 7 (Substitutions and actions

with "as if" qualities) in the course of a session, regardless of
the specific content of the activity,

1
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pretend play exhibited by mothers and their infants were *examined

69

In addition to investigating relationships among the

variables listed above, relationships between the types of

4

)

-separately., The following types of pretend play (identified in

. previously cited research by Fein, 1974; Inhelder et al., 1972;

Lowe, 1975; Sinclair, 1970; and Watson & Fischer, 1976) were

measured: ‘ : ' : : . ) "

¢

¥ . = a0 e A

self-related feeding. Use of the cpokingjute§5iis and

- kg Y
nesting cups as if they were real, functionalEobjecyé,ﬁuitp.j

accompanying motions indicating that an imaginary Subsﬁéncé»qas ¥

being eaten or drunk. : e Lo e

. o of
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. . - . w
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Self-related body activity. Pretendi99*ﬁ5‘carxmﬂoﬁt}?;bdaYs>‘*?w

activity such as sleeping or blowihg one's nose out pfjthéﬁﬁdrmalafw@k
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context. . e *
. NN ) - o
: op
.
. . " : . ‘: - EEE S ] W
. - . e
,4\ 7 la‘{

, : S SR
“Mipniatupization only. Use of miniature toys .as if they.were

their real, functional counterparts, with no:furthér pteteﬁ§4§ypéj§ S

activities accompanying the miniaturization. .(E.g. -~ pushing a- =~ ' -
truck and saying "vroom", or stirgkng a spoon in the muffin tin.: |,
. . : . T kY N

Placing dolls in the truck as drivers, or feeding doll's ‘with the .

. - . . ) v ','g—"u .

muffin tin and spoon, "were not ipncluded in this type.) . . = -
. : . » SRR | Lo .
EY - Y ) V ] ‘\t
A ')‘ 1 o ::’ v

a B 7 5

b g 5
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‘a

-

Passive_animate_ partner. Performing pretend activities,

using an inanimate object as if it were animate, in which the

manimate" toy acts as a passive partner (e.g. . feeding ‘a doll or \;\i

putting it to bed). N T~

Passive_animpate agent - Using an inanimate object as if it

——— i T S e T e e i S i ] s e i,

‘Wwere animate, where the'"animate" toy is the agent of the

activity, but does not actually perforn motlons or’ talk etc. -

\
(2. 9. plaCing a doll ih a truck as the driver, then ‘pushing the

truck and saying "vroom"; or saying "The dolls_are eating lunch"

after'seatinq them at the table,-etc.). )

A : .
N T , .. . " -
‘Active anipate ggent.. Pretend activities iﬁ vhich an

iy

inanimate toy, used as 1if it were anlmate, performs motions,
Al

talks, etc. {e.q. -"walkinq" a doll across. the floor, saying v o

"Here comes the mcmmy"; "talking" for a- doll er "barking"'fox,&‘ &

“dog while making it "jump around) .

Substitutions. Activities in‘which‘one’objectWXa

- Py -

non-minlature) is substituted for another, dlfferent ob;ect (e.g,-

~

uSing tiny plastic shapes as food in a muffin tin, etc.). '. ' ‘i

» 3

— N . 2 . . L R 5 - .
« - “ « £ 41

’

The preceding types of pretend play are arranged accor&xng
- to research findings regarding the order of their appearance in

"the - emergence of pretend play"’ (Iahelder et al., 1932 LoweJ 1975'
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Sinclair, 1970), ~

with the exception of "miniaturization only".

"This type of play has not been treated consistently in

sfidies of*?
the seqhence of pretend play development, and there is soae

question as'to whether it is pretend, It has-ﬁeen 1ne}uded in 1

£
the Sequence of tne present typd&ogy at ‘the point where it

loglcally appears to fit’ in terms of complexity. Whether or not

it should properly be termed pretend, it is obvipgusly a closely

related activity at the least so has been included in the

typoiogy of,pretend play.

-

£ Scoring - g . o :
ol
‘7
Scores for all variables other than the pretend play types \

were fo;ﬂed using the category System in the manner descrlbed

above, Scores for the types of pretend play were forned by

assigning each subject's varxppe conbinations~of'sceres on the
subcategories of category. (Substitutions and actions Hit&,"as.
ifvn qualities) to the cprteeponding pretend plaf type. Eaeh
subject received only on2s score for each, kype of pretend piaq
s/ﬁe demonst;ated in the course of a sessf@n, regafdless of the;
nomber of times s/he demonstrated that type of pretend. Thus;q.

these scores measured occurrence or non—occurrence, rather than

'freguency of{ occurrence. Table I shows the combinations of

category 7 saSCaterfies produced by sub jects iﬁ'iﬁiS'StﬁGy;
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Results

Because of the distributions of scores on the variables and

the ordinal nature of most of the measures, nonparametric

statistics were used in all data analyses.

Correlational analyses

Correlations between all pairs of the following variables

were carried out using Kendall's tau: Bayley scores, joint
participation, direction by mother, information expressed by
mother, repeats by mother, mother's conventional object use,
mother's unconventional object use, mother's pretend play,
mdther'é pretend suggestions, repeats by child, child's
utterances, child's conventional object use, child's
unconventional objec£ use, and dhild's pretend play. Bayley
scorss were available for only 20 of the 30 infant subjects,
the analfses in{olving Bayley scores wéré based on 20 paired
observations, ;All other correlations vwere b;sed on 30 paired

observations.

Of the 98 correlation coefficients obtained, 29 were

So

significant at a level of .05 or less. W®ith such a large nuaber

of corre2lations performed, it is probable that some coefficienté




were significant by chance. The findings‘rgported pe}qv
represent significant cdfrel&tions for which the magnitude of the
coefficient was relativeiy large. The full matrix of
correlations is presented in Table II. The amount of‘éretend play
exhibited by infants vas'positivelyrrelatéd‘to the amount of |
pretend play exhibitéd'by their mothers (fau ='.55’ p < .001) énd
to the number bf verbal sugéestions to pretend made by their
mothers (tag = .48, p < .001). The infant pretend play measure
was also positivé®ly related to the joint participation measure
(tay =.37, p < .01) and to the amount of information mothers
expressed about objects' names and physical properties (tau =
.43, p < .001). The ampdnt of conventional object use by infants
was - not significanfly related to the infant pretend play score.

\

The mothers' pretend play Scoreé were positively related to
the number of verbal pretend suggestions they made (tau = .51, p
< ,001), to the amount of information they expressed about
:nobjeCts' names and physical properties (tag = .30, p < .01), and
to the)gbint participation scores (tau = .38, p < .01). The
number of verbal pretenxd suggestions made by mothers correlated
positively with their information scores (tau = .58, p < .001)
and their joint participation scores ({(tay = .31, p < .01) aé

wall,
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’

The Bay;ey SCores 'were positiyely<re1ateq\Fo.fhe‘joint
participation score (;gg'= .31, p < ;OS)Qand negativel? reléied
,éo the mothers' amount of converntional object\ﬁsé.(ggg = ~.30, p

< jOS); They were not significantly related to any‘thef
variables. fﬁe mothérs' apount of conventiogél 6bject'u$e ﬁésf
positively related to the proportion of play,ihcidents di:ec£éd
by mothers (tau = k37, p < .05) and to the infants! amount of

N
conventional object us=s (tau = .26, p < .05).

The joint participafiqp score was negatively related to the
zifoportion of incidents diré&tgd by’mothers {(tau = -,32, p < .01)
and positively related tc the QOthers' information score (tau =
.32, p <€ .01), It was also positively related to the number of

recognizable words spoken by infants (tay = .39, p < .01).

3

e e e e . e . —

The nann-nhitney U test (tvwo-tailed) was used to analyze sex
differences on all of the variables mentioned above. Mothers of
boys used objects in a conventioral manner significantly more

fkeguently than did mothers of girls (U = 1.96, p < .05), and



their male infants also uSed objects in a conventional manner

siqnifiCantly‘more fre;uently than did the female infants'(g =

3.00, p < .01). Mothers of boys also repeated earlier acfivities
vAmore frequently than &éd mothers of girls (0 = 2.57, p < .05).

" There were no other significant Séx differences. Table TII

summarizes these apnalyses.

Type.of _pretend play

Table IV shows the typ%inf pretend play exhibited by mothers
and infants., Of the 30 infants tested, 17 demonstrated one or
more play behaviours of the "miniéturization alone" type. The
numbers of infanpts demongirating self-related feeding, passive
animate partner, passive animate agent, and‘active animateragent
. ranged from 2 to 5. None of the ihfantsaperfo;med actions
—— .

Envolving'substitutions. Twenty of the mothers demonstrated

"miniaturization alone", and 20 demonstrated "passive animate

+

agent", The numbers of mothers demonstrating self-related
feeding, passive animate partner, active animats agent, and
substitutions,{anged from 4 to 8. None of the mothers and only
cne of the inf;hts demonstrated self-related body activities.
Thus, the modal type of pretend play for infants was
"miniaturization alone", while fcr mothers the modal typeé vere
"miniaturizatior alone" and_"passive animate agent". These data

are summarized in Tables IV,

\

TN
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A chi square analysis with Yates's rrection was carried
sut to analyze differences between the types of pretend play

exhibited by infants whose mothe s either did or did not perfornm

pretend activities at hotﬁ /'average level of infant pretend
élay and a level somewhat mofércomplex than_ihe infants! dverage
level, Of the 13 mothers who performed aétivities involving
"miniaiurization alone" as well as activities involving "passive
animate agent" at least once‘(legel M+), 12 (92R&) had infants who
demonst§§§9é pretend play at the iével of "miniaturizatjon alone"
or higher (levél C+). One infant ks%) did not (level C-). Of
the 17 mothers who did 'not perfdtm activities both .,at the
"miniaturization alore" and "passive animate agent"” levels (level
¥-), six (35%) had infants who demonstrated pr=2tend play at level
C+, and 11 (65%) had infants who did not (level C-). The
difference ipn the pretend play levelg demonstrated by'%ﬁgants
whose mothers f pretend play levels were M+ and M- vas
significant at the .01 level (chi squared = 7.74, d.f. =1, p <

CO1)'
‘Discussion

Tha findings of this study support the position that
infants' pretend behaviour is related to the pretend behaviour
and verbal pretend suggestions of their mothers. While the

correlational nature of the relationships does not allow



conclusions regarding causality, the findings suggest that
lonqitudinal research hypothesizing relationsaips between early
mat ernal and~léter iﬁfant pretend behavioqrs may be wprthwhile.
The infant pretend behayiours observed in this study were
probably largely directl} imitative- of the mothers' pehaviours,
because the mothers were present and active while infant
behaviour was observed, Future longitudinalﬁﬁgsearch in wﬂich
the final infant criterion measures will be taken uﬁile the
infant plays alone will allow the assessment of relationships
between maternal behavicurs and lafer infant pretend play
independasnt of direct imitation. Nonetheless, performance even
in direct imitation of the mothers' b;haviour may be seen as ah
indicator that the infant is capable of carrying out pretend
activities. |

%

The finding that iﬁfant preﬁend play was related to the
joint participation meashre and to- the amount of information
mothers expressed about objects' names‘andiphysical properties
sugg=2sts that th=2 opﬁortunity to interact meaningfully with
. adults in play and exposure to information from adulté‘about
objects in the impediate anvironment may faciiiiate pretend play
development, "The firding that motgers' demonstrations of pretend
play and varbal sngqestioﬁs that their infants pretend were also
related to joint participation and maternal information scores

-strengf%ens this position. However, joint participation,
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increased information from mothers, and infanﬁ pretend play may
all be features of increa;ing maturation., Even though the infant
subjects' ages were within approximately two months of each
other, it is likely that some weré more developmentally adfanced
than others, as the range of Bayley‘scoresi(éogto HQS)Auould
indicate. 1In fact, only one of these variables, joiht
participation, was related to,fherBayley scores. Infant pretend
play, maternal pretend play and pretend suggestions and maternal
information scorss were all uncorrelated with the Bayley scores.
.ft is possible that joint participation, a reflection of the
infants! ihcrggsing ability to interact with others, leads to
greater exposdreAto learning experiences in a large number of
areas, including pretend play. Thé other variables, however,
appear to be related independént of the.infants' level of
¢oqnitive de&elopment. Again, longitudinal research Hﬁ%l providé

-

N ' .
a more adequate means of investigating the issue.
The r=lationship between mothers' and infants' levels of
pretend play is of particular interest, in that_it suggests that

/.
mothers may p}ce the level of their own play both to their

infants' current and emerging play levels,

The finding that infantst pretend play was not relatei(;o
their conventional object use is not surprising, given the nature
'#,:1

of these two measures, Conventional object use was scored only
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4

~if the activity carried out with the objects did not involve

N

pretend play, in order to avoid confounding the two variables.

' ' : /
However, all of the infants' pretend play actions might also be
considered 1o be instancés of conventional obiject use as well,

H

since they igxglved usiné toys (dolls, toy vehicles, toy
fd;;i;ure, etc.) in a péoper, conventional manner. wﬂost of the
object use scored as conventional involveg toys'uhlikely to
elicit pretend play,- such as a ball, shapéboi, abacus, and
nesting cﬁps. Thus, a possible explanation for thig finding is
that the infants who diéplayed the most pretend play favoured the.
toys likely to e€licit pretend, and ¢onsequéntly usgd relatively
few of the toys whose use was most likely to\be §ébred as
'conventional. Therefore, the finding does not seeh to confradiet
Fein's (1974) and Inhelder and her colleagues! (i972) findings,
and El'konin's (1966) contention that the proper use of obijects ¢
is relateq to prete;d play. Rather, it may be seen as a result

of the mutually =2xclusive nature of the two categories in this

study.

A similér explanation may apply to the finding qf”a negdtive
relationship b?tgeen Bayley scores and the mothers' amount of
conventional object us=, :HotheIS'whﬁse children wvere at a lower
cognitive developmental level (ad measured by the Bayley) may
have févoured the toys unlikely to eliéit-pretend in playing with

their infants, Since the infants' conventional object use was .

r
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positivély relateq to their mothefs' conventional object use and
‘to the proportion of play incidents directed by métﬁers, it may
be that although this variable (Eé\meaSured inffhis study) is not
related to pretend play, its develépment in infants is also

facilitated by maternal behaviour., Again, longitudinal research

will provide a better technique for investigating this question.

‘The joint participation measure reflects the degree to #hich
mother-infant dyads engaged in interactive play rather than
per forming independentdactivities. This Variable was related to
the mothers' information scores and the'numbef‘of recognizablé
words spoken @; Infants, Joint participation and maternal
Vrinformation scores wWer=2 also related to infants' and mothers'
pretend play scor951§ It may bé that informative mothers who
encourage interaction by engaging in activitie;gthat interest
their infants ard respon@ing to the ;hildren's choice of

activities are the most likely to facilitats both speech and

pretend play development.

There were npo sex differencés found in any of the variables
involving pretend. Sinde both male; and female-stereotyped
stimulus materials were used in this study, both boys and girls
and their mothers had access to toys considered sociai??

appropriate for the infants' sex. It is possible that earlier

findings of sex differences favouring females in infant pretend



play (Fein,'197u; iowe, 1975) resulted from the brepohderance Of’;ﬁp
female-stereotyped toys used in the studies. The presént study
foupd that‘male infants and'théir mothers demqnstrated'more
convantional object uée than did:female infants and their
mothgrs,_gnd that mothers of boys\repeated earlier activities
more.f:equently than did mothers of girls, These findings are
difficult to interprét, both because the aims of the research did
not inglude thé invesﬁiqation of sex differences.on»fheée
vériables, and because recent reviews and criticisms of the
éeneral area of sex differences have pointed out the general
1nstab111ﬁ€ of firdings in this area {Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974).
One p0551b1e explanatlon is that qothers of infants may have
perceived the "neutral" toys (the use of which was most likely to
be scored as conventional in this sfudy) as male;stereotyped.' |
Although a group of adult raters judged these toys to be neutral,
thgyrwere university students and not parents of infénts. This-
:poésibility may bhe investigéted in longitudinal research by
asking the mothers to.rate the "sex—appropriatenesg" of;zﬁe toys
at the conclusion of the study. ‘
I .

This study has demonstrated that the research method may be
used fruitfully in an investigation of pretend play and related
variables, However, it must be borne in mind that the research’

was of an exploratory nature only, and that the findings are best

viewed as sources of hypotheses for future longitudinal research.

~
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5. FUTURE RESEARCH : T

:The research method presented here may be used to re%iably
categorize preténd play and related behaviours bn\the_part of
infants and their mothers. The exploratory stﬁdy cafried out
using this method has demonstrated that variables derived fronm
“the category system may be used to investigate mother-infant play
interaction, However, a study carried outvwith infant subjects
at only one age canndt exXxamine the nature. of mother-infant

-

interactions throughout the course of pretend play development.

The observations rgported here are the first df a series of
ﬁhree longitudinal observation'sessions carried out with the same
subject group. Ongoing research will allow investigatibn of- the
relationships between pretend play and other variahles over the
course of time. The second session, identical to the first, was
conducted when the infant subjects! ages were between 20 apd 22
months. A third session is plaﬁned wvhen the children reach the

age of 32 to 34 months. 1In this final session, the childpen%uiil

- RS- E

be observeéd playing alcne, as well as with their mothers, thus
allowing an examination of the relationship between maternal and%
interactional variables at earlier ages and the children's

spontaneous, undirected play at the final age.
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The ongoing research will also allow the development of a

scale of pretend play complexity based on the behaviocurs produced

by the infants at the three successive ages. The development of
such a scale will facilitate investigation of the hypothesis,
based on the present research, that mothers whose children are
most advanced in pretend play gear the level of their own play to

their infants' current and emerging abilities.

Although the category system has adequate intercoder
reliability for the first set of observations, reliability must
be established at later ages. The category system may be
expanded to include more complex types of pretend that were not
found at the first age, such as the substitution of verbal
statements for pre}end actions {e.g. "Let's say I'm the daddy
and I just gave the baby a bath"). Smilansky (1968) noted these
and other complex pretend béhaviours in older children's
sociodramatic play. In light of the sex differences for
conventional object use found in the present study, the subject
gothers willhbe asked upon completion of the study to rate the
"sex-appropriateness" of the toys used as stimuli, to check the

- possibility that their assessments differ from the

classifications used here.

The findings of the present study suggest that infants?

pretend play is positively related to their mothers' pretend
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behaviour and suggestions and to the maternal information score,
as Well as to the amount of joint participation in play. It is
predicted that these relationships will hold over time, and that
scores on these variables at earlier ages will be predictive of
children's pretend play at the final age. Although such
longitudinal research cannot provide conclusive evidence
regarding causality, positive findings in these areas would
provide support for El'Konin's (1966, 1968) and Repina's {1971)
contentions that pretend play is learned as a result of adult
modelling and yerbal suggestions. While no relationship between
pretend play and conventionai object use was found in the present
study, a more fine-grained analysis of conventional object use
will be carried out, and the possibility of a relationship
between these‘variables at later ages will be examined. At any
event, it is hypothesized that the positive relationship between
mothers!' and infants' conyentional object use will hold over

time,

Althoug? in the present study no attempt was made to
distinguish infant pretend acts that were direct imitations of
- maternal acts from spontaneous infant pretend acts, the category
system allows the discrimination of these two types of behaviour.
This distinction will be made in future research to allow

investigation of the sffects of direct imitation.
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i

The gtatisﬁicélbfechﬁiquégnhsed in the present study are
adgquate for efplorato:y pug%%%@?, but correiations do not
provide a poverf&l'eﬁoggh tdoidfor°the analysis of‘the data
collected{during théaongoiﬁg longitudinal study. The use of a
varieé;fggﬁnultivariate techniques including panel correlgtion,

factor analysis, anq]discriminant analysis is- contemplated.

-y
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APPENDIX A:

S

Categories and Scoring Procedure

f"\/‘»\'\}

e

Categories |

1. Toys
1..¢ar | 11. muffin tin
2. motorcycle 12. rolling pin
3. échoolbus 13. spatula, spoon
4. hammer ‘ 14. dolls )
5. nail, screw 15. abacus

) 6. screwdriver - 16. nesting cﬁps

7. bed,rcrib 7 17. ball
8. blanket : 18. shapebox
é. table, chairs 19. books
10; bathtub, toilet 20. puzzle

2. Repeat:
0-- non-repeat
1 - rgpeat
Score repeat orly if the incident does not differ
substantially in content and toys used from an earlier
incident.; A substantial difference would be using the same
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toys for a different purpose, or using different toys for the

same purpose. - I\

3. Director of incident:
0 - no
1 - yes
Director is the person who sets the pace, or determines what

the content of the incident is, If in doubt, score th2 subject

~partner who begins the incident as the director.

4, Suggests pretend play:
0 - no
1 - yes

\ o . b
/ : P

P

i

K

One partner suggests thdy the other cﬁrry out a pretend-type
behaviour (includes commands,édqmands, requests). Score

whether or not the other partner carries out the suggestion.

5. Information about objects (other than their use):
0 - no

«©
1 - yes (or score the actual number of pieces of

information expressed if more than one)
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Subject partner:

(1) uses the name of any object in  the immediate environment,
other than mother's or infant's name; (2) {ndicates physical
prgperties of an object (colour, shape, sizé, iexture,,or
attributes such as noisy, fast, etcﬂ); (3) indicates
similarify of one object to another (ény reference to an
object's similarity to another object, present or abéént -
e.g. "You have one of these at home", or "These are like
daddy's tools"); (4) indicates gquantity (Counts; or says "a

‘lot" or "just a few", etc.).

6. Use of object:
1 - indicates conventional use

2 - indicates clearly unconventional use

Score only when the activity'does nét involve pretend play.
Conventional use s any use which indicates some familiarity
with the socially-defined use that is ordinarily made of an
object. - score unconventional use only if thevusage clearly
shows no such familiarity with ordinary usage (e.g. piling
the furniture on top of the dolls, putting the screwdrjver in
bed, etc.). Appropriate banging, fhrbuing, and mouthing are
scored as conventional usage; inappropriate banging, throwing,

/

and mouthing are not scored at all, ’



7. Substitutions or actions with "as if" qualities:

Notes:

1

2

inanimate object treated as if animate

miniature object treated as if real, functienal object
one object treated as if it were another {non~miniatures)
substitution of self-action for "animate" object éction
substitution of self-made sound for object- or

animal-made sound

~acting as if an imaginary substance or object were there,

in conjunction with other, reﬁl stimulus objects
acting as if an imaginary person, object, or substance
were there, without making use of other, real stimulus
objects as props

carrying out a body activity out of context

assuming a clearly-defined role other than oﬁe's own

social roles

1. E.g. using a doll as a baby, making the dog puzzle walk around

or bark, etc.. }

Any case where a toy that is a miniature of a full-sized, real

object {(or, in the case of tools, an enlargement) is used as

~the real obiject would be used {e.g.-cars, hammer and nail,

furniture, cooking utensils). Do not score for doll use or use

of dog puzzle as a dog; these receive a score for #1,
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Substitution of one object for another, excluding substitution
of miniature for real objects. (Substitution of a "miniature”

for something else, e.q. a screwdriver for a doll, would be

scored.)

Cases where the subject partner makes motions attributed

to an "animate" object (e.g. making a doll "walk", etc.).
Cases where the subject partner makes sounds attributed

to an "animate" or "inanimate" object (e,g, saying "vrooa"
while pushing a car, "crying" or "talkfng" for a doll, etc.).
Cases where the subject acts as if an imaginary object were
present, in gbnjunction with other real objects (2.g9. drinking
tmaginary substance from a cup, making motionf as if covering
up a doll without an actual blanket, etc,).

Cases where the subject acts as if an imaginary'object were
present, in the absence of real objects used as props (e.g.
talking to an inagihary person, banging an- imaginary nail with
an imaginary hammer, etc.).

Cases where some normal body activity is carried out without
the appropriate cantext (e.g. pretending to blow one's nose

or to go to sleep, etc.).

Assumption of a clearly defined role such as nurse, mommy,
fireman, etc.. Role assumption must be made explicit; i.e.,
merely "caring for" the doll without saying "I'am the mommy"

would not gualify.

-
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Procedure for Scoring

1. Read the incident. if no categorizable behaviour occurs, do
not enter the incident on the scoresheet. Make a se?arate ;ist
of such incidents not scored. Be careful not to exclude
incidents categorizable uﬁder 4 or 5 (verbal suggestions or
information). only inCidents’in which objects are merely hapdled
or &erbalizations unrelated to play are made are not scoréd.

2. Score the ﬁother's behaviour during the incident first. 1If
the mother plays no categorizable part in the incident, draw a
line through the spaces for categorizing her behaviour. Then
score the child's behaviour for the incident. If the child plays
no categorizable part in the'incident; draw a line through'the
child's spaces. 5

3. Always score each category for each subiect separately. If
one of the éubject partners receives any scores, categories 1, 2,
and 3 must be filled in. Then-score‘categories‘u, 5, 6, and 7
where appropriate. One, two, or three categories may be used,

depending on content., Score the child only for what s/he

actually does, regardless of what the mother may have said, done,

,0C suggested.



192
4, Some of the behaviours in categories 4, 5, 6, and 7 may be
carried out more than once in the couﬁse of an incident, with
different content. For categories 4 and 5, score the actual
number of behaviours. For cateqories 6 and 7, writerdown the
subcateqgories used followed bf the number of‘timesvthat
subcategory was used with different content in parentheses, w¥with

a note showing which toys vwere used in each instance.

¥
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APPENDIX B
sample Transcript Showing Incident Division and Scoring

The following text contains the transcript of a videotaped
observation of one‘ﬁothef—infant pair during the 15-minute
free-play session. ’The infant subject was a boy aged 13.1
months. The transcript has been divided into incidents which
have been numbered consecutively. ' The categories that received
nog:zero scores for each of the subject partne§§ are noted after
éaéh incident, with the actual scores in parenfheses. The total
scoTres received for each category and for the types of préiend-

play observed are presented at the end of the'transcript/
Transcript

{. ¥o. puté dolls on chairs; says: "The mommy. There's
'the mommy sitting at the taple. And here comes the daddy". Mo.
"walks" doll dp to the child doll vhich is seated on a chair;
says: "And daddy says 'Baby, hi! Give daddy a kiss'"; touches
adﬁlt doll to child doll. Ch, vocalizes; spins abacus beads;
picks up doll; vocalizes. iﬁo. says: npaddy!". Ch. hugs doll.
[ Scores for mother: Toys (9, 14); Director {1); Info (U);

Substitution (1,2,4). Scores for chilg: >Toys (14) ; Substitution

(M .1 , 2 ™y
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2, Ch. shakes abacus; vocalizgs; spins beads. Mo. Amakes
no response, [Scores’EPr mother: none. Scores for child: Toys

{15) ; Director (1); Use (1).]

3. Ch. mouths screvw; touches nesting cups with it. Mo.
says: "Gonna put it in there? Look!"; hides ong¢ cup under
another; says: - "What's in there?", Ch. stacks cups.- MO.
builds tower with cups. Ch. puts some cups on tower. '[Sco;gs,

for mother: Toys (1§); Director (1); Use (1). Scores for child:

Toys (16); Use (1).]

4. Ch. mouths rolling pin; knocks over tower. [Scores for
mothers: non%; Scores for child: none?Sb\\\
- 446 v

5. Ch., 1looks at mirror. Mo says: "§ho's that little boy
in the mirror with a rolling pin sticking out of his mouth?";
removes rolling pin. .[Scores for mother: Director (1); Info

(3) . Scores for child: none.]

6. Mo. says: "Oh, look!"; shows child muffin tin and

spoon. Ch, examines spoon; puts it to his nouth, Ch. - puts

spatula to his mouth. Mo. says: "That's‘like a spoon". Ch.

puts spoon in car; pulls it out. Mo. says: “"That!s a car." Ch.

i

‘mouths spatula; picks up motorcycle, Mo. safs: "That's a
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. , . S
tricycle"®, [Scores for mother: Toys (13, 2); Director (1); Infp’”‘

(2). Scores for child: Toys (13); use (1).]

7. Ch. touches schoolbus. Mo. says: "Tt!'s the bus,
Let's close tbé door and open the door. [Demonstrates, ] That's a
bus’, That's a door. »That's a window. Y\u open, the door". Ch.
opens door. i;._ says: "Now cClose the doér." Ch. roils car.
Mo, says: "There goes the bus!"; pushes the bus toward ch.;
says: "vroom! Here comes the bus?; rolls'bus again. Mo. says:
"Go get the bﬁs". Ch: gets bus; rolls it to po.. Mo. ‘and ch.
roll bus back and forth. <Ch. /&nocks bus upward into his face,
Mo. says: "Uh-oh! The busﬁcame and went bang on yoﬁf face".e
Ch. overturns bus. Mo. says "Uh-oh! Therbus fell over. The -
bus had an accident®", [Scores for mother: Tojs (2) ; Director
{1 : Info (3); Use (1) ; Su2§titution {2,5). Sc;res for child; !

i

Toys (20); Use (1).] ' S
8. Ch examines spatula; puts it to his mouth several times.
[ scores for mother: none. Scores for child: Toys {13):; Repeat

(1) ; Director (1); Use (1).]

9. Ch. stirs spoon around in nesting cup. [Scores for .

mother: none. Scores for child: Toys (13, 16); Director (1);

use 1) . ]
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10. Mo. stacks nesting cups; saysi nput this in here".
Ch. stacks cups. [Scores for mother: Toys (16);~Repe§;,4fi;
Director (1); Use (1). Scores for child: Toys (16);,§;peat (f);
Use (1).] | |
o11. Ch.’ returns to bﬁs; tries to remove spoon. AoflAsa§s:~thf
"Is‘your spoon in the bus? W®hy doﬂ't you opén'thé door of the
bus and get the spoon out?", Ch, - opens door with mo.'s help;
gets spoon; puts ii to his mouth. fScores for motber?gToys (2);
Info (3). Scores for chjild: Toys (2, 13); Repeat (1) Director A

(1)5 Use (1 = bus + 1 - spoon) .]

.

Ty

12. Mo says: "Look, here's a dog"; pulls dog puzzle across
v N g
floor. Mo. says: "Come see the dog. Dog goes "Woof, woof".

Ch

. Says: "NWoof". MoO. aysﬁ "That's right. That's what a

dog says". Ch. handles'puzile; t.falls apart. Mo, says:
"Jh-oh! The dog'fellrgﬁart. Let'u put the dog ﬁack togefher

Jéggin"; puts puzzle together, Ch. fsaysﬁ "Woof!", .Mo. says:

\ﬁYeah. There's the dog's face™ [téuéhes it]. Mo. hanas ch., a
piece; says: npyt iipbéck." Ch. tries to put pieces together;

vocalizes, Mo. says: "Dog. Bice dog", Ch. bangs puzzle

pieces together. [Scores for mother: TGYE”T?OY?WU{féCfathTYQ'” S

Info (2); Use i?ft Scores forrchild: Toys (20); Use (B .1 -

* \-:

~

L SN
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13. Mo holdsrhamaer out to ch. ¢ saYSt{;FT{%$4iShaﬁﬁanierTﬁffw*f‘
‘You gb;!bang, bang' with a hamaer".' Ch. shakes hamnef,in éit. -
MO, safs: ;"That's-right,'except you're‘supposed torbang on
something";yputs cup on floofﬁ points to it; bangs cup with .
hammer. Ch, béhgs cup with hammer, »[5cores for mother: Toys = °
(4):'Director 11):VInfo (1): Use (1). Scores for child; Tofs
(4) 3 Use (1).] , o - L

14, Child’pulls puzéle apart; tries' to put it together;

then bangs piecegutOgether. Mo. says: "Dog fell apart". . -
[5coresrfdr mother: Toys (20); Repeat (1);:Info (1) scores for

child: ‘Toys (20) ; Repeat (1); Director (1); Use (1).]

15. Mo. opens book; says: "Look, book. 'Look, there's
'some hands [ pointsj. Where are your hands?", Ch. touches book.

«

Mo. says: "Hands, ham?", 'Ch. turns -pages of book. Mo.
points; says: '"Look, lookg there's'glaoll. And there's hands on
the doll, And a truck, and hands on the irpck.' Here's feet

[ points ] see the feet?", Hq. leafs througﬂ book. [ Scores for 
mother: Toys (19); Dir%ctor (1) ; Info (5); Use (1). Scores for

_

4

childs Toys (19);: Use (1).]

" fotal scores for this session: Mother: Toys (9, 14, 16,

-

13, 2, 16, 13, 20, 4, 20, 19); Repeat (2); Director (9); Suggests

’
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z

(0); Info (34); Use =~ conventional (6) - unconventional {0);

e Substitution (2). Subcategory combinations for substitution:

2,5, (1,2,3y. Scores for child: Toys (14, 15, 16, 13, 2, 13,

13, 16, 16, 13, 20, 4, 20, 19); Repeat (4); Director (5);
“Suggests (0); Info (0); Use - conveﬁtional (12) - unconventional

(0); Substitution (1). Subcategory combinations for
. ’ ' ™ -
substitution: (1), Incidents not scorad: {1) .

LY

.o
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Table I,

)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)

APPENDIX C:
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" Tables
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Assignment of: category 7 subcatedory combinations

(pretend play behaviours) to pretend play types

LA N

——

N T , H
Pretend Play Tybe \\\\\‘\&nggatgggLx_ggghinazigu§

self-related feading
self-related body activity
miniaturization alone

passive animate partner

passive animate agent
active animate agent

substitutions

(2,6)
@
(2,5) (2) (5)
(n

1,2) (1,6) (1,2,3)
(1,2,5) (1,2,6). (1121516)

(1, (15 v\

(1,2,4 (1,4,5)

(3) (1.2,3)



Table II. Correlation coefficients for pretend play and
related variables (Kendall'; tau)-

@

Bayley

Joint—Participation

HO.
No.

Mo.-

Mo,
Mo,
HMo.
Mo.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.

Mo.
Mo.
Mo.
Mo.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.

Ch.
Ch.
Ch.
Ch.

Ch.

+

Direction
Information
Repeats
Convent, Use
Unconvent. Use
Pretend Play
Suggestions
Repeats
Utterances
Convent. Use
Unconvent. Use
Pretend Play

Convent. Use
Unconvent. Use
Pretend Play
Suggestions
Repeats
Utterances
Convent. Use
Unconvent, Use
Pretend Play

Repeats
Utterances
Convent. Use
Unconvent. Use
Pretend Play

Pretend Play

B

.3130%
-.1596" -
. 0865
-.0535
-.3075% -
.0316
-.1079
-.1647
.0587
L1934
.0276

-, 2611 -

. 0580

AR
. 2828%
.0083
.2376%
.0648
«4830%*x
SU4T58%*x%
. 1281
0174
e 2374% -

8
-.0050
.2015
.0896
.0792 -
L4B12%%x

JP

«3191%%
+3182%x
. 1189
. 1594
. 0055
« 3855%x%
«3110%x*
. 1673~
¢e3914%x*
.2083
.0123
«3718%x

MCU

.0865
.0558
.0826
.0826
.1613
«2628%
<2246
.0370

CR

3822 **
«2600%*
.1813
«2977%

F

HD

-.0726
.0280
«2732%
«1656

-.0122

-.0148

-.1930

-.2288

=.3212%%

-.0667

-.1443

. 1303
e 1588
«2628%

100

=
(1]

.0518
. 1223

«3000%x*
« 580 1k%kx
.0776
.2923%
«2376%
.0400
U253 %*x%

[«
o
. e

<511 1%%%
.0513
<1531
.0554
.2283%
.5529%%%

ccy

.2533%
«1652

. Correlations for Bayley with all other variables based on

N = 20.

05

et

,,,

All other correlations based on N =

30.
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Table; IIT. Summary of Mann-WRhitney U-tests (two-tailed)
for sex differences

Variable ' u P

Bayley : _ : 0 " MNeSa
Joint participation . © .66 N.St%
Direction by mother : .18 N.ss
Information expressed by mother ' 1.73 NeSe
Repeats by mother 2.57 .05
Mother's conventional object use 1.96 . «05
Mother's unconventional object use .08 N.S.
Mother's pretend play 1.32 N.S.
Mother's pretend suggestions 1.50 N.S.
Repeats by child 1.50 N.S.
Child's utterances ) .81 n.s.
Child's conventional object use 3.00 S .01
Child's unconventional object use 1.37 D.S.
'Child's pretend play 1.27 NeSe

x

Note. N = 30. Female n =13; male n = 17, On all variables
where there were significant differences, males scored
higher.
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Table Iv. Number of mother and infant subjects demqnstrating at
least one instance of pretend play types

pretend _Play _Type ' Mothers Infa

nts

N Zage B. Rage
Selé-related feeding 6 20 4 13
Self-related body activity ‘ 0 0 1 3
Miniaturization alone , 3/“\\ 20 67 17 57
Passive animate partner . 8 27 5 17
Passive animate agent 20 67. 5 17
Active animate agent 6 20 2 7
4 13 0 0

Substitutions

Note. Based on total of 30'mothers]and 30 infants. Percentagés
do mpt add to 100 because subjects scored in one or more
ca&}gorles. ,
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