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ABSTRACT
This study examined the extent to which situational
context differentially influences components of play. Two groups of
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the overall tempo and diversity of play) and Viewed as relatively
sensitive indicators of short tere reactions of tions; and (2)
N structural variables, viewed as relatively sengitive indicators of
more enduring aspects of cognitive development.\Children were
observed either in the presence of relatively familiar of unfamiliar
adults in a structured play situation in the home at 18 and 24
months, and in a more naturalistic home observation at 22 and 23
months. Multivariate analyses were used to examine the sensitivity of
measures of style an ucture to situations and age. Style
variables revealed ere situational effects; however, both
types of varia changes with age and, differences between °
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‘ Abstract : '
“ .
o s 7
The purpose of the study was to exemine the extent to which situa-
/ -
tionalccontext differentially influences components of play. Two groups

-~

¢f play variables were distingui;hed. " Style variables, which reflect

the  overall temporand diversdity of Play, wereﬁviewed as re%iygvely sensi-
tive indicators of short term reactions to situations, whereas structural-
variables were viawed as relativély sensitive indicators of more enduring
aspects of cognitive developme;t. Childyen were obsgr@ed in the. presence
of relatively‘familiar or unfamili;r sdults in a s#fuctured play situation
in the home at 18 ahd 24 months, and in a more naturalistic hqme observa-
tion at 22 and 23 months. Multivariate analyses were used to examine, the
sensitivity of measures of §tyle and structure to situations and.age. As
hypothesized, style variables revealed sﬁort term sitﬁational‘effects.
Hgyever, both types of variables revealed changes wiﬁh age and differgpces
between siéuations which were sustained over time. Although ? prelimina%y

study} results suggest that %the manipulation of context factors ‘and multi-

variate procedures might provide a useful way of analyziné components of

-

piay as a complex sysfem of behavior. -
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The Development of Play: Style, Structure and Sitfuations v - %
I 4 ‘ . . .
E It has been argued that the importance of play is that it is a system of

-

behav1or which brlngs chlldren into contact with atures of.the env1ronment,
thus providing an opportunity for self-initiated{yjelf—sustained learning (White,
195§; Millar, 1968). For all its pre;umed iﬁportance, pley has been difficult.to ’
etqdy systematically, in Part, perhaps, beggpee as ; vague and gloe;l concept, it
is not readily translated into manageable behavioral categories (Berlyne, 1§69).
Thus, a question of considerable interest is how tbnpartition a{stream_of acti-
vitiee as complex as g;ay so as to assess ‘'its psyc@elogical eharacteristics ;gg
functions (Berlyme, 1960, 1969; Hﬁtt, 1970; Nunnally & Lemond, 1§}3). Recent

\'; g%eearch illustrates two strategies for the partitioning o} ﬁiay which suggests )

-

that a distinction between style and structure might be useful. ) ~S
According to some investigators, the diversity of objects that children con-
tact or the divers&ty of their ectivities with a particular object reflect chil-

dren's style of play. Style of play has been ;gkociated with problem solving

.

strategies (Kagan, 1971; Reppucci, 1970) or rate of information processing (Messer

& Lewis, 1972) It has &lso been noted that a child's manlpuIatlve activity is f

i

influenced by 51tuat10nal event for example, the presence or approach of a stran-
ger reduces a young child's contact with the physical environment (cf. Ainsworth &
Bell, 1970; Macccby & Feldman, 1972). In this sense, ch}ldren's style of play might

reflect context sensitive momentary motivational or affective states.

n -
v

,JPlay has been viewed in other ways as well. In a recenfistﬁdy reported by

Inhelder, Lezine, Sinclair, % Stambak (1972) play 13 cast into a cognitive dévelop-

mental framewofk. What children do wlth objects changes between 1 and 3 _years of
age. For example, activities with one object decline, as activities with two ob-
Jécts increase. Changes in the structure of play\aetivities presumably reflect a

[ 4

shift from simple sensory-motor activities to combinatorial activities which index

3
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- the child's growing capacity to conceptualize relaﬁio@s between objects. In the

v,

present report, we consider some implications of the_&istinhtion between style and

structure for the study of children's play. )

Y
.

Style of play. The contrast between specific exploration‘éna diversive exPl?ra-

tion (Berlyne, 1960; Hutt, 1970; Nunnally & Lemond, 1973) typically provides the .

v

basis for measures of children's style of play. Specific exploration refers to a

child's activity with 'a particular object. 1In contrasge diversive exploration re-.
* re

N

fers to a child's widely ranging contacts with an array of objects. 1In situations
. which permit choices, it is possible to examine children's sustained directed in-
volvement with individual objects (Kagan, 1969; Reppucci, 1970; McCall, 1975), as

well as the diversity of their contacts (Goldberg & Lewis, 19694 Messer & Lewis,
. - - ' i

1972).

-
N e * -
Suppose a child's activities are divided ihto an adtion component and an object

\ .

component. 1In specific exploration, the relation is that of many actions to one ob-

Ject--individual actions might be brief or sustained, but the child samples one object

v

vhile selei??ng broadly from his repertoire of behavior: A child might pick hp an ob-

Ject and then shaice, bang, mouth, or throw it. In diversive exploration, the relation
is of one action to many objects--the child samples broadly from the objects in an
‘ .

array but narrowly from his behavior repertoire: A childlmiéht pick up bne object

N

after another, thus holéing the action component constant. It is evident that & child

who contacts many différent objects and who does many things with each of them within
a given period of time will show a relatively high rate of action-object change. In

order to summarize different patterns of action-object relations, at least three vari-,

ables seem necessgiy: (a) one which reflects the-extent to which a child restricts

his activity to a particular preferred object, (b) another which considers the diver-

s

a

sity of object contacts and (c) a third which consfaers the rate at’'which actions and/

or abjects change.

, - s
Several investigators have examined individual differences in children's style

‘Pf play. According to one point of'view (Kagan, 1969), a young child's tendency to
[ERJ!:gage in sustained directed activity (based on the time spent with particular

IToxt Provided by ERI




objects) indexes a reflective style of problem solving. According to other in-
vestigators, preference for =a particular object and the tenddncy to contact a great

many different objects reflects the child's level of information processing (Messer

v

& Lewis, 1972). Although Pederson & Wender (1968) and Reggucci (1970) have reported

a relation between sustained involvement with toys and a reflective étyle‘of problem

) s
solving, there is considerable uncertainty regarding -patterns of developmental

\ ) P

change in young children. There is somé reason to believe that ghildren's play

A Y

" style might be especially susceptlble to immediate situational’factors-~the novelty

or complexity of toys (Sw1tsky, Haywood & Isett, 197h McCall, 1975) or the pres-

e -~

ence of unfamiliar persons (Ainsworth & Bell 1970; Magcoby & Feldman', 1972 Marv1n,
1972), but agaln there 1s>some uncertainty rgsardlng developmental Zhanges, espe—~
cially during the second year of life. The latter findings are of special interest
because they suggest that the physical and social aspecgs of a 91tuat10n prov1de a
context for children's play, and that style varlables might index short term situa-
tional factors rather than stable individual or,gevelopmental differenFes‘

A taxonomy of actions. Measures of curiosity, ekploratory or manipulative behévior

are often based on the object side of children's activity--the duration, latency, or

'frequency of object contacts. Distinctions among actions are most likely to be made
in studies wpich present the child with one object at a time. For example, Switskx

eth 41. (197h4) differentiated exploration (the examination of an object visually and
ta¢tually) from play (rhythmic manipulation of the object of,use of it symbolically °
to represent something else) thereby partially aﬁopting a scherie proﬁosed by Nunnal-
1y & Lemond (1973). In a receAt study of frée play, McCall (19750 defined-finer
qualitative categories (e.g.,_mouthing, appropriate'béhafior, secondary and tértiary
‘circular responses), which shoved significant changes between 8 and 12 months of .age.

Yet to many developmental theorists (Piaget, 1962; Werner & Kaplan, 1964) the form
- \

or stsgcture of an activity is the most consequential aspect of .children's object
..

transdctions. Indeed, & recent observational study by Inhelder, Lezine. Sinclair &

Stambak (1972) posited that during the second year of life changes in the vay chil~

)
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.

dren maniﬁulate objects should parallel changes in their tendency to use objectg
symbolically. Suppose\activities are classified according.to fﬁeir structural

characteristics. 1In a Pitgetian taxonpmy, one-object activities would be the most'

N i
primitive. The child manipulates cne object at a time, using sensory-motor beha-

\ :

viors such as pushing, pulling, thrbwing, waving. At a somewhat more advanced

level, children manipulate the parts of objects (wheels, knobs) and place two ob-

-

jects in relation to one another (i.e., on top of , into, next to) often governed

.

by an apparent recogﬁition of how objects typically go together (cup on top of table,
spoon into -cup). ?resumqﬁly, such activities reflept'the child's differentiation and
oféanizationvof spatial relations--both the rélation of a distinctive part to-the

%ho;e and the relation of one object to another. Finally, the child comes to aéknow—

'3 .

ledge other characteristics of objects (e.g., roundness) and to use these character-

istics in his ogganiéation of them. It is at this level that he is able to Solve

form board problems or ﬁut rings on a stacking pQle. It is also at this time that

*

the child begins to build towers and rows in which objects are systeﬁatically ordered

with respect fo physical, spatial, or temporal schemes. It should be noted that age

-~ .
. 4

norms for items on infant developmental tests (cf. Bayley, 1969) seem to follow a
similar sequence. From a deVeiopmental perspective, the striking phenomenon is that
4
prior to & certain time, the task of putting a round form into a round hole simply

doesn't make sense to the child. The observations of Inhelder et al. suggest a

deyelopmental progression in which representational schemes (as reflected in pretend

_play), are linked to the organization of operational schemes (Piaget & Inhelder,

.
o .
¢

1971). The child initially performs action routines on an object treated as if it

pa— I 4
were azaistinctive, undifferentiated pjykern, unrelated at any given time to other

-

- -

objects in an array. Then, as individual object patterns become decomposed and di-

mensionalized, ney patterns of "objects-in-relation" can bBe constructed by way of

.- -

special combining activitiés which évenbuallf'Can be applied iteratively. A new

vay of répresenting objects is associated with a new way of organizing relations

S

¢
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between objects. Thus, on theoretical and empirical groﬁnds, there is somé reason
Py 4 o

to believe that how children use objects in play expresses developmental changes in

the practical, adaptive side of intelligence. If children's style of play is vul-

¢

nerable to situational factors, what about the structure of play? 'If the child has

acquired Sophisticated modes of using objects, will hé useuless éophisticated modes

at t&mes of situational stress?

v

' Different aspects of play--its styie aﬁd its strﬁctﬁre--m;y;reflpct differeh}
psychological processes. With ;espect to style of play, interp;etations disagree
considerably, %nd how variables associated with children's style of play change
with age is uncertaié. If, for example, a high level of actiog-object change is a

sign of impulsivity, one might expect to:find a decline with age; if, however; the
measure reflects information processing, one might expect an increase with age. If

5

the specifie exploration'of‘a preferred object is related to the breadtp of the
s ¢ ' .
child's behavioral repertoire, one might_é€xpect to find an increase with age as new

1 -~ N
,activity schemes become functiongd. The developmental implications of (;; structural

aspect of play seem cle&refﬁ 7Changes in the way children use objects betyeen 18 and

2k months--most especiallf the way they impose upon objects relatively sophisticated

modes of organization--presumably reflects the child's acquisition of mental struc-
. -]

S

tures which lead to new ways 'of dealing with objects in relation to other objects.

With respect to situational factors, children's tendency to involve themselves with

‘

objects is apparently vulnerable to factors such as the presence of unfamiliar

L
v

: . N
adults, but whether structural aspects of play show a regression to less mature lev-

§
.
I

eks is unclear, ! /

In the prgéent study, ve asked whether style variables would be relatively more -
sensitive éhaq/structural variables to contex%)varigtioné suéh as the familiarity of
persons gpd whether structiral variables would be relatively mére sensitive to
chang%s with age between 18 and 24 months. Is it possible to gepapape style from
structure by separating short term situ;tional effects from loéé terﬁ developmegtal

O +

-
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éhanges? The study attempted to avoid some of thesproblems of previous research.

~

Children were observed under different circumstances in their own homes, rather
than the laégfatory. Familiarity was"exgerimentally va{ied, so that it was pos-
sible to compare and "unfamiliar" and "habituated unfamiliar" (Cohen, 1974). 1In

' addition, familiarization ocqurred over a relatively long peridd of time, and the

-
.

adult's role of experimenter-observer during,familiarization was similar to the one

she would have in the study. Most importantly, multivariate procedures were used
r

a

so that the analyses would take into account the notion that subcategories of play

behavior are interrelated parts of a broader, complex system of behavior.
v Meth?dl s ) . *

Subjects. The data analyses were drawn from a longitﬁdinal study of play in

home and laboratory settings. The children were predominantly from.middle class

1

‘homes. None of the fethers were unemployed and the occupations of the fathers
represented blue collar (25%), white collar (25%), business (31%), and professional
(18%) categories. The children were cbserved in a structured play situation in

their own homes when they were 18 months old, and then 6 months later, when they were

24 months old. The 7 children (U4 boys, 3 girls) in the Familiar group had seen the

. ’

experimenter on three previous occasions. The 8 children (4 boys, 4 girls) in the

Unfamiliar group hadme. In order to examine short term changes, the children were’

observed on two occasions at each age level. These visits were approximately two

weéks apart (Visit 1 and Visit 2). For the structured situation,-the design thus
contained two familiarity condigioﬂs (Femiliar-Unfamiliar), two ages (18 months and |
24 months) and two Visits (Visit 1 and Visit 2) as repeated measures. Due to the

- f

v 2
small number of ¢hildren in each group, analyses were not performed for sex.

-

Familiarization™procedure. The children in the Familiar group were visited in

<

their own homes at 16 and 17 months by the same experimenter who recorded .their beha-

vior in the prese dy. . These visits included both observations of.spontaneous

play and structured Arvations with materials not included in the present toy set. .

|
|
v / i
4
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The children saw the experimenter on a third occasion (at 15 months) in a labora-
tory setting, where, in addition to a play observation?_chiiﬂren were given a

standerdized test. The group thus had an opportunity to.bec me familiar with the

experimenter, ds an observer, as one who presents interesting play materials, and

as & friendly person.

, By 18 months, children in the Familiar group were exposed to the experimenter

3 times for periods lasting an hour to an hour and a half. In contrast, at 18

months children in the Unfamiliar group had not previously perticipated in devel-

Y
opmental research of any type. The initial assignment of children to Familiarization
s

groups was random. ¥

Structured play situation. In_ the §t}uétured éituation; the children played

. \

with a toy set brought in by the experimenter. Each visit began with an introductory

period of approximately 15 to 20 minutes of social conversation with the mother. ;ﬁé
\ : -
/female experimenter responded warmly to the child's overtures but did not initi{ate

interaction with him. After the introductory period, the mother was given a toy or
a book, ;nd agked to keep the child oécupied while the tgys weré set out. A set of
aﬁﬁ%oximately 50 commercial toys and household objects, housed in two suitcases, was
presented in a standard arrangeiient at the beginning of each “10-minute play period:
The experimenter *invited the child to play with the toys. Then she withdrew some 6
or B,feet avay and began t& orally record on'tape in a low voi;e én ongoing des-

criﬁtion of the child's béhavior. Thus, in the play session, it was»the observer

who was either the stranger or the familiar person: Since two different individuals

played this role for approximately half the children in each group, it-is unlikely

)

that peraonal characteristﬂ's of the expe imenter% would account for group differences. <

. In addition, the experimenters &ere naiv rega}ding the purpose of the study.

- v,

Home observation. Between 18 and 24|months both groups of children were exposed .

to familiarization experiences similer to .{;se described earlier for children in -the
vi

Familia: group. At 21 months both groups ited the laboratory where they were

60.010
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. * \ 9
given the Bayley Scales of Mental Development. In addition, the spontaneous play

A

of both groups was observed in the home at 22 and 23 months. Visits took place at

a time of day when, in the mother’'s Jjudgment, the)%hild was most likely to play,

although most mothers felt that their children were always. playing. The mothers

-

wvere asked to ignore the observer and do what they would ordinarily do at that time.
The data for each home observation consists of approximately U5 minutes of solitary
play activities as well as play activities mediated b} other persons. ) b

N

Data collection.’ 1In all play observations, the observer orally..recorded the

child's activities. A time attached to the tape recorder beeped every 10 sec. The’
coding scheme from which all play measures were derived was based on a preestablished
list of approxim%tely 50 core v?rbs which described specific actions ("puts into,"
"fits," "Bangs," "feeds"). A verb was coded only when the child's activity with en

object was visually directed (except for mouths), and contacts were coded'whenever

there was a change in eitper action, object or both. A unit (e.g., bangs-drum)

which was sustained or repeated over adjacent 10 sec. intervals could be coded again,

AN
LS

but a unit sustained or repeated with a 10~séc. interval coﬁld only be counted once.

Although action-object unats were continuously sampled, the record was blocked into

-
-

time intervals which made it possible to base measures on either time units or beha-

vior units. For example, the pretend play measure was based on behavior its--
4

a child could be credited with more then one pretend activity within 8, 0 sec. inter-
\ . .
val. In contrast, focal object involvement was based on the numbé?’d? time intervals

in which the child played with his most preferred toy. In order to make the struc-

tured situation and the home observation as comparable as possible, any obJject

contacts in the latter situation were coded “unless they involved practical aétivities.

For example, if the child had a box Pf faisins, manipulative activities such as sha-

king the box, lining up the raisins, were coded, whereas eating the raisins was not.

The first stép jn data redudtion occurred when the tapes were transcribed. .Bach

verb wag coded according to its a priori membership in a broader -category so that the

.
e ot e dn ot b it e
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coded b?otocbl from which scores were tabulated contained an activity code des- -

- +

ignating each activity or object change with a 10 sec. time interval. In éddition,

. LN
the different objects used during a 10 min. period were listed. Observer reliabil-

. ities were based upon 120 minutes of filmed plqy eplsodes of chlldren who partic1—

pated in a pilot study. Since the study reported here was part of a larger resea;ph 4
effort concerning children's play,.the filmed play episodes vere a useful s:& of a'_
lassuring that the several observers who participated in data collection éhroughout
.agreed with one another regarding the basic observational scheme. Th;\filmed epi-~
sé&es were also & sofﬁkion to the problem of obtaining religbilities dn & home set-
ting with an oral reéording procedure. Reliability estimetes based on the proportion
of agreement to the sum total of observed units within a category averaged over &4
filmed sequences gre giveqlin parentheseé.after the description of each medsure.

- -

Additional reliability checks in a laboratory setting taken several times in the

course of different studies of play yielded comparable resulés.

' Play measures were divided into two groups. The five structural‘ﬁeasures were
based on how the children used objects, adopting the framework, suggested by Inhelder
et al.(1972). ﬁecéls 1 td' 3 reﬁresent increasingly sophisticated manlpulatlons and
combinations of objects. Pretend play presumsbly reflects the appearance of the
symbolic fuﬂétion. Social object actions reflect the use of obJects in social ex-
chapnges. In order to control for variations in the overall 1ey§l of ag\irity, these

. .
measures are calculated as propértions of tﬁé total number of activity units. The

8tyle measures were based on summary counts of tempo, object diversity, focal object

involvement and po;ifive affect. The nine measures and observer agreemen:s are

. Histed in Table 1.

» : » .
e o o o -

Table 1 about here
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Results-

\
The data were analyzed in two stages. First, a multivariate analysis of

variance (Familiarity x Age x Visit), with repeated measures, was performed on
all nine measures of play behavior. Since some measures exhibited heterogeneityy
. .
of vérignce, analyses were also performed\on log transformed scores (log x +10).‘
Only those results which were szzyificant for both rew and transformed scores are
| reported. If the overall multivariate B-ratio was significant for any main effect
or interaction, a second set of multivariate analyses we;e pgrformed in order
examine whether style measures, strugiffal measures or both, contributed to the
significant effects. The contribution of style measures as a grdup wasf?ésessed
s

by using structural measures as covariates, whereas the contribution o tructural

measures as & group was assessed by ;sing style measures as covariates.”

Results indicate that differeqces between Familiarity groups changed over time.
It is noteworthy that the ivariate Familiarity x Age interaction was significant
for style measures, not for structural measures (F(L4/bL) = 6.5%&, p = .001). The
mean scores for st&le variables are shown in Table 2.. Two of the style measu;es--
the rate of object-action chaﬁge and positive affect ylelded significant un@variate
effects. At518 mbnths, children in the Unfamiliar group smiled more and showed a
fas;er pace of activity than did children ig the Familiar group. Apparently, the
prese&ce of unfamiliar people and circumstances can have a pleasurable, energizing
effect. By 2U months, tge direction of the differences was reversed: childrep_in
the Familiar group changed,acti;ities more rapidly and smiled more than did ¢C§:;}en
in the Unfamiliar group. It is asg if childrgn's respbnse to new and interesting
events which initially produces heightehed, pleasurable exploratory activity, decays
with repeated exposure, and long-term developmental changes (fqr example, an ipcrease

)

'J . .
in the pace of activity) become evident only when ghort-term effects subside.

) Table 2 about here
I, . ‘
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The analyses also revealed significant age differencest Meai scores at i8
and 24 months are shown in Table 3. When style variables are used as‘covariates,
structural veriables show significant age differences (F(5/L44) = 3.164, p =.016),

even though none of the univariate tests reach acceptable levels of significance.
@ 3

.'.‘ AT

T
o

The age effect for structural variables is carried primarily by a dec%ﬁﬁé in
Level 1 activities and an increase in Level 2 activities, although theﬂmultivafiate
F-ratio for these two variables is only marginally significant when the other struc-
tural veriables are used as covariates (F(2/48) = 2,67k, p = .079).2 However, the
teverse procedﬁre does not yield even merginal differences {(p = .324). When struc-
tural variables are used as covariates, style variables also show a significant—age
effect (F(L4/4k) = 6.746, B = .001). Two of the style measures vwhich are not compli-
cated by Familiarity x‘Age iriteraction yielded significané univariate differences.
~The diversity of children's object contacts increases with age, and the tendency to
\

focus on a particular object decreases. The aﬁalyses did®not rexsal a substantial

—
modification of play behavior over a two week period. None of the main effects or

interactions assé&iated with visits were significant. Thus changes over the 6 month

H
L. ©Y
N -t 3

period seem to reflect genuine |{developmental differences. Contrary to our initial

expectations, style variablgs were relatively mﬁ§§>sensitive to developmental

changes than were structural variables.

¢

A Y
Table 3 about here

A

"

The results also suggest that some components of the initial difference between
;he groups are sustained over a 6 month period. Both style variables (F(k4/kb) =

- 4.183, p = .006) and structural variables (F(5/kk) = k.527, p = .002).contribute to
‘ t
group differences at both ages. Level 2 activities and social object actions are

Vd

the ltrucpural‘variables which reflect differences between Familiar and Unfamiliar’

' grqups, As indicated in Table 4, the Unfamiliar group engaged in relatively fewer

re

-

- _C6014 | e
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Level 2 activitie¥, and relatively more activities which involved the use of ard
object to mediate a social exchange. Children in the Unfamil;ar group also tended

to be more diverse in their object contacts andyless prone to engage in sustained

activities with a particular object. The findings are striking in that they sug-

gest that a child's first contact with a situation may set a way of behaving in it

which is felatively stable over time. In the present case, it is as if the presence
in the home of visitors and attractive new toys was initig}ly an occasion for gleeful,

fast paced, diversive exploration and social sharing for children in the Unfamiliar .

’

A
group. If, however, the child had had previous contact \witlll the experimenter (and

perhaps, more importantly, with the experimenter's roles &é‘dbserver and bringer of

’

new toys), the occasion was initially responded to quite différently; more soberly,
a

less socially, and with relatively more mature object activities. Although some

L d

components of the initial response pattern subside by 2h‘aﬁﬁgis, others persist.

Table 4 sbout here :

An alternative hypofhesisfis possible. The groups might Qimély have differed.
An analysis of Beyley scores at 21 months fail to reveal significant group differ-
ences, altho;gh the Familiar children performed socmewhat better.than Unfamiliar
children. In addition, the groups d£3 not differ at 28 months on the Stanford-Binet.
- bata—from the home obsef&ations were also analyzed for all nime variables using
£he‘;nﬂxivériate procedures described earlier. Results indicéte that in‘the absence
of the experimenter's toys, familiarity groups did not show significantly different
patterns of behavior. But the difference between the hcme "as it is" and the home
supplemented by an experimenter's toys‘is dramatic (see Tableé 5). In the home ob-

servation, less mature activities almost double; pretend, social object actions, and

the diversity of object contgcts decline by almost half; children show less sustained

_«object activity and a slower pace of activity. Relative to play in & structured

£

5ituation, play in the home was’fragmented and stereotyped--characterized by short

o B\ Y

-

N
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-

bursts of interest, followed by aimless wandering and relatively litfle object .
exchange with the mother. Although negative affect was too infrequent to be
worthwhile coding in the structured situstion, it occurred frequently during'the
‘home observation. Thus the increase in smiling was accompanied by an increase

in fusging and whining.

. Table: 5 about here

One purpose of the present study

Discussion
- ’ A

vas to examine whether play behavior could

be roughly divéded into one set of va::ables associated with style and another set
associated Qith structure. Multivariate procedures were used to examine how indi-
vidual measures function as a g;oup. An encouraging finding was that style va;iéi
bles were relatively more volatile than structural variables; some seemed to reflect
fqi?ly short term, emotional aspects of situations. However, both style and strﬁc;‘
turai variables we;e sensitive to age changeg. With age, children tend to contact
the environment mofe broadly, and become 1es; perseveratively attached to a particu-
lar object. Unhappily, structural variables were less sensiéive to age changes than
one would expect on thepretical grounds and from previous research (cf. Inhelder,
ft al., 1972). Agéin, it is necessary to-note that the conceptualizgtié%aof struc-
tural variables aéhiﬁdices of cognitive competence, requires an.e%pivalent conceptu~
alization of fhé setting in which ccmpétence é? any level ;s expregsed. Although in
.%Pe structured situation children were éiven a wide‘érray of play materials to
choose from,'the kinds of materials likely to engaég.the highest levei of coébeténce
at 2l moﬁths might have been misging. If so, we plgced a ceilinglég the data which’
P

might have led the 2l month olds avay from sustained activity with a particular

object toward more diversive exploration of the availlable ;gaoﬁfces.

-
Ry

«\\
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The finding that on some measures initial differences between Familiar and

‘Unfamiliar groups did not become attenuated with subsequent experiences, poses ) 3
additional questions for future research. Is' it possible that behavior in some
situations becomes "set" on the first encounter? For example, does a child's

F(irst birthday in some sense establish birthdays as joyful, gift—receiving occa-
- 7 v
sions? Does a child's encounters with some espec1ally vivid settings (doctor's

-

office, playground, grocery store) establish a schematlc outline of setting

chaeracteristics which govern what to expect and how to behave? Children in

[

Familiar and Unfamiliar groups secemed to have strikingly different notions of what
to do when someone brings attractive new toys into the home. For children previ~

ously exposed to similar situations,}it was an opportunity for sustained, manipila- o

tive activity activity at a relatively mature level; for children who had no previ- _ i

ous eéxperience of this type, it was ‘an opportunity to share the new toys with the

mother, an interest which was accompanied by a less mature level of activity. ;
) . - ) ; . i

Evidently, the form of children's activity i# not immune to situational flctors. . ’

Moreover, it may be that positive as well as negative eventsa-perhéps, event
which arouses strong affect--has a disruptive Enf}ugnce on'béth the style and .
structure of play.% Although we origipally supposed that the form 6f children's
activity would be immune to situational factors, that children would play at their

most- advanced level even though the pace or téﬁ%o of play might be disrupted, the

T

resul{g‘suégest that situational factors have.a peérvasive influence on both aspects
’ W

} \éf:glayt Again, the impligatiods.fo} research, espééially the study of individual ,

b}

N

differences, is considerable. .

Consider some of the problems encountered by the attempt to manipulate situa-
tional context in order to separate components of play In the structured situationy

the home was invaded by regearch persons and research paraphernalla. Although one

group of children was unfamiliar with either person% or proceaures, the results do
. . ‘

-

(o017 . y
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?Ot support thé notion that an invasion of this type in which children are/not
pressured.}nto\performing woulﬁ be‘cminous or stressful. On the contrary, chil-
dren seemed to engoy it. Their behavior seemed to reflect & positive reaction to
novelty rather than a negative redctionqto stre;gers. In retrospeet, it seems
gbvipus that home is ;here young”childéen first come inyo contacé with unfamiliar’
persons. Although homes undoubtedly varxﬁin the number and diversity of viszbbrs,
it is where children frequently encounter strangers--the'%lumbe>V;2he Avon lady,
and, perhaps, less oftee the.toy salesman--in exchangeé which are affectively

\neutral or even positive. If S0, home may be a place in which unfamiligr people

can be sources of pleasurable experiences. The probled is both substantive and

y/aw;aﬁethodological. The subséantive quegtion is whether the analysis of play cah !

provide a model of cognitive development based on how children spontaneously

practice what thef know, how such practice supports the acquisition of new know-

ledge, and how social and motivational factors influence both practice and acquisi-
;ion: The ﬁethogblogicel question‘islthe extent to which our analysis'of substan-
tive preblems is becloudeg by factors introduced inadvertantly by the design of

our observations. The results of the present study suggest that as a special kind

of context the research enterprlse itself--whether transported to the chlld or the

child to it--must be placed in perspective in order to study the multlple forms and

functions of play:

¢ . .
“ - .
.




17

References

*
»

. ) .
Ainsworth, M. D., & Bell, S. M. Attachment, exploration, and separation:
Illustrated by the behavior of onerfear—oldsfig a strange é;tuation.

Child Development, 1970, 41, ¥9-67. ' " ' ¢ P

Bayley, N. Bayley scales of infant development. New York: Psychologiéﬁl

N\
-~

Corp., 1969.

Berlyné, D. E. Conflict., arousal, and curiosity. New York: McGrawiHill,

1960, ) \

Berlyne, D. E. Laughter, humor and play. In I. Lindzey and E. Aronson (Eds.)

The handbook of social psychology.Vol. III, Reaﬁing, Mass: Addison-Wesley,

1969. ' : . o

' Cohen, L. J. The operational definition of humanséxtachment. Psychologic
. Bulletin, 1974, 81, No. 4, 207~217. : .
Goldberg, S., & lewis, M. Play behavior in the year-~old infan?:' Barly sex

differences. Child Development, 1969, 40, 21-31.

Hutt, C. ©BSpecific and diverse exploration. In H. W. Reese and L. P. Lipsett

(Eds.) Advances in child development and behavior. Vol. 5. New York: “’\\>
Academic Press, 1970, 120-1T2.
Inhelder, B.; Lézine, I.; Sinclair, H.; & Stambak,rM. Les Debut de la function

| symbolique. Archives de Psycholoéie4;1972, L1, 187-243. ’ -

Kagan, J. The three faces of continuity in human development. In D. Goslin (Ed.)

o

Handbook of sociglization theory and research. New York: Rand McNa'.llly, 1969‘.'

3 :
Kagan, J. Change and continuity in infancy. New York: Wiley, 19T1.

Maccoby, E. E., & Feldman, S. S. Mother-attachme%t and stranger-reactions in the

third year qf life. Monogrgphs~of the Society for Research in Child Develop-

-~

- ment, 1972, 31_(1,!Serial No. 146).

L | o001y . .




4
.

Marvin, R. S.,'III>\\Attachmént-;épd communicative-behavior in two, three and

- ~

. N , ,
four-year-old children. Paper presented at the biennial meeting of the

Society for Research in Child Development in Philadedphia, Pa., Mefch, 1973.

. -

; ‘ N -*>,
- .“McCall, R. B. Exploratory manipulation and play in the human infant.
A d

»

Monographs. of the Society for Research in-Ghild Development, 1974, 39,

- (2, Serial No. 155).

- A

Megser, S. B., & Lewis, M. “Social class and sex differences in the attachment

L3

and play behavior of the year-old infant. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 1972,

18, 295-306. ) .

Millar, S. The psychology of play. London: Penguin Books, 1968.

Nunnally, J. C., & Lemond, L. C. ZExploratory behayior and human development.

-

In H. Reqsé (Ed.) Advances in child'development‘andNbehavidr. Vol. 8.

)

~

New York: Academic Press, 1973, 60-106. -

. ’ :
Pedersen, F. A., & Wender, P. H. Early social correlates of cognitive func-

N

tioning in six year old boys. Child Development, 1968, 39, 185-19k.

Piaget, J."Play, dreams and imitation in childhood. New York: Norton, 1962,

Pieget, J., & Inhelder, B. Mentalcimagery in the child. New Yérk: Basgic

. Books, 1971.

Reppucci, D. N. Individual differences in the consideration of information
- RE " . I ' o
among two-year-old children. Developmental Psychology, 1970, 2, 2L0-2L6.
' ‘ .
Switeky, H. N.; Haywood, C. H.; & Isett, R. .Exploration, curiosity, and play

4

in young children: * Effects of stimulus complexity. Developmental
‘ i .

 Psyghology, 1974, 10, 321-329. ' o S

13

IR SN

Werner, H., & Kaplan, B. Symbol formation. New York: Wiley, 196k.

.
R

White, R. W. Motivation recongidered: The concept of competence. Psychological

' " <Review, 1959, 66, 297-333.

A} '
o N

cay




‘ -
Footnotes

N -
Al

1Th;s research wvas supported by %he Office of Child Development through
grant OCD-CB-98. An abbreviaxed version of the study ;as presented at the
meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development Denver, April 1975
as part of the symposium "Conté&x of Competence."

Requests fof reprints should be sent to_Greta G: Fein, Yale University,

Department of Psychology, 301 Crown Street, New Haven, Ct. 06510. X

2Thirteen of the fifteen children showed increases in Level 2 or Leve} 3

activities between 18 and 24 months. Childrem who received relatively high’

Level 2 scores at 18 months tended to show a drop in Level 2 scores by 2k
.months, accompanied by an increase in Level 3 scores. Children whose Level 2

scores at 18 months were relatively low tended io show sdbstantial.gains by” 1

24 months. For these childreﬁ,’Level 3 changes were reiatively modest.

-
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TABLE 1 T

Play Variebles and Inter-observer Agreement

. Observer

Agreement

Structural Variablesl - - .
% level 1 activities: those which involved sensory-motor -actions
on a single object, such as pushing, shakipg, mouthing or béngd

v

ing, performed on one object. /s T 84% ‘ ‘

. % Level 2 activities: those in which either objects were brought . .

into spatial proximity with one anofher'or a part of an object

was moved. - ’ . 85%

s

. % level 3 activities: those in which two objects were brought into
relation with one another g€cording to a common perceptual feature. 91%
’ ‘ 1
% Pretend activities: those which (a) involved treating something

inanimate as though it were animéte,,(b) resembled ‘ordinary every-

day activities but occurred in the absence of necessarf materials

such s drinking from an empty bottle, (c) were not carried through
’.:V " . .
to their uswual outcome, such.as putting on a hat, but not going
* cr -~ A
. outdoors; closing eyes, but not sleeping, or (d) are typically per- .

formed by someone else, such as dialing &Zihone, bfushing hair. . 9L%

-

% Social-object® activities in which the child used an object in = ' N

"+ gocial gesture such as offering or showing it, or in a‘social

exchange such .as giving and taking. X 92%
'IStrucpural variables are calculated as the p}oportion of total ] . )
Q . )
EMC:tivity-obJect units. Gy e+ e e ' .

: 06022

e
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c TABLE 1 (cont.)

Play Variables and Inter-~observer Agreement

~

21

Observer

Agreement

Style Variables

Rate of Action-Object change was the number of activity-object

unit chenges per 10-sec. interval.

Object biversity was the number of different objects contacted

’

over an observation period.
. Focussed Object Involvement was the time
his most freguently contacted object.

'Pogitive Affect was based on the child's

-

’
.

“

/
[

<~
the child spent with

,

smiles and laughter.

.

9%

92%

90%
84%
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