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L Qolving Test (PIPS) was used to assess children s interpersona1 problem solV1ng.

‘.
v . - b3 ‘ .

‘Sociodramatic plav was verifled by use of a s¢ale adapted from Smilaﬁsky (1968)

t+ and Rosen (1974) Adult play and problem solving behavior were recorded on a
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‘ Recent attention to children's interpersonal ‘problem solving skills has
focused on how children gain understanding of their social world. Scholars - -
interested in socialization'presume that the way in which children think about . )

N others _has, iﬁ;;gfecg\on their - interpersonal relationhhios (Shantz, 1975) Many ,

research st ask for a _verbal response from children about how ;hey think A
another child Teels or what he or she .plans to do in a particular situation .
(Borke, 1973). The other person may be a hypothetical person, a known but .
absent.person, or a stranger who is present. '
Cues’ given children in these situations are di?ferent from those in real
life situations, where children receive cues such as facial expression; voice - .
inflection, body language, ‘and size of person involved. Furthermore, real Jife
interactions usually allow children to draw on previous experiences to give them
indications of how certain individuals will usually respond. Despite these
differences 'between research and real life one common elem Ent in both is that )
the environment has an effect on how ¢hildren respond to a stimuluss Children, O

. . .as well as adults, attend to and rely upon situation cues in their ,interpretation, 3
and understanding of individuals behavior (Flapan, 1968). A\

For young children, sociodrima, or 'pretend play" is a large part of their

daily play’ activity (Rosen, 1974; Smi&asky, 1968, 1971). 1In playing with other \

_ children in an imaginary setting, they gain cleayrer, understanding of how other's
feelings,and perspectives may differ from their own. Sociodramatic play provides
opportunlties for children to consider the demands of other‘childrén and respond
"ifi a yariety of ways; by changing roles and assigning various.functions to
inanimate obJects, they become aware of different ways of viewing the world.

¥ SOciodramatic play is an adaptive system which, because of its unique role in

} integrating personal experience, prepares children fdr varied demands. and solving -

T real life problems (Suttopsmith, 1975). The importance of sociodramatic play

and its potential for 1m;€oving interpersonal skills has been addressed By such
scholars as Burns & Brainerd (1979),; Bruner (1972), Dansky (1980), nrickson (1963),
Piaget (1962), and Sylva, Bruner & Genova (1976).
. * This paper describes an adult guided sociodramatic play activity&that was
used with small groups of children to improve their interpersoral problem solving -
skills. If students-can successfully transfer learning from a play situatiog‘ﬁf—_——_—”

. one where they must verbally, respond to an interpersonal problem, then a potential,
educational benefit of sociodramatic play for improving social .problem solving
skills woild be established. ' ‘

) Subjects. Forty children in public school kindergarten classroons partici-
pated in this study. The sample of middle class children was drawn from a
midwestern community and included 19 females and 21 males from three separate

#° kindergarten classrooms. Within each of the three classes; children Te

R randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. The exper //n al group .

T totalEd “23  Shildten and A% subdiyided into six small groups; two.of the groups... T
*."  .had three children and four groups each had four children. The coﬁtrol group

was divided into. four small groups. Due to class scheduling’ conflicts, it was .07

T necessary for groups size to be three, four, five, and six members respectively.
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‘Procedure. For both the experimental and control groups, there were six
- thirty minute’ sess1ons, spann1ng a two week period. " A specific set of guide—
lines directed the experimenter's sociodramatic play béhavior in both groups ' !
.. and is similar to that developed by Freyburg (1973) and Smilansky.(1968).. .
That is, the experlmenter acted both from. outside the play group by giving
suggﬁ tions, clarifying, etc., and from within. the play setting by participatinog
as a co-player. More _specifically, adult play behavior included: (1) reminding
children of previous play settings, (2) describing children's play behavior,
(3) probing for children to 1dentify a role they had assumed in the.play, setting, -
(4) suggesting roles for children to play, (5) stimulating children to expand ., oo
appropriate rolelplaylng behavior, (6)” creating conditions,for interaction
between players, 7 prais1ng children for play behav1or, (8) .using play props,
and (9) assumlng -a make-believe ‘role.
In the ‘experimental group only, the experimenter included d1tional behav1or
intended to stimulate ch11dren s problem solving skills. Since Spontapeity is .
. valued as a crucial aspect of children s natural play behkavior, no preliminary
. effort was made to strutture or design activities. As part of the experimental
condition, ‘the experimenter (1) described an interpersonal problem, (2) created
dntetpersonal, problems for children to solve, (3) repeated children's suggested
solutionsy (4) asked for solutions .to interpersonal problems, ,(5) praised
children for problem soIV1ng behavior and (6). verbally offered solutions. to
problems:——~—" et T .
*+ ¢ The following hypothetical situation (based on pilon data) illustrates the
differences in adult interaction- betwéen the ‘experimental and control grqup set-
tings as well as provides a more specific description on ‘the Erainlng process.
- Sltuation ‘Two children are playlng castle. The first child assumes the
role of " '‘Queen," complete with costume clothes, while the second child _assumes
the Tole of "Royal Cook" and busies herself w;th kitchen tools. An argument 3
‘soon dévelops because ‘the "Queen“ who 'decides she would 'like to cook begins taking
all the dishes from the "Royal Cook." The "Cook" ‘pushes the. "Queen," saying,
. "Those are my dishes. -You put them back." Adult response to.this situation
depends upon the group, as_, the following indicates.
’ Experimental group: ' The adult assumes a‘make-believe role as the Queen' s
Mother and says, "You and the cook seem to be arguing. Is there a problem here?"

The children usually respond by identifying the problem. The Queen's Mother (i.e T
the adult experimenter) poses this question:. "Queen, what can you do so you
can get & chance to use the dishes’“ If the child responds, "Hit ' then the _

_adult prods for another~poSSible stfategy ) "Okay, buﬂ if that doesn t work is

*

“there anything elsé you can do?" At that p01nt, the ‘adult, still participating .
‘as a player, coritinues encougagement of the play episode as well as generation -,
of ways of "solving other problems in the play setting.
* Control group: The adult, willingly\assumes a make-believe role in the. play
- setting. . She makes verbal statements relative to the episode’ "He}lo Royal
. Cook, what are you fixing? Queen, ‘Have you seen ‘my royal jewels7aﬁ However, she
L makes no effort (other than preventlng children from hurting .each other) to resolve
or direct the childrén in: resolving the rntérpersonal eonflict. - %
lysis. The measurement desighy for’ tHis study was in thvﬁe parts. First,
.pre~ and posttest scores were obtained for .each child in both groups on the. P;e-
. School Interpersonal Problem Solvirig (PIPS) Test (Shure & Spivack, 1974). 'The
< __PIPS is designed to measure students' ability to generate various strategi@s for
‘ 'soIV1ng interpersonal problemss> The test is'divided into two parts: Peér problems ;
‘and authority problems. In the,section on peer problem SOlVlng, a hypothetical ’
. situation is presented in which one child has 56mething agother child wants. In
. the.second part on authority problems, a s1tuation is created in which the child, .,
having done something that. could make “Mother" angry, is asked to think of .ways
to avoid her anger. A more, complete descriptiOn of .the" testing procedure, validity
‘ [ERJ!:‘ and reliability measures, scoring system, and cotrelations with teacher :atlngs

“ . .
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problems with peers (experimental ‘group X = 6.55, SD = 1.82; control group X = 5. 00,.

., (See Table

are reported elsewhere (See Shure, Sp1vack & Jaeger, 1971 Spivack & Shure, 1974; %5
and Spivack, 'Platt & Shure,. 1976)., . . « R

The second -and third aspects of the data. collection process reqdired video- |, ”
taping each of the six sessions for both the experimental and ¢dntrol groups.
A three fiinute segment from each of the six sessions of each subgroyp within the .
large experimental and control’ groups was randomly selected for coding These T
data were then evaluated in two ways. Small group play behavior was coded on the
Play Obqeryatinn Scale to verify the presence or gbsence of soclodramatic Play

1) This measure was adapted‘from the work -of Shilansky (1968) and

., Rosen (1974). Five \elements of sociodramatic play were coded: imitative role

play, make-believe with objects, make-believe about actions and situatlons, inter-

-raction, gnd verbal communication. vt . S "
.

The experimenter’ s behavior was'also coded, using these same randomly selected’
.video tape segments, accordlng to the play behavior and problem solving behavior
depicted in Table 2. This coding was to assess salient differences in the experi- .
menter's behavior between the two groups. The first section of this scale focuses
on adult pl ay behavior as described in earlieér sections of this paper. The ‘second

part of the instrument is designed to assess adult 2;ghlgnL__;1_ng_benavlor, intended
for the experimental group only.

Results. The sta#tistical procedure known as analysis of covariance (ANCOVA)
was used togcompare the group means on the Preschool Interversonal Problem Splving
Jest, . Although children in the control group scored slightly: higher on the PIPS

pretest, the difference between groups was not statistically s1gn1ficant. The

resultssof the ANCOVA on the posttest scores favor :the experimental group

(F 37'— 6. 55, p .015). Interestingly, the exper,imental groups advantage stems

‘mainly from their better performance on the section dealing with interpersonal

&

# 2.28) as oppdsed to authority figures. (The R2IPS scores give clear evidence ,
that children can be trained to generate an “incréased number of solutions to inter-
personal problems. '

Data collected from the Play Observation Scale revealed that the experimental
and control groips were.quite similar (as intended). The comnarabdlity of spcio- N
dramatic play experiences in the twd groups is evident in ::bée_l,L An indication T
of the high level "of sociodramatic play was the finding'th 3. percent of the
experimental group segments and ‘90 percent of the control group segments contained. )
all five elements’ of socipdramatic play. Given the results from the previous _ . ° *
meaSure the occurrence of adult play behavior reported in- Table 2 is ‘hardly .
surprising. Fhat is, there was no statistical difference between. the groups.

In addition to the e ichment of sociodramatic play, the experimenter included
interpersbnal problein ‘solving stimuli in sessions with the experimental group.
Results of these sessions are also presented in Table 2 and provide evidence that

modeling and stimulation for interpersonal problem‘solving were _provided for the -
experimgntal group only.-

S
7

.

Discussion. ' The sociodramatic play tecnniques described here suggest an . -
effective context for adult interaction with young children to ,stimulate’ their - - .
solving interpersonal problems. °revious Studies have supported the contention °
that adults acting in specific ways can”enrich children's ‘play skills.. Other LT

researchers have provided training programs to improve interpersonal problem solving,
skills. This study. has‘combined elements of each to tap children's naturally
occurring activities and adult expertise in guiding children®to successful problem ~
solving. Techniques such as the one used h re may prove.useful in. teaching and v

*assessment of»interpersonal problem solving kills and‘have the added“benefit of B
being engoyable. \ - . . . .
¢ » : \«' ' L] - ‘ . \\‘ i - :‘ ' ! ' ; y
. . B o . . 13 -
: .. , , i N ") . : .
’ ) K ‘e ‘ .* o’,.le




A T . 2 . . . K
' - N ‘ \ * ‘. ,\\ ) d . i\ j{;ia.
. . . ot " [ - K
-, l ¥ . T A * : y e ~' a _ \: R & j"}

l."«\ ’ s ' . . _ - . '}:, . .
’ 1:1 ‘ I‘iv‘ . ‘ ‘ vy ’
o . . . ‘ ‘ ’f{'-; . - p
. o s . @ J ~ + X
Col y o omMledc . LT T
S - - - - ,_A,Occurrence oﬁﬁocicdramaticw?lay* L . }
it AR ~
s R . S ) . g
’ ’ - - :‘ j\S‘ - .
; ‘,"‘ * ] Segments Containino Sociodramatic '
' s o '\,‘ 4 " Play Chap]/t;:tistﬁ \ ‘
: ’ S e » - - 3
._ gc{godrax::atic . > Experipental ' Controlt oo ’ ‘
,i : Clgaract.eristics <L . Gra}‘P - -+ Group
' ' o ’ Number ‘of ——~— || Number of -
b b Segments$ . Segments | e
e . ' (out of 23) Péi“cent_ (out of 10) |Percent}| )
. . . P e - - - " A
Imitative role play, - ; :
Chitdren (1 or more) . T L i 2
assume a make- - co. ! | ' .
‘ believe role and 21 , 91 . 9 90 .46
+ express it in K TN, ‘ - )
imitative action ’ -
*  and verbalizatiom. ‘. 1 , ) )
: e . . — L
. > Make-believewith . - | | ) ~
obJer‘ts ) N . ’ ) \ )
Moveuents or verbal LT i -
: declarations sub-. 19 83 10 90. 22
- stitute for real . . e I o
. objects. ) . .
B Mske-believe with " I
.- -actions and* “ -

L situations . . o
) +* Verbal uescriptxons .21 91: 9 90 . |}.46
‘ . substitute’for . N . .

M\, actions and ‘ ‘ . - '
¢ sitpations. | ) : ' ,
A : . :

PN JInteractibn Lave o,

o . At least two. play-~ L . g . ' .

-, - ers interact in the 21 -9 10 100' i} 48
. play epieode. . ‘ s T & I

2’. . .t ,‘v . ﬁ . - \ : s ) LA o

. 1B , ‘ .. - - '

,[H... '; . ' ‘. l' I } N . ) . 3

A S . ' °

FIRTHE B .. v ‘

: oy ' . ¥

.:‘;. \) .. ] ¢ . .

) v st b




¢
i [
’
- N
>
<& s
K \)

A et providoa oy i [
» AL

3 Ta

e

»

’

. . : .
p calculated using The Fisher
F AN . v

-

test for' piﬁportigns)‘ :

. Iy Toa oy i °
. L e
% p 4005 > .
~
P ‘s L. [
L]
.
- *
v ’
o . L. .
L -
. . b
. [P -~ T,
? .
.
-~ .
. . ” -,
’
)\
' .
4 L} . 4
- ~ ] =
LY \ r3
Ld - -
. . ; .
. ' [T
-~
5 1
. L4
» . vy v . v
- hd - .
.
[ Al . " -
. o
Z L3

-t

?

1 »

-

e - r 3 - T 3
i © « < 'l Segments Containing Sociodramatic -
Play- Ché,r\act\gnis’tizcsx‘ )
- " - - —~
Sociodramatic ‘. Experimental . Control ,
Play . Group .\ y Grqup 1
Characteristics - 7 - - i - “
o , | Number of Number of -
: Segments . " {|Segments pt
. (out of 23)-|Percent||(out of 10) |Percent
Verbal .
comnunication -
Verbal interaction - * g 87 10 100" |}32.
. occurs about the . o
play episode. o . ) . , i
All elerents above . '
occurring con~ - ' 5 ' )
currentlv in the ! . -
1Y > p
sane segrent L .
‘The technical . ' , ) .
definiticn of , 19 . 83 ’ 9 100 .37
-_sociodramatic | .~ ~ 7 | ' .
play requires . . .
that all five of T 1l - ' . :
he elements be . . ) '
' présent in a given L . .
play episode, .- ) |

"Exact Proba‘bilit); ;rés;_ (nonpa?:éme.pric iy
i . ’ 7

ot

N




v

AR, - R S G A by ™ W ¢ ap W g

Table 2 §

‘Occurrence of Adult Plaf Behavior -

R

' ' Segments in Which the Behaviﬁr Occurred

) - Experimeﬁtal Gronp Control Group
_ Adult . Number of Seg- ¢ | | Number of Seg- .

Play Behavior ments (out of 23) 'Percent ments (out of 10) | Percent
. . M s 4

3

ﬁemipds children of
previous play

settings 20

S

Describes children's
play behavior- ‘

-

4

Probes for children to
identify role s/he
has asoumcd in pldy: -

) setting

-

g the Stagg

N

o B o A e e —— T T T

| Suggests roles for 4
J.-children to play

|
L
1
i
. C
|
|

Seétin




' s‘ , * <
A R AT & S A -~ --l .y s e tre § S Vg RS W ~~ - - - - -~ o-o-«---o-‘p- o . - LI
I : ¥ . )
o | . . ' ' ; )
“ ‘ ¢ - d . ' ¢! . . ? R & )
T ° TN Table 2 (conty)  ~° T T
. c . a .
Do ' _ Segments in Which the Behavior Occurred )
- ) N Experimental Group . Control Group . ‘
: Adult - ’ Number of Seg- , Number of Seg- ol g )
. -, *  Play Behavior ments -(out of 23) | Percent ments (out of 10¥ P}:tce:}t pt ° :
. —— ‘ : — N S Y
P Stimulates (e.gey quee-' \ ' -
- tiontig, - Suggest\ing) | ' . )
e children to expand 17 )74 ‘ 7 70 «32
K appropriate role- o ' , ’
& playing behavior -~ ; ML . )
si%o Creates conditions for . - T . .
s interaction between- C 11 48 ‘s 6 60 24 /
8 players. . - - - : :
) g - [Shows physical affection . o Sl . N
% .8« [to children in play 3 13, ) 2 20 .. A6 0 -
15 setting: ., : . ! : : s
.. IPraises children for - o o i - a e
. N H 7 ¢ M 0 025
_ . lplay behavior . ~ b A : ({8 3 — \
' ‘é}"‘:' N Usos play props 22 96 -,:- < -9 99 b . R
vt 00 ® * . " . .
W o g~ |ASsumes a make- . - . 87 .10 + 't 100. .32
L0 D™ believe role < 20. ! : : - : , ‘
¢ ? ’ ’ H ¢
. +
i e *—;-pwcalculatedﬁuaimg The. Eish‘et Exact Probabilit.y Test (nonparame_t:_r,ip test for proportions) ' { -
’ 3 ‘ ‘ ’ . Q . A ¢ . , . ‘
“ * < .05 v _ -, . ~N AR ,
;.‘ - l 7 . ¢ -~ -
é \ L] ’ " : . \ ’ - - .
. ~ . { .
A - . - - ) IR
) . ) ’ ) - ‘.

‘e




a

]

- R © vl\ - N 3 . » 2
. " ’ . . L , . ' - - *
. S i ¢
g i K
, -
[ v i ‘b -7~ .
’ e s . .y ' o .
vl ' - Table“3 " ) : ¢ .
. L . . .4 &
R Occuri:en‘fe of Adult Problem Solving Behavior .. . - .
' . i o coveen e - . vae > N y.'
by ‘\l\; - : —— - ;:‘ j S
v | , Experimental Control -
. ‘Group -Group -
s . Number { . - .{|Number . A L
Adult : of Seg- of. Seg~ , ® S
s Problem  ments ments ° s ’
K Solving ', fout ‘ {1 (out. o+, .
Behavior .| of 23) Percent|| of 10) -|Pércent| K2 -~ :
! - . ' N )
A ] 7 N o
o ‘Desctibes the , ' . - = ¢
& interpersqgnal -t L * . -
& | prbblem 157 ) {657 {}i o 0 | .o004* - X
‘T @- . T . = S s =~ o ‘4 "
£ | Creates inter- ' 5 :
w * | personal prob- ’ v o
" & {lems for ' . ‘
& { children to, - | T | . Al
8 fsolve * - ~ {-17 N T4 o | o, .f.o0007* - -
] , M | v
“| Repeats.chil~ . B N : ‘ e

, ¢ dren's suggested ' N 4 . . "

* % solutions | - 40 43 0 o .(_)14* ,
E o : . - ' — : i
& & ] Asks for . . . T - » .
£ 3 | solutions to. . \ : o 4 ,
25 .interpersonal . - \ A , -
@F |provléms’ . | s 74, - 0 0 .00007* ..

H . - . 4 . \ - , . e
e 0 z A .

, ©5. | Praises chil-. L - LN \ - ’ '

3¢ ldren for -/, f T T T, : a ‘

g . | problem. 3 _ ‘

# . { solving °- . N ' , T

: ‘behavipr 4 10 43 p°o -0 - .014*

T‘Lﬁ' . = - 7 ‘!‘:T — a

2 Verbally offers ’ \ ’ . .
wEEf ‘solutions to I B o .. " B
T efas | probled S IR & | 48 0 1o .006* | S
b S0 > ¢ - ~ -

. g:“;t’oj ) ¢ ) N ’ e ‘\\ " N 'f

= ‘ —% - . ) k
" ‘*‘.; P calculated usingihojisheLEagacb.Probability Test; 5 ! ' .

~* (nonparametric test for prOportloas) e AR R :

, . : - & :, .

s % p < 005 * ’ : ’
. "1 Nt R K4 . 4 % L :

¢ -’ . L4 é ‘ v -

- . . - . = . ' S o ‘® ° @ - ’ {




- . * . REFERENCES SR

‘o —-— . B Yo
- .

s, ' ) < .
.
» M L

. quke, H.. The development of empathy in Chinese and American children between,-

LY
A}

three and six years of age: A cross—cultural study. - Developmental .
. . Psychology’, 1973, 9, 102-108. . . K LT ' i
" Bruner, J. S. .Nature and usggbof:imﬁaturity. 'American Psychologisé, 21, 8, o RS
. . August 1972. : \ A\ : - 3

-
- - s

Bruner, J. S.,'gblly; .5 Sylvs, K (Eds ) ?lay-aits role in development and -
N evolution. New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1976. . ]
h“ - \ I - . . .
' Burns, J. S. and Brainerd c. J. Effects of constructive and dramatic play on .
' perspective taking id very young chlldren. Developmental Psychology, 1979, ‘

- 15, 5, 512-521. : . L .
Dansky, J. L. Make-believe. A mediator of the relationship between/play and .
-3 ‘associative fluency. Child Devel;pment 1980, 51, 2, 576-579. ) s -0
© " Erékson, E. H.  -Childhood and soc.iety (2nd Edition). New York: M. W. Norton
- A » & Co., 1963. - ) ’
A T Flapan; D. xChildren s- understanding of social interaction. New York: Teachers, )
. o College Press, l968 - - , - - : .
. - © e L Bad
f Freyburg, J. T. Increasing the imaginative play of urban disadvanta ed kindergarten
Lo . ¢hildren” through systematic .training. In ‘J. L. §inger'(Ed ), The child's
G world of make-believe., New Yorgx 'Academic Press, 1973 129-154 g * o,
. Piaget J. Play, dreams and imitation in childhood. ‘New York: W. w Norton &
L ' Co., Inc., 1962. R e L. .
Rosen, C. E.’ The effects of sociodramatic play on:problem-solving behavior o7
\ among culturally disadvantaged preschool chiﬁﬁren. ., Child Development,w
e . 1974, 45, 920-927. - .. R0 T S -
K ] ;. -~ ., . . @
Shantz, C. U. The develgﬁment of social cognition. In E. M. Hetherington (Ed.),
Review of child development research (Vol 5) Chicago: Pniversity of
S Chicago- Press, 1975. s ‘ A, e,
e . * e ' ) v
} Shure, M. B. & Spivack 6. Preschool 'Interpersonal Problem-Solving (PIPS) Test:
a Manual. Philadelphia. Department of Mental Health Sciences, Hahnemann . -
oo o Community Mental Health/Mental Retardation Center, 1974. - . ,_g}
- Smilansky, S. ' 'The effact s of sociodramatic play on - disadvantaged preschool .
oy children. New York" Wiley, 1968 } . - -/

T aQ
iR ] ." E‘ .- ’

T e Smilanskm, S. €an adults facilitate play in cﬁildren” ThHeoretical and
Lo practical considerations. “In N. Curry & s. Arnaud (Eds.), Play:. The

- child strives toward self-realization, Washington, D.C.: National
Assoc?ation for-the 'Education of vou‘zg "hildren, 1971‘ e




+  ° .
A\J .

Spivack G., Platt, J. & Shure M

San Fnancisc0°

Jossey-Bass, 1926

.

The problem-solving approach to adjustment.

¢

b4

. Syttonsmith,

New Yotk:

The useless made useful:
o Review, February, 1975, , 197-214.
Sylva, K., ‘Bruner, J S., and—&&'a,‘?.
problem solving in children three to five years old.
Jolly & K. Sylva (Eds.), Play—-Its ‘role in development and evelution.

83, 2

- ) 1
Play as variability training.. School

’ -

The relationship'betweqn play and ,g
In J. Bruner, A.

Ba31c Books Inc., 1976

\

3
) « of
. . w e
3.
.
<
Yoo “';l
g -, >
-
. "5.———— . -
. -
~
»
.
o
IS V-
.
ol
3
.
- '
-
3 -
.
. v,
E .
-
14 -
N q§ .(— i




