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Abstract

PARENT-CHILD DYADIC PLAY AND DEVELOPMENT:

CULTURAL PRACTICES AND PARENTAL BELIEFS

by
Leah Esther Lax
Adviser: Professor Anna Stetsenko

In this study, dyadic play in a culturally diverse sample wagrebd and
coded. Thirty mother—child dyads participated, of which 10 werene3ki
immigrant families, 10 Hispanic immigrant families and 10 weaéive born
Caucasian Americans. The age of the mothers ranged from 23-338(,SD
3.81) age of the fathers from 25-4W = 33.34,SD 4.40). The age of the
children ranged from 18 — 36 monthl] € 26.70 months$SD 6.05). Of the 30
children, 17 were male and 13 were female. The education levelreftpa
ranged from Junior High School through Graduate School and was well
balanced across all groups. Twenty four of the 30 children in thg biadi
siblings. Eight of the children in the study received a therapsetivice and
siblings of 7 of them were reported to have received a therapsenvice.
Fifteen families reported that they had private health insurdiedicaid status
was used as a proxy for income. A questionnaire of ParentafBaheut Play
and Development was completed as well as an observation of patdrntiaii
The type of play, child behaviors and level of parental scaffgldiare coded
to determine the relationship between the parents’ responses to the
guestionnaire and their actual play. Responses to the questionnage we
summarized to form 3 groups -- parents who believed that play and
development were interactive, that development was fixed, and that
development was based solely upon maturation. Parents who believedythat pla

and development were interactive demonstrated higher levelsafiblding
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behavior of their child in play(2,27) = 4.74 p<0.01. There was no effect
observed for socioeconomic status or the presence of a disabilitypapental
beliefs; there were some differences in beliefs about develdpmyeethnicity.
The focus of this study was not to reveal cross cultural diffesehat rather, to
ensure that there was enough cross cultural representation to trateotist
the findings are likely to apply to parents in general, rathan to parents

belonging to a specific SES, race or culture.
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1 Introduction

“Now it is clear that children have played since the beginning of time and
archaeological diggings show us that every civilization has provided toysefor t
use...the loving care expended upon these toys in all human groups shows that grown up
human beings since the beginning of historical times have understood that the way to
make contact with a child and to understand his way of thought is to play with him”
(Lowenfeld, 1939).

The miniature dolls in museums attest to the fact that children have played though
the ages. Play, however, was not seen as an important and relevant actohtliglfen
until the late 1800’s (Gitlin-Weiner, Sandfrund & Shaefer, 2000). Spencer (1898)
proposed that play behavior was a rather “useless exercise,” conducted dueplasof
energy in the organism; Karl Groos disagreed and argued that play was thesery re
for a prolonged period of immaturity. Groos (1899) saw play as an essential
developmental mechanism in mammals and described play as an instinet fortrai
future roles that were required for survival. For Groos, play was a new kind ottnsti
that formed the basis for intelligence and, in the same way as thel iakttact of
imitation, replaced more primitive instincts. Groos believed that the maamraaid
especially the human repertoire were so complex, that an extra develdgmeeothof
youth was required to attain the "higher" final level of achievement.

William Stern (1975/1924) admired Groos’ work, and wrote, that play is to life as
maneuvers are to war. He stressed that various human skills are required forework, i

such skills are essential for survival, but appear much earlier in a less devielope
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Stern viewed the rough and tumble play of boys and the doll play of girls as early
manifestations of conflict and caretaking skills, which may be required ddedeles

G. Stanley Hall (1896) viewed by many as the father of developmental
psychology, described play as a recapitulation of the progress of the haoealptay is
not doing things to be useful later, but it is rehearsing social history,” as vegll as
important medium for revealing the inner life of the child. At the turn of tffece@tury,
play came to be considered a meaningful activity (Gitlin-Wegtegl, 2000). For
clinicians, play has long been regarded as a window into the troubled psychelulicthe ¢
“We see that children repeat in their play everything that has madet angpeassion on
them in actual life” (Freud, 1961). Freud viewed behaviors evident in early childisood
a mechanism to better understand the development of the adult personality eretibeli
that the overt actions of children reflected their unconscious concerns andtgonflic
(Gitlin-Weiner et. al, 2000).

Play has generally been characterized as an intrinsically motivatestiigea
seeking activity best left between children, free of adult interferddistorically, few
researchers have regarded play as a mediated interaction between child afvewalul
fewer would consider the development of play as needing adult facilitationh¥et, t
exalted role of play throughout time is evident from Plato’s observatiary €én learn
more about a person in an hour of play than in a year of conversation” (Gitlin-Weiner et.
al, 2000). Play may be the arbiter of what makes us uniquely human. There are no
accounts of complex pretend play, role play or sociodramatic play in non human species

(Smith, 2005).
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How do parents play with their children? Does it matter? Are parents mere
caregivers or active facilitators of their child’s development? Why denpmplay as they
do? What are their belief systems about the purpose of play? Do their be&etsladf
way they interact with their children in play? Play can be understood in the cohtext
broader questions. What is the role of play in development? Do parents play differently
and does this depend upon the gender of the child, their culture, their education, their
society? Some of these questions will be answered; others will remainui@r fut
research.

This study seeks to add to the extant knowledge about the different ways parents
play with their children and the role of parental beliefs in informing interaptase
activities. This study will define play behavior as a socially mediatedtgcoptimal
when performed by children with meaning transmitted through adult guidanisenNe
and Shaw (2002) define development as entering a system of meaning shared by a
community. Elkonin (2005) observed that all you have to do is give a child an
opportunity to interact with objects without showing him the appropriate seate¢gen
such manipulations will soon be abandoned. To think that a child is attracted by the
materials in his environs, because they represent the ideal link to rehlzing
unconscious fantasies, is to ignore the real life of the child in his environmenrs.8ey
crucial in that they mediate human thinking and behavior (Vygotsky, 1978). The
challenge for a young child is to achieve competency in semiotic syateirte become
a competent member of sign-making communities (Braswell, 2006). The compete
mediation of symbolic play encompasses both the tool and strategy by which the tool can

be transmitted.
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2 Play in Development

According to the various dictionaries, play has been defined as a way to ‘engage
in enjoyable activity’ ‘engage in games or other activities for enjoymegher than for a
serious or practical purpose,’ (Oxford). Elkonin (2005) mused that during the last
century, a general theory of play within the bounds of the biological and psychological
frameworks espoused by those who conceived various theories of play could not be
created. Notwithstanding the fact that representatives of all schools tdrwes
psychology have attempted to explain play in a manner that embodies the fundamental
concepts of their theory. In 1901 Sully posed the question but did not provide the
answers. “I, at least, think that children’s play about which so much has been watitten w
such confidence, is only very imperfectly understood. Is it a serious businatiseor r
half-conscious play acting, or both of these in turn?”

From the 1930’s to the 1960’s play was primarily viewed as a treatment technique
(Gitlin-Weiner et. al, 2000). In the 1970's and 1980’s, it emerged as a centsgletic
technique. Rather than seeing play only as a window into the inner life of children,
theorists began to consider that close observation had the potential to result in more
specific information.

Bruner (1972) emphasized the flexible nature of play and its role in facilitating
creative problem solving skills in children. Currently, it is believed that plagbers
and patterns reflect a wide variety of a child’s inner life, developmentas$lete
functioning and competence (Fenson, 1984; O’Conner & Ammen, 1997). Efforts to
describe and define play behaviors continue to increase. In addition to attemptseto ref

the definition of play, researchers have begun to consider such process varighles as:
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type of, and numbers of toys used; (b) context of play; (c) participants involved; (d)
sequences of play themes; (e) space used; (f) style(s) with which thetpldeaavere
performed and (g) the degree of effort invested in the play (Gitlim§¥et. al, 2000).

Increasingly, researchers are turning their attention to the sealal within
which the individual interacts with others. The sociocultural historical appifoauses
on gathering information regarding cultural factors, family dynanaind other
environmental factors which are believed to influence observed interactibas. T
sociocultural approach has as its major premise that social interaegwasant the
primary pathways for development. Accordingly, attention is focused on theiioquis
of skills by the child in the context of his or her social interactions withgozers, adults
and peers. A fundamental tenet of the sociocultural approach is that children’s
development is not isolated from their participation within a social and cultttiabse
which serves to contributes to and mold their behaviors. Rather than occurring
independently, circumscribed by the individual, psychological processes aredédieve
emerge from the “collective, practical involvement of humans with each othenend t
world around them” (Stetsenko, 2005). This study will apply the lens of socialdindera
to the play between the adult and child, against the backdrop of parental beliefs and
culture. A primary hypothesis of the current study is that what parentsdxdiesaffect
howthey interact with their child.

Although play has long since been a topic of research and discussion, O’Connell
& Bretherton (1984) state that there is no consensus as to either its functions or the
behaviors encompassed by the use of the term. “The importance of play iarchildr

lives is supported by its pervasiveness in childhood, the opportunities it provides for
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learning and the developmental changes it reveals” (Lifter, 2000). Through play
children make manifest their knowledge and thoughts. Lifter (2000) includesety\ari
descriptions of play in his definition, including the mouthing of objects, tapping objects
to make sound, container play, doll play, rolling cars and trucks, engaging in rough-and
tumble play in the playground and assigning and taking roles while playing ‘house’.

According to Rubin, Fein & Vanderberg (1983) play is “intrinsically motivated;
characterized by attention to means; guided by ‘what | can do with olgeaistally
referred to as pretense; free from externally imposed rules; and rgcatine
engagement.” Through play “children learn societal roles rules and valdidisey learn
to adapt to their environments.” Play, as conceived by G.V. Plekhanov, represents an
activity that originates in response to the needs of the society in which chilcremd
in which they must become active participants (Elkonin, 2005). From a
cognitive/developmental perspective, play reflects a knowledge andesxparbase that
includes cognitive organization about objects in general, how they relate tobijtheis
and people, and knowledge about the properties of objects and relationships that exist
between and among objects and people (Bloom, 1993 cited in Lifter, 2000).

Since play is prevalent in the activities of children, researchers hagmpged a
variety of taxonomies of play. These taxonomies describe children’splgpically
progressing from simple manipulation of objects in infancy, to pretend play sHfeme
toddlerhood, to sociodramatic and fantasy play during the preschool years to its
culmination of play with rules for the school aged child. Many researbheesused
these taxonomies to make inferences about developmental change (Lifter,"R000)

sum, play activities are pervasive in children’s lives, appear to transceuck @it
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reveal developmental changes in children’s knowledge about objects and events.
Moreover, play, language and social competence/interaction are related aatymut
supportive in development” (Lifter, 2000).

In 1932, Mildred B. Parten developed a system for classifying participation in
play. This organization is still considered one of the best descriptions of how play
develops in children (Gander & Gardiner, 1981). The first stage, calsctupied play
is one where the child is not actually "playing” but watches anything thpeha to
catch his or her interest. S/he may play with his or her own body, move around, remain in
one location, or follow a teacher. The next level is entidlddoker behaviarThis stage
is termed "behavior" instead of play because this child is content to watch luttesrc

In solitary independent plaghildren prefer to play by themselves and are not yet
comfortable interacting with other children. They may play apart witherhtig/s and
within speaking distance, but will demonstrate little interest in makingcbwith each
other. If contact occurs, it may consist only of grabbing other child@yss The next
stage commonly referred to parallel play(also known as adjacent play or social
coaction) is one in which children occupy space near others, but seldom share toys or
materials. They may talk, but each has their own conversation and there is no tattempt
communicate with each other. As an example, one child may talk about going to the
circus while another interrupts and suggests going to a fast food restauessbdrative
play, children lend, borrow, and take toys from others. However, it's still very much
“every child for himself.” At this stage, the children are beginning t@geagn close
personal contact. However, they still consider their own viewpoint as most important.

Parten felt that, although at this stage children are not yet readyitopade in teams or



PARENT-CHILD DYADIC PLAY 8

groups, there should be opportunities for group work in order for them to gradually learn
how to communicate their needs.

And finally, Parten theorized that the pinnacle of play development is reached
with the attainment aooperative playthe highest form of children working and playing
together. They share, take turns, and allow some children to serve as leaders for the
group. For example, one child may be the policeman, another a nurse, while another is
the mother. In cooperative play, Parten stated “That three-year-oldsgdtwith
approximately three other children; whereas five-year-olds can play studlyewith
approximately five children.” Young children, who learn to share, take turns, work and
play with others, show a higher degree of success later in life. Pautesh that as
children became older and with more opportunities for peer interaction, the nonsocial
types of play (solitary and parallel) declined in favor of the social typsediasive and
cooperative) (Lorton & Walley, 1979).

The hierarchy of play behaviors ranges from simple manipulation of toys, ofte
beginning with mouthing and banging of objects, through exploration, to meaningful
manipulation and purposeful goal directed use. At its pinnacle, stands the altiigy of
child to engage in pretend play, a window into the rarified world of symbols valued only
by those fortunate enough to participate. Pretend or symbolic play is rejitetd! whe
magic of childhood. How does it come to occur? Do actions of parents matter?oi¢hat
do parents occupy in this developmental milestone? Few theatrical dramas patecom
with the elaborate plots developed by some young children in play, as they engage in

fantasy, embark on adventures and conquer kingdoms.
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The role of pretend play in development is one of the most debated areas in
research (Smith, 2005). Smilansky (1968, Smilanksy & Shefatya, 1990) sugfested t
sociodramatic play was vital for language and cognitive development; and found that
pretend and sociodramatic play are less frequent and less complex in disadlvantage
children. Haight and Miller (1993) defimeetend playas play in which the uses of
articles are transformed or treated non-literally. They furthenad®nan important
element to pretend play to be the elaboration by children of actions incorporated int
stories. Haight and Miller (1993) view the role of pretend play as central to
understanding and addressing issues of early development and culture. “To be human and
to live in a meaningful way within a culture requires living in and through a very
sophisticated, abstract system that is largely imaginary” (Vanderif#8§). Pretend
and sociodramatic play is only seen in humans (Smith, 2005). Children become “more
deeply rooted” in an existing system of meanings through their socialdtbeis they
alter and reinterpret meaning as well (Haight & Miller, 1993). The dialbetween
individual and culture, and our understanding of children and of culture will ultimately be
enriched through the study of pretend play.

The Role of Play

Depending upon one’s theoretical background, the question of how children
acquire skills may be answered with a variety of mechanisms: biologicéltienary
perhaps, or social. Some view play as integral to the development of languageotPla
only reflects social competence, it also promotes it (Clawson, 2002). Healses as a
vehicle to encourage cognitive development, including facilitating acces®tmatfon,

the mastery and consolidation of skills and promotes creativity, through the usésof skil
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and concepts in play. Children gain skills in problem solving, divergent thinking and
metacognition during play. In early childhood, play shows a strong positat®nship

to language ability, development of communication skills and emergent litecdrys@h
et. al, 1999). Sutton Smith (2005) noted the importance of play in fostering a child’s
autonomy and self-control. Play can be considered a mechanism for coping with the
pressures and demands of various socializing agents (Johnson, Christie & Yawkey,
1999). Children gain immeasurably from “constructing meaning from emotionally
challenging experiences” (Haight, Ostler, Black, Sheridan, & King006).

Coolahan and colleagues (2000) demonstrated strong associations between play,
and classroom behavior and learning skills. Children with positive interactive play
behaviors were actively engaged in learning activities, demonstrated heghdév
motivation, persistence and attention on classroom tasks and had positive attitudes towa
learning. Children with frequent disruptive behaviors during play had high levels of
conduct issues and hyperactivity during classroom activities. These findoggsss that
improving play interaction capabilities may enhance school readiness amormyg youn
children. Children who played more experienced positive play interactions; thus,
evidenced less anxiety about transitions, even on the first day of preschoot,(Ba84e
in Singer, Golinkoff, & Hirsh-Pasek, 2006). Children may enter school with cognitive
skills, but if they do not know how to listen, take turns, and get. along with others, this
lack of socialization will hinder further learning (Raver, 2002). Through ghédgren
learn vocabulary, language skills, concepts, problem solving, perspective taking
representational skills, memory and creativity (Singer et. al, 2006). Béalyden found

to contribute to early literacy development as well (Owocki, 1999). Cready(@028)
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proposed that since research has repeatedly found a relationship between ghagmphali
parental support of play behaviors, children’s play reflects a competesuj\wiag
environment.

Garvey (1977) presented pretend play as affording the mechanism forrchaldre
engage in a ‘complex form of play’ wherein children can “take on roles and transfor
objects as they express their ideas and feelings about the social wortes¢tdbed
themes that children enact as they explore roles of family memberbafaaofivities
and other social related themes, such as playing doctor, bus driver, school etc. As
sociodramatic play begins to emerge, the availability of objects begiméuenice the
roles that children assume (Fein, 1981). Fein relates how household implemiétatefa
family related roles, whereas an object such as a cape may trigger supdaieFor
younger children, according to Fein, the provision of realistic objects is neetiaityini
In the second half of the second year, children begin to represent their world sgthboli
as they transform and invent objects and roles (Bergen, 1988). A young toddler may put a
Cup on a saucer; stir an imaginary drink and may offer it to someone. It iSadsent
adults to initiate and support such play.

Lillard and Witherington (2004) go so far as to state that “Pretend play is a
significant activity, noted for its conceptual links to many of those aesvihat some
consider hallmarks of the human species.” One’s theoretical belief foentenththrough
which all of development is viewed. In order to elaborate various perspectives, | shal
proceed to discuss several theories of play, among them the theories of gean Pia

(1896-1980) and Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934). Although they lived during a similar time
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in history, their cultural backgrounds and orientations informed dramateitiflying
perspectives on the play of early childhood.

Jean Piaget (e.g., 1932, 1936, 1962, 1963) developed an elaborate stage theory
based in part, upon extensive observations of his own three children. He described
development as a process, wherein initially a new stimulus is introduced dnkd's c
preexisting corpus of knowledge or ‘schema.’ This precipitates cogdisgenance
between the new stimuli as it is reviewed against the child’s existeye; a process
Piaget described as ‘disequilibration.” When the disruption is resolved, the novel
stimulus could be determined to conform to the schema, resulting in ‘assimilat
Alternatively, the stimulus might necessitate the ‘accommodationeaf¢hema to
incorporate the new stimulus, a process Piaget termed ‘equilibration.’

In Piaget’s seminal work on plal]ay, Dreams and Imitatio(i1962) he
elaborated on the types of play he observed and their relationship to hihetageof
cognitive development. Piaget characterized play within the childts/@ess as three
systems — practice play, symbolic play and play with rules. These are therparstef
sensorimotor, preoperational and concrete operational intelligence. He dgpaxtice
play as dominant in the first eighteen months of life. According to Piageintoises
the manipulation of actions and sequences for the mere pleasure derived bytéing mas
of motor activities. This play form arises from the sensorimotor schemqasext by the
child, and focuses on how the child uses objects. The child exhibits behaviors which are
repetitive in nature, and constitute applying an elementary behavior (onachech as
grasping, moving, and shaking an object in response to new situations. Piageiheete

this type of play to represent ‘an end in itself,’ from the subjectivepetise of the
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child. According to Piaget (1962) this action leads to a lack of balance in favor of
assimilation since the available energy is used up in the “pleasure atheecayse,”
i.e., in the continued practice of the schema “for its own sake.”

Around one year of age, Piaget believed, the child passes from mergve peti
purposeful combinations of actions. He theorized that symbolic play appears Haring t
second year of life, contemporaneous with the ability to represent objedislxpatty,
inherent in the acquisition of spoken language. Whereas sensorimotor activitysnvolve
accommodation to items present before the child, representational actratuces the
interplay of assimilation and accommodation. In contrast with the imitatitreof
sensorimotor period, the imitation of this second period is characterized as
representational, i.e., it is capable of being deferred, and is based upon thezatenmori
of the mental image of the model as a result of the sensorimotor exploration ofdhe chi

According to Piaget, ‘pretend play’ is initially a solitary activity@lving
idiosyncratic symbols. Early pretense play involves the following elements:
decontextualized behavior, shifts from self to other references, use of substi¢ats,obj
and sequential combinations. With the development of symbolic play, the child
increasingly is able to go beyond the simple manipulations of physiciéy reiaget
theorized that symbolic play is used to achieve fantasy satisfactishsiuliillments
and resolve conflicts. He believed that symbolic play declined around tloé fogy.

The third type of play Piaget presented is play with rules. Piaget arguekishat t
more ‘social’ form of play rarely occurred before 4-7 years and predcehiriatween
7-11 years. At this stage, Piaget believed that the rules servegutatecand integrate

the social group. IRlay, Dreams and Imitation in Childhod¢i962) Piaget focused on
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games with rules based upon temporary agreement. He posited that the individual's
satisfaction of victory over others was made legitimate by the rulég gfames.

“If every act of intelligence is an equilibrium between assimilation and
accommodation... it may be said conversely that play is essentially aisimita the
primacy of assimilation over accommodation” (Piaget, 1962). “Play is prinmaéte
functional or reproductive assimilation.” Piaget describes the prodessiitive play
begins by being almost identical with the set of sensory motor behaviors,t tife se
behaviors that do not require accommodation and which are reproduced purely for
functional pleasure.

“But with the interiorisation of schemas, play becomes more distinct
from the adaptive behaviors properly so-called (intelligence) and tends
towards assimilation as such. Unlike objective thought, which seeks to
adapt itself to the requirements of external reality, imaginative pkay is
symbolic transposition which subjects things to the child’s activity,
without rules or limitations. It is therefore almost pure assimilation, i.e.,
thought polarized by preoccupation with individual satisfaction...
Finally, with the socialisation of the child, play acquires rules or
gradually adapts symbolic imagination to reality in the form of
constructions which are still spontaneous but which imitate reality. In
these two forms, the individual symbol yields either to the collective
rule, or to the objective or representational symbol or to both.” (p.87)

Piaget likens the development of play to that of development of cognitive skills.
“Whereas sensorimotor play is merely a continuation of what has been grasped though
the development of intelligence, the symbolic play at the beginning of the
representational period develops more and more independently throughout the whole of
early childhood.” The maturity of the child is characterized by a more stghlbrium

in which the mind assimilates and accommodates simultaneously both in “adapted

thought” and in “intelligent investigation.”
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Play, according to Piaget, provides the child with a multitude of opportunities to
interact with materials in the environment and to construct his or her knowledge about the
world (Singer, et. al, 2006). Each of Piaget’s stages of cognitive developmeftedsed
in the world of play. “The evolution of thought is shown to be the gradual achievement
of equilibrium between assimilation and accommodation through successive statges, w
play and imitation evolve correlatively toward their complementary reaiatieg.”

(Piaget, 1962) In sum, Piaget asserts that the development of play profyoeases
purely individual process involving idiosyncratic private symbols to social plkayits
inherent collective symbolism. Play, in Piaget’s theory, derives from theschwn
mental structures and can be explained only through that structure.

Absent from the journey of exploration of Piaget's child is an adult holding a
map. According to Piaget, all of the development of the child occurs as a result of
solitary exploratory sequences with objects in the environment. The intervenéidalof
guides appears unnecessary or outright undesirable. The involvement of parents in the
assessment of their children’s play is “a somewhat revolutionary concepdefl.2000).

He often left out his wife’s contribution when describing the play of his children
(Braswell, 2006) and many studies that claim to support the Piagetian view have
explicitly asked parents to not get involved. Social processes are recognized but do not
hold a central value in Piaget’s accounts of how children use pretense sigotPliadet
stated that neither pretend play nor drawing depend on the transmission aheeely-
external models.

Both Piaget and Vygotsky acknowledge the significance of the development of

symbolic play, serving as an indicator of the child’s emerging cograhddinguistic
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skills. The primary difference is the role each accords to the influence t¢¢ add|
context. O’'Connell and Bretherton (1984) describe the primary difference betvesen t
as the “site of the construction of knowledge.” Whereas Piaget views the cthikel as
sole architect of his or her knowledge about the world, Vygotsky shifts the emphasis
from the child’s own cognitive structures to the role that social context atidmelaps
play in the formation of the child’s developing abilities.

Lev Semenovich Vygotsky (1933, 1967, 1978, 1997, 1998) suggested that all
learning must be socially mediated, through the use of a highly developed system of
psychological tools transmitted through social channels, against the backdrop of a
biologically competent organism. He believed that all activity and skukst first appear
on the interpersonal or social plane, before such tools could be appropriated and
internalized by the child, in order to emerge on the intrapersonal or individual plase. Hi
presentation of “tools of the mind,” the usensédiatedosychological signs and symbols
form a cornerstone of his theory, and represent a cultural inheritance éestoan
children that is uniquely human.

Integral to the sociocultural perspective is the concept that actiodesring
over the course of ontogenetic development are related to local social and cultural
conditions and will vary accordingly (Duncan & Tarulli, 2003). This approach
incorporates more of contextual change, i.e. transitions in the child’s relapsngthin
society. Transitions are determined by changes in principal activitgpth@ situation
of development and the types of interaction of that person with the environment

(Davydov & Markova, 1983). This examination requires an extensive analysis of the
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child’s interactions with others commencing in infancy, proceeding through earl
childhood, and culminating with maturation into adulthood.

D.B. Elkonin (1933/2005) (a graduate student of Lev Vygotsky) describes how on
a school holiday, he was at home with his preschool children and tried to feed them
porridge, to no avail. One game he suggested that his children play was “kindergarten.”
He turned into the teacher, they into the students. They began to play at all of the
activities of kindergarten, went for a walk, read books and then sat down to eat lunch.
Without any protest, as well behaved pupils, the girls sat down and ate the sadgeporri
they had previously refused. The relationship of daughters to their father had cleanged t
the relationship of pupils with their teacher. This served to develop Elkonin’s hypothesis
that a significant aspect of play is the “role” the preschool child is plasi@goted how
as the child plays his role; his actions are transported along with his retatesdity.
After Lev Vygotsky's untimely death in 1934, Elkonin became very involved with a
research group of his colleagues and students under the leadership of A. N. Leontiev in
Kharkov. He quoted J. Sully (1901) as saying “The essence of children’s play is the
assumption of someone’s role.” The most interesting aspect of children’s pthg i
transformation of the most inconsequential and unpromising objects into real living
things” (47-51).

Elkonin (2008) discussed how after VVygotsky’s early death, the research group
(consisting of A. N. Leontiev, L. V. Zaporozhets, and P. Y. Galperin) continued to
explore the psychology of play. “Every new achievement in the overall thasgdtas

to rethink our views of play, to add new facts, and to propose new hypotheses” (Elkonin

! This is the English translation from the Russi@xtTOt avtora: biografia issledovanii,” Psikhologiia
igry, 2d ed. (Moscow: Gumanit. izd. tsent VLADOS, 1999)
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2005). Elkonin described the contributions he believed this research group made to the
psychology of children’s play: (1) the development of the hypotheses of the falayof
that is typical among preschoolers, and the theoretical demonstration thaaydke

social in origin; (2) the conditions under which this form of play arises in ontogemy is
spontaneous, but rather forms under the influence of child rearing; (3) idelatifio&t

the primary units of play, discovery of the psychological structures of play, aibtra

the development of when play activities begin to rise, peak and then fall; (4) the
establishment of the fact that the basic content of play is the human being, hisnagork, a
the relation of adults to each other; hence play is a form of orientation to thanasks
themes of human activities; (5) the transfer of meaning from one object to another, the
play technique, represents an important “precondition” for the child’s masteryialf soc
relationships; (6) the identification in play of children’s relationshipk wéch other; and

(7) the elucidation of the function of play in the development of preschool aged children.

Elkonin cites G. Compayre (1912) who stated “The child takes as his starting
point some object and the alchemy of fantasy immediately transforms it and tatas i
something else.” He continues to describe the magic of symbolic play: theidédan
a stick; an upside down stool becomes a boat.... In short anything that the child’s
imagination desires to create.

Elkonin asked, “What is the basic content of the roles that children take and
perform in their play?” He questioned the primacy of objects or human interaction and
describes a study designed to answer this question performed by NV Kodd&va A
group of children were taken on a trip and gained many impressions of thedrdilooa

being at the station, buying tickets, and so on. The teacher believed this would provide
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them with sufficient material to play “railroad,” yet the game did not getrwade Next
she took them to the station and introduced them to the objects involved in life at the
railroad, e.g., tickets, luggage, station, ticket window. Although their drawgitgsiore
accurate, this increased experience still did not result in the children’s play.

Several months later, after the summer, she took the same children to the station
once again. This time they were introduced to the role of each pertinent individual, how
the stationmaster meets the train, how the passengers leave the train, haygaige =
loaded, how the engineer cares for the engine, how the conductors clean #mel e
for the passengers. Only after this experience did the children begin toalepad.”

She repeated this research in other settings, the work of a sewing shop, the aamstructi
of a new house, the post office. In all cases, the children only began to “play” the game
after they had been introduced to the people’s activities and their work interactions.

Elkonin clarified that it is the human interaction that informs the content of play
not how people interact with objects. He distinguished betwednieandcontentof
play. Thetopicsare extremely varied and reflect the specific conditions of the child’s
life. Thecontentof play is the child’'s reproduction of activities and interactions of adults
in society, “the social significance of human work.” Thus he repudiated “the lmialog
theories of play,” those that see the essence of play as the manifestdtiectofd’s
primitive instincts and drives. Play is social in content, because it is soorain, he
stated. “It arises out of the conditions of the child’s life in society.” Blayique in
terms of its motivational characteristics, in that it is the only actimityhich the motive
does not lie in its result but in the content of the action itself (Duncan & Tarrulli, 2003

citing Leont'v, 1981).
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Leont’v describes research in which preschoolers were asked to maingad a ri
standing position without moving. Predictably, young preschoolers began to move after
just a few seconds. However, when this task was presented in the context of gstandin
guard” as part of play role, even four year olds, who were otherwise unable tonperfor
this task, remained in position for considerable lengths of time. These childrerdshowe
much greater self restraint in the play than in the non-play condition &ee al
Bugrimenko & Smirnova, 1994). Findings like these have important implications for
early childhood education (Duncan & Tarulli, 2003) and further serve to demonstrate
how sociodramatic play createg@ne of proximal developmeny drawing a child to a
level that exceeds their ability in a nonplay setting.

Whereas Piaget did not see any connection between children’s egocentrism and
symbolic play, neo-Vygotskians stress the importance of symbolic play. Whemgplay
children have to treat their playmates in accordance with their “play” aoldkfiave to
accept the meanings their playmates ascribe to objects. For examplepirpddient
play, if the doctor uses a stick as a syringe (object substitution); teatuatist accept
the doctor’s position (Karpov, 2005, citing Elkonin, 1978). Thus, in sociodramatic play,
the child’s view of the world fundamentally changes — s/he must now learn to coordinate
their individual point of view with the possible points of view of others — this is truly a
dramatic developmental milestone.

Vygotsky concluded that there are two crucial elements of make-believénatay t
clarify just how it leads children’s development (Berk, Mann & Ogan, 2006). He
identified two aspects that distinguish make-believe play from all okhielhood

activities. The first is the creation of imaginary situations that helgrehi to separate
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mental representations from the objects for which they stand. He believed #at onc
children are able to sever words, gestures and symbols from their extelityglthesy
are well on their way to overcoming impulse and managing their own behavior. As a
result, Berk et. al. (2006) asserted that through play, children strengthentéraial
capacity to become socially responsible. Vygotsky maintained that nedikse play
helps preschoolers conquer their impulses by allowing children repeatgdgito act
independently of what they see (Vygotsky, 1978 as cited in Berk et. al, 2006). Vygotsky
affirmed that the object substitutions in make-believe play are crucial tothkelpea use
thought to guide behavior. Vygotsky maintained that by separating symbols freatspbj
make-believe play equips children to make choices from alternative courst®iof a
The second essential aspect is the application of rules to make-belyve pla
Children draw upon the rules implicit in their interactions with parents, extenadcefa
and communities, and apply these rules to their play scenarios. This fosters the
development of children’s behavior in line with social expectations. This feeslithe
development of external pressures to act in socially responsible way®tBaik(2006)
posit that make-believe play is thus the preeminent contributor to the developmadht of s
regulation. Vygotsky firmly believed that pretend play was not “free 'péesyit is oft
described. Rather it is replete with all of the rules of social engagemeainszhin the
complex interactions among adults. When children renounce their momentaryoattrac
in favor of a rule-based behavior, they are developing and enhancing theansedf.c
The paradox described is whereas in ordinary activities children subordinatetis
to do what they want in favor of what they must, e.g., stop playing and go to bed; in

pretend play however, they must refrain from their impulses in favor of societsl rul
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(Berk et. al, 2006). Informal observations of children’s pretense suggettdiatirely
violate the rules of their social world. They draw upon social conventions, cultural rules
and models of cooperation as they engage in the complex negotiations of sociodramatic
play (Vygotsky, 1933, as cited by Ortega, 2003).

In conclusion, make-believe play contributes to children’s development in several
vital ways. By enhancing their application of rule-based conventions to thgir pla
children are at liberty to experiment with and inculcate social valuesughr
subordinating their immediate desires to the ‘rules’ of make-believe, @hitbscome
members of their culture. In so doing, they lay the foundation to regulatetheiions,
thought and behavior, in the service of constructive social goals (Berk et. al, 2006)
Imaginative play contributes to all areas of development in the young cluldding self
regulation, inhibition of impulses, and the ability to plan strategies and govern lrehavio
Rich opportunities for pretend play sensitively nurtured by parents and cargbelprs
assure that young children will acquire the self regulatory skills easensucceed
academically and socially (Berk et. al, 2006).

Infancy? along the road to development.

In order to understand Vygotsky’s theory of play it is necessary to delve sto hi
concepts of development. As with life itself, we begin with Vygotsky's siefrinfancy.

In order to examine the developmental role of play, it is necessary todinse¢
‘development’ and ‘play.’ Vygotsky posits that the journey begins at birth. (Viygots

(1998) rejected the perspective of infancy as an ‘asocial’ period of develtpwith

2 The chapter on Infancy was written by Vygotskyirparation for a book on child developmental
psychology.

3 Although originally written in the 1930’s the Cetited Works of Vygotsky Volumes 1-6 were not
translated until the 1990’s.
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the infant devoid of even rudimentary abilities to engage others. Revolutionary in his
times, Vygotsky presented the infant as a supremely social being.

From birth on the child is incapable of meeting its fundamental and basic needs
without interacting with another. “Everything in the behavior of the infant estwiined
and interwoven into the sociable” (Vygotsky, 1998). Vygotsky described, “The infant ca
not himself satisfy even one vital need...No matter what happens to the infant, he is
always in a situation connected with the care giving of adults. Because, @f this
completely unique form of social relation develops between the child and the adults
around him. ... thus the first contact of the child with reality (even in carryingp@ut t
most elementary biological functions) is wholly and completely sociatigiated.” He
rebukes those who consider the infant to be asocial. “The dependence of the infant on
adults creates a completely unique character of the child’s relationgitiy (gead to
himself): these relations are always mediated by others, and ares adivagted though
a prism of relations with another person (emphasis added). ... in this sense the infant
might even be called a maximally social being.” Vygotsky describedithetomy of
the existence of the infant: every function depends upon the maximal level of lggciabi
yet the infant possesses minimal capability for interaction (p.216).

Vygotsky believed that the total dependence of the infant laid the foundation for
the genesis of social behavior since the relation of the child to the adult was gemimer
and inseparably intertwined” (p.229). At two to three months, the child rewards his
tireless caregiver with the ‘social’ smile. A number of forms of behdnagin to appear
which demonstrate the infant’s ability for social interaction. The chitchcav turn to

the person who speaks, listens to the human voice, and is offended if the person turns
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away from him. The three month old greets his approaching caregiver with sadrals a
smile. Vygotsky places the adult at the center of every situation during infarscfor
this reason that the social context, the relation of the child to the world depends upon, and
is largely derived from, his most direct and concrete relations with an adult.

Play as the “Leading Activity”

In a transcript of the lecture, “The Role of Play in Mental Development of the
Child,” Vygotsky (1933) provided an analysis of children’s play from the pelispeuft
its influence upon the process of mental development. Vygotsky speaks of play
specifically as the “leading type of activity” during the preschool age.rekepts its
significance for the development of “basic neoformations [sic] of this peridd.”
elaborated, “from the point of view of development, play is not the predominant form of
activity, but is, in a certain sense, the leading source of development in presehsdl ye
Vygotsky clarifies its role: “defining play on the basis of pleasure edaialy not be
regarded as correct,” since there are many other activities moseialele to the child
than play.

Vygotsky believed that in order to understand the transition from one stage of
development to the next, one must first identify the motives and incentives forlthe chi
to act, to wit: “Without a consideration of the child’s needs, inclinations, incenéivels
motives to act — as research has demonstrated — there will never be any &dvance
stage to the next.”

What is of the greatest interest to the infant has almost ceased to
interest the toddler. This maturing of new needs and new motives
for action is, of course, the dominant factor, especially as it is

impossible to ignore the fact that a child satisfies certain needs and
incentives in play; and without understanding the special nature of
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these incentives, we cannot imagine the uniqueness of that type of
activity we call play.”

Systematic mediation by adults in the course of (their) joint activitytees
in the child becoming engaged in the new activity (Karpov, 2005). According to
scientists who pursued Vygotsky’'s research agenda after his early death (ne
Vygotskians) although infants are actively engaged in object manipulatiores, thes
manipulations are actions within the activity of emotional interactions with thei
caregivers. Karpov (2005) reviewing works by Elkonin, 1989; Lisina, 1974,

1986; Zaphorozhets & Lisina, 1974, describes the process by which children shift
from their activity of emotional interaction to joint activity with adults. Ha t

course of their mediation, caregivers actively encourage the shift offilldés

interests and positive emotions from themselves to the desired objects. Thus, the
acquisition of object-centered activity commences within the courseesaation

with adults to whom the infant has emotional attachment. By mediating the
activities, new mental processes are developed.

In the sociocultural historical approach to psychology, the concept of “leading
activity” forms the basis of a system of developmental stages (Dundamusli, 2003).
The idea of leading activity was further developed by Leontiev and others af
Vygotsky’'s untimely death. Although Vygotsky was first to describe presatmplay
as a leading activity (Vygotsky, 1966/1976); the concept of leading activigyrzethe
cornerstone of thactivity theoryof child development. The transitions of children from
one period to the next, was thus explained, as their transition from one leading &tivit

the next (Karpov, 2005).
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Leontiev described the term “leading activity” as the one that plays tjoe roke
in a child’s development at a given age period and prepares the child for theotnaositi
the next period (Karpov, 2005). This activity represents “the activity through wiach th
most important psychological and social changes occur during a given degetapm
period” (Duncan & Tarulli, 2003). The activity that fits this description depends upon the
society of which the developing child is a part.

For young children in industrialized societies, Leontiev defined sociodramatic
play as the leading activity for the preschool period. Leontiev idethafeequence of
three leading activities within modern industrial society: that of play,at@ra work.
Each of these activities encapsulates the relationship of the individual to itsnement
“during the specific time it is in ascendance.” Each is characterizediiffgent type of
motivation and serves to create a different typezohe of proximal developmént
(Vygotsky, 1967, 1978). Thmone of proximal developmg@PD) represents the
difference between the child’s independent skills and abilities to that whichitdecan
perform with the assistance of a more capable other. Vygotsky originatbguced the
ZPD in the context of arguing against the standardized intelligence measgress(e
developed by Alfred Binet in France) as extremely limited becausesiatic’ or
‘fossilized’ abilities were being measured (Berk & Winsler, 1995). Vygossiggested
that a more appropriate indicator would be that which a child could accomplish with the
help of a more competent other, embodying the dynamic, ever changingglditenti
learn. Vygotsky regarded children as active agents in development, creatinglinte
mental processes in collaboration with more knowledgeable others in the context of

meaningful cultural activities.
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At each age, the child’s mental processes are not yet sufficient fiodgq@endent
performance of this activity. Therefore, it must be mediated in the contexybiat a
activity with adult and child (Karpov, 2005). Another outcome of successful mediation is
the child’s acquisition and mastery of a new psychological tool which leads to the
development of new mental processes. This creates the rubric for the childego mas
activities at each period of development, and successfully advance to independence
Elkonin (1977/2005) discusses and rejects the (then) prevailing view of play as
arising out of instinctive tendencies. “ It seemed strange to me that th@fuoicthe
imagination, which is one of the most complex capacities, develops so early, and,thought
that perhaps, it was the other way around, that play is the activity in which in@aginat
first shows itself.” He simultaneously disagrees with the notion that an a
instinctive activity, is identical in the young of animals and children. A foneafal
difference between the views of Piaget and Vygotsky lies with thendietant of
developmental change; whereas Piaget attributes it to a structuraé chiimg the
individual's psychological characteristics, Vygotsky characterizes a change in the
child’s place within the social structure (Duncan & Tarulli, 2003). It is thetqtiae
changes in the child’s social situation that leads to substantial chaitigiestie child’'s

mind (Davydov & Zinchenko, 1983).



PARENT-CHILD DYADIC PLAY 28

3 The Role of Adults in Play

The sociocultural approach has as its major premise social interagiiesaets
the pathway for development. Heretofore, there has not been much exploration of the
role of the adult in play. Some say that the adult has no role in the play of the child, and
should not interfere. In the sociocultural perspective, adult participation isd/i@sv
both necessary and desirable. In the sociocultural model it is engagemetirial cul
practices that drives the development of semiotic production. These practicgsaed
in a context involving psychological tools, artifacts and people who engage flicgsac
with children. It is within these contexts that children learn to create $gaswell,

2006). Although Vygotsky focused on what children may eventually do on their own,
many suggest that culturally specified activities are never realtaigo{iGoodnow,

2001) and at the very least the tools have been provided by others. For scientists who
pursued the research embarked upon by Vygotsky and his colleagues (neo-¥pgtski
the role of the adult as guide and nurturer of the young child sets the stage ftranedi
as the optimal and direct way to lead children to the acquisition of new skitisofka
2005).

In order to examine the role of the adult in play, one must first examine
interactions between adult and child. Based upon the concept of leading activity (as
discussed above) infants initially manipulate objects within the courseiotthotional
interactions with caregivers. The infant transitions from the activity oftiemal
interactions with caregivers to joint object-centered activity. AccgrthirElkonin
(1989) caregivers involve infants in joint object-centered actions and mediae thes

actions in the context of their interactions. As a result of this mediatiohelsntd of the
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first year of life, joint object-centered actions become ends in themsehdsitiren.
While infants initially manipulate objects within the course of their @nat
interactions with caregivers, ultimately these actions turn into chikehoeer joint
object-centered activity.

For neo-Vygotskians, in contrast with the perspective of Piaget, the toy does not
represent an end in itself, rather it represents a means to an end, i.e., teeptibe
toy’ is ancillary to the child’s communication with his or her caregivee dénter of the
child’s activity is the adult: use of the item is a means of engagiegtiatt in the context
of emotional interaction with its caregiver. One such support is demonstratesl by t
evidence that children who are severely deprived of adult interactions eghanages,
or neglectful homes, demonstrate significant delays (Spitz, 1945). In fact, zhcmsic
study, children who were severely deprived of maternal or caregiver dionutat only
exhibited delayed development, they actually experienced significantbasexd rates of
mortality!

According to Piaget, infants’ object-centered actions derive from imaféxes.
Infants seek new stimulation which is provided by new stimuli that do not fithgxact
within the infants’ existing schema, or patterns of knowledge. When they encouwtter su
objects, they assimilate them into their existing behavioral pattern amacadate their
behavioral patterns to the new objects (Karpov, 2005). Once these new objectsrfit withi
the infants’ behavioral patterns, or knowledge base, the infant once again séarche
novel objects to provide new stimulation. According to Piaget, this reflectsatieation

and process for infants’ to engage in object-centered activity.
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Elkonin (1989, cited in Karpov, 2005) posits that for an infant a toy simply
represents a means to communicate with an adult. He provides an example: As infant i
shaking a rattle, smiling at his mother and vocalizing happily. It is obvious that the
center of the situation for the infant is the mother and shaking the rattle ig aimpl
action in the context of emotional interaction with his mother. In fact, Fayantédsby
Leontiev 1959/1964) states that often the infant will cease manipulation of the object
when the caregiver leaves the room, only to resume when the caregiver returns.

“Caregivers enrich their emotional interaction with infants in objecteced
actions” (Karpov, 2005). Caregivers model object appropriate actions to their infants
and encourage them to perform these actions on their own. It is the participalien of t
caregiver which represents the motivation for the infant to explore and handexthe
object in accordance with the demonstration provided for its benefit. Mediation of the
joint object-centered action by the adult motivates the infant to parecipafants pay
attention to the actions of the caregiver, and try to repeat these actions ans j@ypres
when praised by adults for their successful attempts (Zaporozhets & @4, as cited
in Karpov, 2005).

By the end of the first year, according to neo-Vygotskians, the infant begins to
take initiative to involve caregivers in joint object-centered activity.yTheto make the
adult perform a role by moving a toy towards them. This leads to the stalaganiof
infant caregiver joint activity (Karpov, 2005). For Piaget, the role of the eduhited
to providing the infant with sufficient and appropriate opportunity to explore its
environment. Thus the smile the infant provides to the caregiver is not distinguished

from the smile the infant directs to the familiar toy or object.
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In contrast, according to Vygotsky, all of the development of the child centers on
his or her interactions with adults. The earliest type of object-centeredwunation
between the infant and adult caregiver lies with a gesture. Vygotsky (1983/1997)
describes the infant’s attempts to use gestural communication with theonglicat
pointing gesture. At first the infant reaches for an object but fails becauskj¢icelies
too far away. The mother interprets this movement as an indication of desire, and
procures the desired object for the infant. Rhewho has conveyed meaning onto the
infant’s unsuccessful reaching movement. And it is this meaning, according to
Vygotsky, which transforms the gesture into an indicatory movement, which can now be
used as a tool by the infant. Thus the means of gesture is learned by the itf@nt in t
course of the object-centered interaction. This gesture, imbued with its e&mwng, can
then be appropriated by the infant as a tool.

By the end of the first year, caregivers’ mediation and enrichment of emotiona
interactions with infants enable the infants to develop the motive of communication wit
adults and demonstrate that they have accepted caregivers as mediator®bjettei
centered activity. Vygotsky emphasized the metacognitive value of theggastan
‘indicatory communication,” which signifies to the infant that s/he has acquired the
means to direct the attention of another. This represents the starting point in the
development of the infant’s ability to control and to regulate its cognitive pexass
behavior in general (Karpov, 2005). Similar ideas have been expressed by resedrche
object-centered communication with the development of infant caregiver j@ntiaitt

(Tomasello, 1999; Gauvain, 2001).
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Karpov (2005) definepint attentionas the ability of the (two) social partners to
focus on a common point of reference and to monitor each others’ attention of this
outside entity. Gauvain (2001) states that “The engagement of infants in jantibatte
has been shown to predict later developments in several domains, especially lAnguage
Tomasello (1999) refers to the emergence of these behaviors as the “nine month
revolution.” The infant’s acquisition of the gestural means of object-centered
communication is the first step to exceeding the bounds of their consciousness and
creating theone of proximal developmaestttheir mental processes (Karpov, 2005).

During the first year, mutually rewarding intersubjective interactiohsden
mother and infant, involving face to face exchanges of emotion and parental
acknowledgment of infant expressiveness, predicted complexity of mothepottiense
and children’s use of mental state words (e.g., feel, pretend, imagine) dukiraj ate
two (Feldman & Greenbaum, 1997). Adult participation in make-believe that
acknowledges and builds on toddlers’ play behaviors through demonstrations,
suggestions, turn-taking and joint involvement is especially effectideveioping more
mature make-believe play (Berk et. al, 2006). In contrast, parental diregtidns
intrusions are associated with immature play behavior in which toddlers mevati
and look at toys (Fiese, 1990). In a longitudinal study, Stilson and Harding (1997) found
that maternal interactions that suggested play actions related to 1 %2 yelaitdsleh’s
play activity continued to predict extended play sequences and imaginative object
substitutions at age 3.

While Piaget (1936) included the object-centered manipulation observed in the

first two years of the infant’s life of as belonging to the sensorinstégye of
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development, Vygotsky (1984/1998) emphasized a major distinction between the first
and second year. In the first year, the infant merely manipulates anialgecbrdance
with its physical characteristics. As such, it is not necessary to hadellademonstrate
the physical properties of the object. When carrying out such independent actions,
however, children are performing at their actual, not proximal level of development
which is not ideal for fostering their cognitive growth and mental developmenpgk,
2005). In contrast, according to Vygotsky and those who continued his research, children
are unable to independently discover the social meaning of objects (Elkonin, 1989). Such
involvement requires the context of adult mediation of the child’s mental processes.
“Child-adult joint object-centered actions are not only a must for chilgima’stery of
the ways to use social objects, they also lead to the creationzufrtbef proximal
developmenof the child’s mental processes.”

Neo-Vygotskians divide the development of child-adult object-centered activity
as proceeding through two stages, one from the first to the second yeartbélriext
from the second to the third. In the first stage, adults model the appropriateobgectd
and toys in accordance with their social meanings. If adults have sudgessful
demonstrated their appropriate use, object use will be emulated by the child i.e.,
nonspecific manipulations such as mouthing, banging and shaking will decrease and adult
actions will be imitated by the young child. In the course of mastery ok acton,
children look to adults for confirmation of their performance and they seek adult
assistance (Karpov, 2005). Later children begin to apply their knowledge #nd ski

novel objects and situations.
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In the second stage, Elkonin (1978) indicated that object substitutions would
initially appear in a situation where a child was missing an object negéssaarform an
action. Studies by neo-Vygotskians demonstrated that a child will engage in the
substitution of a desired object only after an adult, in the context of joint play wit
objects, has suggested that a child use a novel object in the place of a missing one
(Karpov, 2005, reviewing findings from Elkonin, 1978; Fradkina, 1946; Mikhailenko,
1975). By the end of the third year, children will demonstrate a high level of object
substitutions, and will, in fact, use the same object to substitute for differesihgi
objects.

One of the major developmental outcomes of adult mediation of children’s object-
centered activity is the development in children of the “motive” of symbolic (tenute
play which by the end of the second year replaces children’s “motive” oft-aaetered
activity (Vygotsky, 1933). When a child begins to perform an action without an object,
or with an object that does not correspond to such action, the ‘action’ becomes the
‘representation of’ the real action (Zaporozhets & Markova, 1980/1983). If a child
‘drinks’ from a block, this is not drinking, but is a ‘representation’ of drinking. Iryearl
childhood, the child is not aware of the replacement and is unable to assign the name of
the object replaced. Such consciousness forms as a result of performing ackions wit
substitute objects. “This consciousness attests to the transition to a new, uniqualy hum
type of knowledge about reality, knowledge that is mediated through siggtams and
that promotes the development of new types of activity; role play and productiigyacti

(drawing, design, etc.).”
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Vygotsky (1933) described this critical aspect of the child’s development: “The
child cannot yet sever thought from object; he must have something to act as a psvot. Thi
expresses the child’'s weakness; in order to imagine a horse, he needs to defiranhis ac
by means of using the horse in the stick as the pivot.” But nevertheless, the basic
structure determining the child’s relationship to reality is radicallypged at this crucial
point and represents a change in the child’s underlying perceptual structure.cfudial
moment, when the stick is able to be a horse, the object takes on meaning and the “the
stick, becomes the pivot for severing the meaning of horse from a real horse.”

Pretending allows the child to separate meaning from real objects orsasion
that meanings may be attached to other objects or actions in pretense. When the child
separates the meaning of a car from real cars then that meaning dachedab a block
that the child pretends is a car. Vygotsky believed that this event repceaentiestone
in the foundation of symbolic thought, simultaneously reflected in the child’s play and
the child’s development of language, with each activity reliant upon theydbilise, or
substitute, symbols for action.

Zaporozhets and Markova (1980/1983) refer to this as the “three year old crisis,”
a crisis that means the child is demanding independence and placing hidesites
before those of grownups. Therefore, they state, role*@aglves, in which the child
can ‘play at’ adult roles and help solve the crisis and satisfy the child’smeeddrm
“grownup” activities. Role play becomes the new leading activity. “Inplag, the
child’s basic needs and interest are expressed, new personality tragseloped and

mental qualities improved, and new types of child activity are born.”

* Although the term ‘role play’ is used, | believet the actual definition of the term is more cstesit
with our description of ‘pretend’ or ‘symbolic’ plaand represents a translation issue.
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Vygotsky (1933) attributed great importance to the role of play and its
influence on a child’s development. He continued: “A child learns to consciously
recognize his own actions and becomes aware that every object has a meaning.... Pla
continually creates demands on the child to act against immediate impulse, it., to ac
according to the line of greatest resistance. | want to run off at once s-pleigactly
clear — but the rules of the game order me to wait. Why does the child not do what he
wants, spontaneously and at once? Because to observe the rules of the play structure
promises much greater pleasure from the game than the gratification ahadiate
impulse,” Vygotsky quotes Spinoza who stated: “An affect can be overcome only by a
stronger affect.” In play, Vygotsky believes, a situation is created iohw/hidual
affective plan occurs.” Through play the child must renounce his immediate impulse,
and coordinate every act of his behavior with the rules of the game.

Vygotsky (1933) cited Groos (1898) as describing this situation “brilliantly.”
Groos proposed that a child’s will both originates in, and develops from, play with rules
and described the game of ‘sorcerer’ in which the child must run away frosorterer
in order not to be caught, but at the same time must help his companion to get him
disenchanted. When the sorcerer has touched him, he must stop. At every step the child is
faced with a conflict between the rules of the game and what he would do if hizegere
to act spontaneously. In the game he must act contrary to what he wants. “The child must
achieve the maximum display of willpower in the sense of renunciation of an iatsedi
attraction in the game in the form of candy, which by the rules of the gamhilidiren
are not allowed to eat because it represents something inedible. Ordanahillg

experiences subordination to a rule in the renunciation of something he wants, but here
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subordination to a rule and renunciation of acting on immediate impulse are thetmea
maximum pleasure.”

Vygotsky stated that it is at the preschool age where we first observe the
“divergence between the fields of meaning and vision. It seems to me that vded@oul
well to restate the notion of the investigator who said that in play activity thught
separated from objects, and action arises from ideas rather than from thingstype€hi
of subordination to rules is too difficult for the young child in everyday life, however,
Vygotsky continues:I'h play it does become possible; thus, play also creates the zone
of proximal development of the child. In play a child is always above his average age,
above his daily behavior; in play it isasthough he were a head taller than himself. As
in the focus of a magnifying glass, play contains all developmental tendenciesin a
condensed form; in play it isasthough the child were trying to jump above the level of
hisnormal behavior.”

Vygotsky strenuously objected to those who conceived of play as an activity
without purpose, to wit: “Play is purposeful activity for a child.” Whereas intathle
games, one can win or lose; or come in first or second in a race. “Purpose as the ultima
goal determines the child’s affective attitude toward play.” He comphaesplay-
development relationship with the instruction-development relationship, but determines
that it is play “which provides a background for changes in needs and in consciousness of
a much wider naturélay isthe source of development and creates the zone of
proximal development (emphasis addediction in the imaginative sphere, in an

imaginary situation, the creation of voluntary intentions and the formation offesal-|
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plans and volitional motives — all appear in play and make it the highest level of
preschool development.”

Vygotsky described the creation of an imaginary situation on behalf of a clald as
means leading to the development of abstract thought. He posited that it is the
development of actions based upon rules which leads to actions “on the basis of which
the division between work and play becomes possible, a division encountered as a
fundamental fact at school age.” He concluded by linking play to the next leading
activity, that of school age learning, by describing the relationship betwagamd the
ability to formulate abstract thinking, i.e., that unique and newly developed abilitg in t
child to decenter from that which appears before him: “At school age play does not die
away, but permeates the attitude toward reality. It has its own inner coiatmunat
school instruction and work (compulsory activity based on rules). All examinations of t
essence of play have shown that in play a new relationship is created between the
semantic and the visible — that is, between situations in thought and real situatibns.” A
school age, play gets converted to internal processes, leading to interoh| &pgeal
memory, and abstract thought.

Through symbolic play it becomes possible for a child to operate with the
meaning severed from an object. By playing with a substitute object, tHeseparates
meaning from the actual object and conveys it onto the substitute object (Duncan &
Tarulli, 2003 citing Vygotsky 1967, 1978) which can then function as a cognitive
mediator. The child functions with the meaning that s/he has arbitrarithettao the
substitute object, which is not based upon its physical or actual properties. Tbehil

carries out specific actions with the substitute play object in accoreaticthe meaning
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s/he has attached to it, regardless of its ‘actual’ physical prop&ygesntextualized
meaning is a challenging problem for young children: “It is terriblyadiff for a child to
sever thought (the meaning of a word) from an object. Play is a transitiayealrsthis
direction.” To separate the meaning of a “horse” from a “real horse” anth&betrahis
meaning to a stick, requires that the child has the ability to enable syrthionight, i.e.,
to act with the stick as if it were a horse which represents a vitaitivaas stage to
operating with meanings:
A child first acts with meanings as with objects and later realizes them
consciously and begins to think, just as a child, before he has acquired
grammatical and written speech, knows how to do things but does not
know that he knows, i.e., he does not realize or master them voluntarily. In
play, a child unconsciously and spontaneously makes use of the fact that
he can separate meaning from an object without knowing he is doing it; he
does not know that he is speaking in prose just as he talks without paying
attention to the words.... Henceforth play is such that the explanation for
it must always be that it is the imaginary, illusory realization of
unrealizable desires. Imagination is a new formation that is not present in
the consciousness of the very young child, is totally absent in animals, and
represents a specifically human form of conscious activity. Like all
functions of consciousness, it originally arises from action. The old adage
that children’s play is imagination in action can be reversed: we can say
that imagination in adolescents and schoolchildren is play without action.”
The works of Vygotsky, Leontiev and others have firmly established the fact that
the dominant preschool activity is play in its most expanded form, that of role-play
(Elkonin, 1971). There are many aspects to the significance of play in thd menta
development of the child at this age. Elkonin advocated the belief that theyprimar
significance “lies in the fact that in play the child imitates humam@€tin many ways,
e.g., he assumes the role of the adult, the adult's functions and work in society; he
reproduces object actions by generalizing them in representational thiaigsfiers

meaning from one object to another, etc. An object action, taken in isolation, does not
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have "written on it" the answers to questions such as: Why was it perfovitteats its
social meaning, its actual motive? It is only when an object action becomes iatedpor
into a system of human relations that we can discover its true social meaning, its
purposefulness as regards other people.”

Pretense is crucial to preserving the integrity of the child’s reatiworl
representations. Pretending in childhood is ‘a major point of entry’ to dealing in the
hypothetical, a skill that underpins much of human culture and progress (Lillard &
Witherington, 2004). Through the use of role play, a child becomes “oriented toward the
most universal, the most fundamental, meanings of human activity. On this basis the
child begins to strive for socially meaningful and socially valuable &gtiand in so
doing, demonstrates the key factor in readiness for school. This is the ghiet@nce
of play for mental development; it is its dominant function.” And it is this uniquely
human and social aspect of interactive play that is sought throughout tlyisvittuad
diverse, multicultural sample, comprised of children with and without special needs, t
enrich the extant knowledge about the ways that parents today interact wittotimeg
children in play.

Can Adults ‘Scaffold’ the Play of Children?

The metaphor of “scaffolding” has also been used to describe adult collaboration
with children to teach culturally valued skills (Rogoff, 2003). A scaffold is a dgnam
flexible framework used to assist the child, who is viewed as the building in this
metaphor, to acquire and master new competencies (Berk, 2001). In order to &ffective
promote development, the adult modifies his or her assistance to fit the child’snghang

level of performance, keeping the child in tlzefie of proximal developmenite., the
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difference between what the child can perform independently to what the aild c
perform with the assistance of a more capable other. According to Lev kygotd his
disciples, this represents the optimal mechanism for transmission of culturéettgew
and learning. To foster cognitive growth, the adult adjusts the task so that the child i
challenged by the demands, while tailoring the degree of adult intervemtioa ¢hild’'s
current learning needs (Berk, 2001). When confronted by a novel task, a child will be
unaware of its goal. This will need to be demonstrated by a more knowledgeable other.
Berk (2001) describes a father introducing a jack in the box to his child. First, he
gets the child’s attention by working the toy. When the clown emerges, harexcla
“What happened?” Gradually, the adult directs the child’s attention to how to use the
device, guiding the child’s hand to turn the crank and push down the clown. As the
child’s motor, cognitive and language skills improve, going into the secongtlyear
toddler will try to turn the crank herself, while looking to her father forséessce and
confirmation. The adult can now move from physical guidance to verbal directions and
gestures. As the child moves into the preschool years, scaffolding becogreasingly
verbal” and takes on the advantages of language through flexible represemtfations
meaning. The intensity of adult support depends on where the task falls within the ZPD
of the child. When a task lies at the outer edge of a child’s abilities, more direc
intervention is necessary. As the child’s understanding and performan@ses;riess
adult guidance is needed.
In support of this claim, several researchers examined competent sogffohdi
concluded that it must be performed in collaboration with an adult who is pleasant, warm,

responsive (Berk & Winsler, 1995). In addition, success was achieved when the adult
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delivered verbal praise and attributed competence to the child, as appropriate, e.g.,
“Great! You did it.” Berk and Winsler (1995) liken competent scaffolding to an
elaborate choreographed dance in which the adult remains in tune with ¢’ chil
growing competence, carefully anticipating the child’s moves and providinggtite
amount of support.

An investigation of 50 mother and toddler dyads (Damast, Tamis-Lemonda, &
Bornstein, 1996) revealed that mothers adjusted their play to their childrgn'eyabby
responding to their child with play that was either at the same level orgtiex kevel
than their child's play. Furthermore, mothers who were more knowledgeable abput earl
play development more often responded to their child's play by introducing a lexgler
of play in ways that could be seen to facilitate their child’s development. Thdsegh
suggested that mothers with more knowledge about play development provided their
child with appropriately challenging play interactions.

Regarding the generalizable nature of their findings, Damast €t985) stated
that it is important to consider the characteristics of the sample badigdt
Specifically, the mothers who participated in this study were reported spheetvhat
older, more educated, and of higher socioeconomic background.” Maternal knowledge of
and sensitivity to play may differ in younger mothers, less educated mothers, &edsmot
from other socioeconomic or cultural backgrounds. It is for this reason that additiona
research is warranted with culturally and economically diverse groygeift-child
dyads. The current study will contribute to the extant literature ggng multicultural

families of young children in a play activity.
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Haight and Miller (1993) conducted an extensive longitudinal study of pretend
play with nine mother-child dyads from one to six years of age. Famwdissdescribed
as fairly homogeneous with well educated parents and middle to upper SEShdRg
was observed to be infrequent at twelve months of age and increased with age,
corroborating Piaget’s claim that pretend play increases into the prescaml ye
Everyday pretending was observed to be embedded in a physical and social ecology and
related cultural practice. Pretending was framed by particulad sociigurations and
practices. Fathers were typically absent during weekday morninggtantbons,
whereas mothers were more invariably present. At early ages, access tvgsee
limited. Everyday pretend play was mediated by objects, in particalistiereplicas.
“Parents made objects available; children appropriated them.”

Everyday pretending emerged as social in the cultural practice in whiels it w
embedded. Mothers served as the primary play partners. At twelve months, all of the
mothers directed all pretend play; any child pretending was initiated lydtiesrs, with
most of the verbal responses reproductions of the mother’s speech. By twenty four
months, pretend play was jointly established. There was consistency among fihdings
social pretending occurred exclusively with mothers for five of the childneh, a
primarily with mothers for another three children. At twenty four months, mothers
responded contingently to their children’s pretend contributions and provided
elaborationg(defined in the study as the introduction of novel material or contributing
additional information) andrpmpts(defined statements that required a response from
the child). A significant finding, indicative of the theoretical underpinnings oftinesnt

study, is thapretend episodes with mothers were twice as long as solo episodes (p.123).
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At thirty six months children and mothers continued to seek out each other as play
partners and to respond at high rates to each other’s initiations. Mothers continued to
elaborate on and prompt children’s pretend contributions, although there was a decline i
the proportion of social pretending involving mothers as play partners. As childven gre
older, pretend play episodes with peers began to appear, and by forty eight months of age
pretend episodes with peers were twice as long as solo episodes whichiegesstiong

as episodes with mothers.

During extensive interviews conducted with 50 middle class European American
parents, Haight (1991) found that both mothers and fathers rated pretend play as
important to their child’s development; more importantly, they believed that their
participation facilitated their children’s pretending. They were abdeticulate distinct
reasons for how pretend play facilitates development. In agreement wikietnes of
Vygotsky, many parents expressed the belief that pretending helps chadrgplore
everyday roles and social situations.

In another study, Haight (1999) examined the play of middle class Irish
Americans and Chinese children from 2.5 to 4 years of age. She found that the type of
play observed was significantly related to the differing cultural expecsadf the two
communities. A study with 15 dyads with children aged approximately 20 and 28
months by O’Connell and Bretherton (1983) examined the presence of three types of
play, characterized in a hierarchy as exploratory, combinatorial and symlaylic
Exploratory play consisted of manipulation and examination of toys by the children.
Combinatorial play included the children putting toys together, e.g., staalkioks or

inserting shapes into the shape sorter. Symbolic play was described as pesteod pl
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“acting as if.” This category included using a toy as it was intended tceblecus.,

pushing a toy car, pretense with object substitution, e.g., using a block as a toy cup o
bottle, and the use of the toy as an independent agent, i.e., seating the pretend people or
taking them for a ride in a toy car etc. A fourth category called ambignlayisvas

utilized to include play acts which could not conclusively be identified as belomging t

one of the above three categories.

Following an initial fifteen minute observation of child playing alone in the
presence of mother, with mother attending to an interviewer and a subsequent five minute
observation of joint mother-child play, O’Connell and Bretherton found that the diversity
of the child’s play increased when mother and child played together, and further, that the
play type in which this was manifested appeared to be a function of the child’s age. They
attributed these changes to the mother’s active guidance of the child’s play.

In their analysis, O’Connell and Bretherton (1983) presented their results as
supportive of two seemingly opposite perspectives. The child accepted mother’s
suggestions at or above his/her current level of competence, i.e., the youngenchildr
were more apt to accept a combinatorial suggestion than one of symbolic play,rand eve
when the action of the child looked more symbolic, e.g., seating the peg people in the
bus, the children had no regard to the direction the “people” were facing. In contrast, the
older children placed great importance on having the peg people face front, and in some
instances, stopped the play car to adjust the people. In sum, the children were highly
selective to the type of instruction offered by their mothers. The instruct®nata

uniformly successful.
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Consistent with Vygotsky’s beliefs, only instruction that paralleled thlesta
emerging in the child’s repertoire of skills was implemented, followingtimeept of the
zone of proximal developmerfurthermore, the age dependent differences of the
children’s acceptance of maternal directiveness revealed theptance of suggestions
which were beneficial to their efforts to master new skills. O’Connell aathBrton felt
that since the child seemed “in charge” and accepted information only within the
framework of their need, this demonstrated that it was the child’s own cdiva&ruc
process rather than the manifestation of the child’s internalized, sociallyuzed
knowledge.

The fact that the child chose to selectively accept information usefid to her
goals does not seem to necessarily suggest that this skill is a result of atuadblivi
constructed process. Instead it seems more indicative of the child’'s succdssice
upon scaffolding that has been provided by a competent caregiver, within the ztnid’s
of proximal development

The traditional view of the stages of early childhood has been of the individual
process of maturation, in which a child matures, independent of adult interventias, as hi
nervous system matures, independent of living conditions, upbringing and social
exchanges. Zaporozhets, A.V. & Markova, T.A. (1980/1983) state that a substantial
blow has been dealt to such concepts by more contemporary research in the Vygotskian
perspective which demonstrates that childr@mlearn knowledge and skills, resulting in
cognitive activity that was hitherto considered beyond their reach.

In line with Vygotsky’szone of proximal developmenrery young children have

been observed to act more competently when they play with a more mature parntker (Be
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& Winsler, 1995). In several studies, researchers compared one to threedgear ol
solitary play with pretend play interactions with their mothers. In eachtiga&en,
children were shown to engage in twice as much make-believe when mothers were
involved. In fact, caregiver support led early make-believe to move to a more edvanc
level (Berk & Winsler, 1995 citing Dunn & Wooding 1977; O’Connell & Bretherton,
1984; Slade 1987; Fiese, 1990; Tamis-Lemonda & Bornstein, 1991; Haight & Miller,
1993; O'Reilly & Bornstein, 1993) For example, when mothers took part, children were
more likely to combine representational schemes into more complex sequenges. Pla
themes were more varied and diverse during parent-child sequences thanalaring s
play, and maternal verbal commentary was viewed as especialljneffiecraising both
the duration and the level of play.

Around age two, mothers begin to talk about nonexistent fantasy objects, a change
that may help children increase the range and complexity of their play symbol
(Kavanaugh, Whittington & Cerbone, 1983). During the second and third years caregiver
support led to more complex pretense (O’'Connell & Bretherton, 1984; O'Reilly &
Bornstein, 1993; Slade, 1987). Haight and Miller (1993) further found that parent-child
make-believe led to the development of a variety of social skills includipgbe
children manage their emotions, impulses and exhibit more mature behavior (Berk et. a
2006).

Petit, Brown, Mize and Lindsey (1998) examined parent’s behavior with their
preschool children. The investigators studied three contexts related to the devglopm
children’s social competence, parent-child play interactions, parent involveneent a

support of peer interactions, and parent’s direct instruction of social skills aatl soc
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problem solving. Their results demonstrated that parents who were highly involved in
parent-child play, i.e., demonstrated an interest and participated in the giayr of t
children, parented children who were more likely to be accepted by their pethrer’'s-a
involvement in parent-child pay was associated with greater social coropetetheir
sons. Positive associations were also found for mother’s direct instruction in socia
behavior and children’s social competence, as well as father’s involvement wpeéild
interactions and children’s peer acceptance.
Adult-Child Play Interactions across Cultures

In some cultures children learn about adult roles by observing, and adults expect
them to learn through watching; middle class American and western Europeats pare
actively engage their young children’s attention in dyadic, didacticaictiens where
activities are expressly modeled (Rogoff, 2003). This exchange comemtthéor
toddler’s expectation, such that if the mother does not stop what she is doing to attend to
her child, the child may grab her chin to turn her head or stand between her and another
adult. Children have learned that social engagement is one to one and they wanntheir tur
(Rogoff, 2003). In Western cultures, play often occurs in a social settindh{kaig
Miller, 1993).

“I know of no society where children do not play at all, but there is wide variation
in time budgeted for play” (Lancy, 2002). Adults seem to take great carentshfur
children with toys or scaled down versions of adult equipment, whereas children seem to
grab whatever is at hand then let their imagination do the rest. In maatiegplay is
limited by the expectation that from a certain age, children will contribwgalisistence.

If a child has sufficient skill to fashion replicas of tools, it is more likedy they are
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apprentice toolmakers and are no longer playing with toys. Lancy (20€®rfaptes
that in some cultures, play that is unrelated to adult work is frowned upon, and in some
cases outright prohibited.

Rogoff and her colleagues conducted an analysis of 50 societies. They found
evidence that in a majority of societies, between the fifth and sevemlclédren were
assigned certain responsibilities such as being expected to care forrysibhggs and
livestock (Lancy, 2002). In certain small hamlets, where children were to [bag in
favor of work at an early age, play groups were small. The groups consistecedfage
and gender groups. Observed play consisted of more rudimentary games such as tag and
target shooting.

Lancy (2002) discusses the embedded nature of cultural norms and expectations
in play: In study after study Madsen (1981, as cited in Lancy, 2002) deatedsthat
U.S. children inevitably treated a novel game as competitive while ahildre village-
based societies treated the same game as requiring a cooperativehapphaescin ‘our’
society, Lancy continued, the “default option” for play can be said to be compgtiti
whereas in non-Western societies, the default option for play can be viewed as
cooperation.

An extensive review of studies of culturally diverse populations by Génctu, Patt,

& Kouba (2002) revealed that in many societies pretend play is not valued tsyaadiil

thus occurs with less frequency. Goncu et. al. found that adult values about pretend play
were guided by their education, background, level and sources of income. tlarteadi
non-Western societies, parents do not actively shape their children’s playyand to

making by adults is rare. Some examples include peasant communities iarRajmka
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and San Pedro, Guatemala where caregivers considered pretend play to be insppropria
for adults or a waste of time. Children in these communities typically observed to
engage in more peer play, generally in mixed-age groups. Naturalistivatises
revealed that Turkish and Chinese parents engaged in pretend play with theandhildr
contrast with Italian, Mexican, Mayan and Indonesian parents who engagiiée or no
parent-child pretending (Haight, Parke & Black,1997).

Gaskins (1999) reported that pretend play rarely occurs in Mayan children aged
one to five. Gaskins attributed the infrequency of observed play, not to the inditiigy o
children to engage in pretend play, but rather as a consequence of the lack of salue it i
accorded and to limited opportunity. Children are expected instead to contoilbge
work life of the family; therefore, there is no time allocated to play aietsviMartini
(1994) studied the play activities of thirteen children aged 2-5, on the island obtlJa P
Marquesas Islands (French Polynesia). She reported that adults did gariiciday
with children. She observed that while children engaged in some pretend play, their play
scripts were simple and repetitive. Martini attributed this to the childoeEsse to
maintain harmonious relations and avoid creating conflict. Block (1989) noted that
Senegalese children engage in varied types of pretend play but their primiaeyspare
other children, not adults. Senegalese adults support their children’s play but are unable
to participate due to demands of workload.

In studies with Korean-American and European American preschool children
(Farver, 1999; Farver, Kim & Lee, 1995; Farver & Shin, 1997) interviews revealed tha
whereas European American mothers thought of play as a learning expeglerean-

American mothers thought of play primarily as amusement for their chil¢terean-
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American children grew up in households that encouraged more structured asademi
while European American parents considered pretend play as an educational opportunity
Additional findings yielded from this research demonstrated that child coroatediin
ways that reflected the underlying values of each community, e.g., KArearican
children’s communication evidenced values of interdependence and collectivetiomenta
towards self, whereas European American children demonstrated moreftlirect
guestions consistent with a more independent and individualistic outlook. Korean parents
believed that playing with children is a culturally inappropriate behaviordiadtsa
(Farver et. al. 1995).

Goncu et. al. (2002) stated that efforts to compare the play of children from
different income levels have been rare and hardly any effort has been masieriteede
the play of low income children. They lament the dearth of research situdsng
ethnically diverse children, Puerto Rican or African American childreay Bhate that
variations in play occur as a function of children’s social class and cultukarbaad;
and additional research is needed in order to understand how the environmental factors
contribute to the observed cultural variation in the pretend play of children. The proposed
study will contribute to the literature by providing information about pared-phay
interactions among low to moderate income and culturally diverse youngechilath
typical and delayed development.

There are cultural differences present in the value for engagement ovigpes
of play: i.e., if pretend play is not valued in a particular culture, it is unlikely to be
demonstrated in an early childhood setting (Roopnarine, Lasker, Sacks & Stores, 1998)

Because some cultures value visual and experiential strategies fimdeiarpreference
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to verbal modes, children from these groups may prefer to learn through observation and
practice. Some children may be reticent to express their feelingg laiyn Some
behaviors viewed by teachers as passive in one culture may be encouraged in other
cultures (Rubin & Coplan, 1998). Children with limited language proficiency maysbe le
likely to engage in interactive forms of play, therefore observations must e @téel

with caution from these contexts (Clawson, 2002). Culture also affects bbhefsveho

is an appropriate social play partner (Vandermaas-Peeley 200&]). Families living in
poor, urban settings socialize their children to be successful under very different
circumstances that those experienced by middle class, CaucasiaedgFRoljle, 2003).
Parents may differentially value conformity or independent thinking in thédren
depending upon whether those characteristics are valued in their workplace.

Children of lower socioeconomic status may be at risk for developmental delays
due to the paucity of materials to facilitate play in their home environmeraisef\th,
2002). Most research on parent-child play has been completed with college educated
mothers employed outside the home, who were in the middle to upper socioeconomic
range. Itis not known whether previous research findings can be generafaedies
living in poverty. There tends to be more limited parent education about child
development. Some parents may not know how or enjoy playing with their child.
“School” types of tasks may be more readily accepted.

Additionally, few studies have involved mothers who are not college educated
and of lower socioeconomic status. Tizard and Hughes (1984) found that well educated
British mothers tended to believe that pretend play was educational and actually

participated in their children’s pretend play. In contrast, studies of worlasg thmilies
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have yielded the belief that participation in pretend play was not common (cSoN&w
Newson, 1979, Dunn, 1986).
Do Parents Play differently with Children with Disabilities?

Play has also served as a useful window into the development of children with
developmental disabilities and psychopathology. The assessment and diagnosis of
children with developmental disabilities is a challenging process that invbkres t
accumulation and analysis of data from different sources. For young children asnd thos
with significant and multiple impairments standardized testing is of kihviédue. At
best, a clinician dealing with very young or lower functioning children mayrobtdy
minimal responses which are difficult to interpret. A developmental approdoh te¢d
for assessment can involve the analysis of play of such children. Play assesshent
area of childhood diagnosis remains relatively underdeveloped (GitlineWetinal,

2000).

Children with developmental delays and disabilities do not appear as intrinsicall
motivated as their typical peers (Lifter, 2000). Although the children may be tamhpe
in certain play activities the relatively simple quality of their atiBgimay go unnoticed
or be confusing to caregivers to interpret. Children with delays may be further
compromised in their ability to engage in symbolic play by language defieeeand
difficulty engaging in social interactions (Lahey, 1988). Their difficalthieving and
sustaining more advanced forms of play may be due to their difficulty learniegéanal.
For instance, if children are not cognizant of the particular properties playhebjects,
i.e., the symbolic qualities of these objects and their relationship to other pthjects

children will be unable to attend to, engage in, or understand the nature of the play
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activities that are being used to enhance their language and social developfteznt (L
2000).

Parents of children with disabilities may unwittingly promote play dsfigihich
can lead to feelings of incompetence in their children. Research suggeststtiats of
children with disabilities play less with, and are more controlling of, tiddren than
are mothers of typically developing children (Hanzlik, 1989; Hanzlik & Stevenson, 1986;
Kogan & Tyler, 1973). Interactions between mothers and their disabled infants indicate
that infants provide fewer cues and initiate interaction less frequently thenidaothe
disabled peers. Mothers of these infants tend to dominate activities (Rogers, 1288) whi
has been noted to diminish optimal development (Mahoney & Powell, 1988).
Interestingly, this pattern changes over time, as parents of toddlers \aibiities have
been noted to withdraw from their child, playing less with them as the child gidess
(Rogers, 1988).

For parents of young children with disabilities, the definitive role of parenags pl
partner and companion often becomes compromised by the dominance of the parent’s
role as a medical overseer/ coordinator. Spontaneous interactions become infithieed b
parent's anxiety over the medical condition of their child as well as bydheeae level
of responsiveness that many children with disabilities exhibit (Jackson, Rtlgys, &
Chadwick, 1991). This often leads to a self fulfilling prophecy, with less stiroalati
provided and lowered parental expectations, children respond less. With extra demands
on their time and emotions, parents may even forget to have ordinary playful iateract
with their child (Gerlock, 1982). Similarly, in a study with biologically “higék”

children at four years of age, McGrath, Sullivan, Brem and Rocherolle (1995)
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demonstrated significant interactions between perinatal status andyntetaviors. Als
and Brazelton (1981) discovered that when confronted with a problem solving task,
preterm infants “played at a low level with the toy,” had difficulty balag&ustained
attention on the toy and the mother, and exhibited minimal affect. At the same time,
differences assessed using the Bayley scales were minimal.

This is also apparent from studies of children with hearing impairmentsaiRas
demonstrates that a child born to hearing parents was said to score lower aunecagdit
social emotional measures than a hearing impaired child born to hearingenpair
parents. The play of deaf children born to deaf parents who use sign language were as
likely to have advanced play and language development as hearing childranmg he
parents (Spencer, 1996). The distal impairment created by the lack of comroanicat
between parent and child proves to have greater impact than the proximal presence of
hearing impairment.

Children with mental retardation often exhibit less combinatorial play tlwartdw
be expected based upon their other abilities. Self-directed pretend play dpjatare
than symbolic play actions on dolls. Atypically developing children are lesy tikel
initiate play (Brooks-Gunn & Lewis, 1982). They often exhibit more isolated and toy
directed behaviors, and spend less time in social interactive play; thep@e m
dependent upon concrete toys and they play with a smaller variety of toys (Johnson &
Ershler, 1985).

In studies of children with Down Syndrome (DS) Cichetti, Beeghly & Weiss-
Perry (1994) reported that while object play developed on a similar trajectbiat tof t

mental age matched controls, and was highly correlated with cognitive devatppme
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children with DS differed on several measures of social behavior. Theyouse to

engage in less social referencing with their mothers during object plajgitgss

attention, were rated as less socially responsive and initiated lepsafye8imilar
characteristics have been reported in infants with DS (MacTurk, HunterrihgC

Vietze & McQuiston, 1985). In addition, Sigman & Sena (1993) report that children with
DS spend more time in visual exploration of toys and less time in manual exploration
than controls matched for chronological and development age.

Like children with DS, children with autism exhibit severe linguistic and
cognitive retardation and show difficulties in specific social behaviors amifest wide
individual differences in functioning. (Cicchetti, Beeghly & Weiss Perry, 1984¢e
severe deficits in behavioral functioning distinguish autism from other chgabli
conditions: (1) symbolic play, (2) communication and language, and (3) social
interaction. Many autistic children never develop language or symbolickplagyen in
those who do, symbolic play is often rigid, repetitive, lacking the creaawidyfluidity
observed in normal or mentally retarded children (Cicchetti, Beeghly &3/Pagy,

1994). Children with autism also exhibit a marked impairment in their ability tateni
Dawson and Adams (1984) noted that many preschool children with autism showed the
social skills of a normal 1-4 month old infant. They designed an intervention to promote
social effectance in autistic children. Specifically, parents weghtdo imitate the
vocalizations and facial expressions of their children.

Sigman and Mundy (1987) suggest that the symbolic impairment observed in
children with autism appears to involve aberrations in specific aspects cfaefateonal

abilities (e.g., imitation, joint attention, shared reference) as well abithg t process
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social experience. Since both symbolic play and joint attention appear to bd telat
individual differences in language acquisition in children with autism. Mundy.et.
(1986) suggested that an assessment of symbolic play and nonverbal communiation m

provide the means of predicting language acquisition in children with autism.
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4 Do Parental Beliefs Inform Parents’ Play?

One possible source of individual and cross cultural variation in parental
involvement in pretend play with their children is the belief system thaegand
informs parental actions (Haight & Miller, 1993). Parents’ understanding #mut
nature of children, how they develop and the meaning of behaviors are to large extent
shared by members of a cultural group (Harkness & Super, 1996). These culturally
organized understandings govern parental actions in many areas, including how they
speak to their children, discipline their children, or seek advice from experts. In
particular, parental interactions with their children are a function of ledief system(s).
The emergence of parent’s cultural beliefs as an area of inquiry has bdksieoiira
many studies by psychology, sociology, anthropology and interdisciplinary appré@aches
culture and human development.

With the increase in research of parental beliefs, has come the growing
recognition that most parental cognition is itself socially or cultuaifyanized. Interest
in the cultural dimensions of parental beliefs is evidenced by studies of efffrierdies
in expectations about child development and the identification of cultural themes in
childrearing (cf. Ninio, 1979; Reid & Valsiner, 1986). Nonetheless, it is only lgdbtat
“developmental psychologists have begun to pay systemic attention to how duétiefl
systems are instantiated in parent cognition and actions” (Sigel, Mc@dleDelLisi &
Goodnow, 1992).

Valsiner and Litvinovic (1996) argue that culture is “not an independent variable”
but serves as the main semiotic vehicle to organize the conduct and reasoning af parents

Of particular relevance to this study, Goodnow (1996) suggests that investig&ditmel
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“ideas” of parents is essential both because it informs parental actionaittpa

window into the context for the development of their child(ren). The study of dyvers
parental ethnotheories is a central one in the study of human development (Harkness &
Super, 1996). Among the possible variables, schooling emerges as an important factor,
e.g., preschool teachers, who have more formal education related to child development,
report later and more accurate, developmental expectation than do parents in some
cultural settings. In the context of intracultural variations, for middles @aserican

families, pediatricians play an important role, in other cultures, grandpanet elders

are regarded as more influential.

Goodnow (1996) posited that the study of beliefs must include the context of
culture since it is the culture that contains practices that provide ratiooabegions and
beliefs and indicate where flexibility or negotiation is possible. Iniogldb young
children, some areas that have been studied include sleep practices, feeaticgspra
expectations of developmental timetables and play. Goodnow proposed that the “basic
universal tasks of childrearing provide a natural basis for examining tieatult
specificity of beliefs and behavior.” Sigel and Kim (1996) present the “flow of imclefe
to be from parents’ beliefs expressed in parents’ teaching behaviors (p.89).108bu (
proposed that parents have different childrearing values and goals based upon their own
cultural experiences and the extant environment for their children to attasgthsite
competencies. Research has documented these differences among theiobilgivaés
of culturally diverse families (Garcia Coll, Lamberty, Jenkins, McAdonicCkVasik, &
Vazquez Garcia, 1996). Because culture is a key determinant of paretigfgy thee

study of culturally diverse families is greatly enhanced by the aseatsifrparental
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beliefs and attitudes (Fogle, 2003). To understand child rearing practices, one must
understand the values guiding a behavior and the desired goals by the parent.

Parental beliefs form and influence parents’ expectations about altsaspéueir
children’s lives including how children learn, acquire new skills and developoléhef
parents in the life of their child and theories of intelligence. Parentafdalnd attitudes
can be a function of economic constraints, ethnic factors, religious practicesl| as
the unique experiences of parents (Garcia Coll et. al, 1996). Research datestisat
the context of pretend play is informed by beliefs about adult-child relationships i
general (Haight & Miller, 1993).

One of the most important reasons to study parental beliefs is to understand how
they may affect child development, both contemporaneous and subsequent. While it may
seem self evident that such belief systems influence child outcomes atienetlip has
not proven easy to demonstrate empirically (Harkness & Super, 1996). Sigel and Kim
(1996) question whether one of the possible causes for this difficulty may relage to t
way questions have been phrased, e.g., whether they begin with “Children should

,” or “My child should . Focusing on an individual child in a
particular context might evoke a specific representation whereas usitigy theerson
might arouse a more abstract representation relative to some general cwtm or
belief. To date, research in this specific area is limited. One of therce@ised is that
parents might respond to questions asked in the third person in terms of cultural norms,
what is expected of them, or what they believe is best for others, none of which has to do
with how the parent relates to his or her own child (Becker & Krug, 1965). This is

consistent with the questions Goodnow and Collins (1990) pose regardingt&o is
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child in the literature: “Shall we ask for ideas about children generally, tyghddren of

a particular age group “ideal children” or the parent’s own child?” (p.156). How the
guestions are phrased will no doubt influence the accuracy and generalizability of the
responses obtained. Based on these findings, in this study, questions were phrased to use
both formats to ensure that the maximal range of responses is obtained fasanalys

Sigel and Kim (1996) conducted a study with 78 dyads designed to asses the
relationship between parental beliefs and teaching strategies. Paremtaéw and
observations were utilized. Instruction strategies and parental beliefsoaed in terms
of beliefs and cognitive processing, or direct instruction provided. Cognitivegsinge
means that parental belief that children learn by using their own imaginatioigarioicf
things out for themselves. Direct instruction refers to parental beliefa thad learns
when provided with instructions and explicit guidance. For mothers, the more general
the target of the probe, the stronger the correlation was with observed belasiors
fathers, on the other hand, the specific contexts had the most significantticorélat
not the strongest.

In reported literature of parental beliefs and play, the relationship bestated
parental beliefs and observed parent-child interaction has been equivocal. For gxample
a study of parent-child dyads from Northern and Southern Italy, Borrefteah (2001)
found that while parents reported that their style of interaction with theiraisddbs
primarily social, observation demonstrated it was in fact didactic in n&tarsignificant
correlations between the stated parental beliefs and the behaviors ofettis parerged

in either group.
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A study with 36 Japanese American and 41 South American mothers who were
immigrants to the United States revealed similar findings (Cote & Bam<2000).

Both Japanese American and South American immigrant mothers reported in a
guestionnaire that they engaged in more social than didactic interactionkeirth t
infants. However, Japanese American mothers were observed to engageicastgnif
fewer social than didactic behavior, a finding that conflicted with mother’s eports.
Cote and Bornstein (2000) suggest that mothers from different cultures mayeitieep
same questionnaire differently. In addition, findings of statisticaiiyiicant differences
between the parents’ reported beliefs and their actual behaviors tsiinggesiltural
groups may respond differently to questionnaires or self report becauseltheir se
perception differs.

In a study with 60 low income adolescent mothers who were asked to estimate
developmental timings of cognitive, language, social and play development, mothers
were more accurate at ordering developmental progressions but they tended to
underestimate them, that is to predict that developmental milestonesttaarecbearlier
than they actually were. Mothers’ knowledge about the communication, vegsmildl
motor domains were stronger than their knowledge about abilities in the sociaimlaoma
and play development (Tamis-Lemonda, Shannon, & Spellatf?).

A concern, addressed by the study of parental beliefs, is knowledge abdut chil
development which is guiding parents’ expectations and interactions witlydhag
children. In addition, Lemonda (2002) posits that the study of parents’ knowledge about

child development offers a window into their thoughts about their children, as well as
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their role as parents. Current research indicates that maternal knoveledigeted by
socioeconomic status, maternal education, culture and maternal age.

Thus, the proposition that the answer depends upon the question, must be
considered when asking questions regarding parental beliefs. This stuchynivibute to
the extant literature by providing information about families fromedgit cultural
backgrounds, in general, and their beliefs about the value of pretend play with thei
children, in particular. The beliefs of parents are informed by the normatigices in
their cultural milieu. Certain parental behaviors may serve either to enbanestrict
children’s development. It is not possible to draw conclusions about observed behaviors
without first understanding the traditions and cultural norms of the family and comymunit
under observation. Parents from diverse backgrounds may encounter uniquesdtiassor
challenge their resilience, often with limited support systems. Pasgtother
significant adults in the child’s life, structure routines and present chilgite cultural
lessons throughout each day by channeling development toward their cultural norms.
One may go so far as to say that culture suffuses every aspect of the cipidlisrees
from awakening to sleep (Tamis-Lemonda, 2002).

In the present study, play interaction(s) of parent and child will be observed in the
context of parent’s stated beliefs about the development and the sigrafafgriay.
Much of the extant literature is derived from observing families of childrdnmiddle
to upper SES, well educated, Caucasian families. As a result, for thisfstmdies
from diverse cultures, of differing SES and maternal education leveésspaght to
enrich analysis of the potential effects of parental beliefs regatde developmental

significance of play and its relationship to the observed parent-child playctidera
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Hypotheses

The primary hypothesis guiding this study is that parents who believeldlyat
with adults enhances and supports development will demonstrate a more aleioé sty
scaffolding their child in play. A secondary hypothesis is that these childiten w
demonstrate more developed play skills than children whose parent béliatves t
development is solely based upon genetic endowment (terméxlethgroup) or is
purely a function of age (theaturationalgroup). Additionally, it is hypothesized that

the presence of symbolic play requires the ability to engage in joint attenti

1. Parents who believe that playing with a child enhances his or her development
will be more likely to use a more active style of scaffolding in play than pamatsio

not believe that playing with a child enhances his or her development.

2. Parents who believe that playing with a child enhances his or her development
will show a more developed level of (symbolic) play than parents who do not believe tha
playing with a child enhances his or her development.

3. Children who engage symbolic play will engage in joint attention, i.e., symbolic
play requires the presence of joint attention.

The following table illustrates the relationship of the hypotheses to the codeuypias.

Beliefs Scaffolding Joint Attention| Symbolic Play
Hypothesis 1 High High
Hypothesis 2 High High
Hypothesis 3 High High
Conclusion High High High High




PARENT-CHILD DYADIC PLAY 65

5 Methods

This is an observational study of culturally diverse families. Paremts we
observed as they played with their young children (aged 18-42 months). Thégge
was selected based upon the assumption that joint attention is a prerequidie skill
symbolic play, and that it should be well established by eighteen months.

Parents were asked to complete a questionnaire of Parental Belief® &yoand
Development and to play with their children. Parents’ play interaction withciidir
was coded, analyzed and then compared to parental beliefs determined lBsHweises
to the questionnaire. The results of the questionnaire were consolidated into 3 primary
and 1 secondary summary measures. The level of play exhibited by the ofolther-
dyad, i.e., presymbolic, symbolic and the presence of maternal scajfblelavior in
the play interaction was studied. Other factors considered are whetiartbe child
was reported to have a developmental delay, the level of maternal educanaityetin
addition, the family’s Medicaid status was used as a proxy for SES.

All parents were asked to complete the Parental Beliefs about Play and
Development questionnaire and to participate in a videotaped play session with their
child. Plans were to include all questionnaire data even if the family chose not to
participate in the observed play sequence. In such cases, the summary measuhes fr
guestionnaire would be analyzed based upon the demographic information reported by
the family, i.e., their constellation of beliefs, maternal education levelcathand
presence/absence of a disability in their child. All parent-child dyadsipatéd in both

aspects of the study; so it was not necessary to implement this procedure.
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Exclusions from the sample included families whose primary language was othe
than Chinese, Spanish or English into which the questionnaire has been translated. A
further exclusion was a child with a diagnosis of autism or severe cognilays dence
previous research demonstrated that it is unlikely that symbolic play vabserved by
these populations. Children with severe impairments in motor functioning were also
excluded, due to their physical inability to complete the required tasks.

Participants

Participants were recruited from local churches, neighborhood dayodreardy
childhood programs as well as early intervention programs. Children resided in New
York City, primarily in the Boroughs of Brooklyn and Manhattan. Children withshut
Spectrum Disorders, severe cognitive deficits and severe motor imp&shmere
excluded from the sample.

The sample consisted of 30 mother-child dyads. 10 were immigrant famohes f
China; 10 were Hispanic immigrants, and 10 were Caucasian-AmericamgleSa
characteristics are presented in Table 1. The age of the mothers rang23489
(M =31,SD3.81). The age of the fathers ranged from 25M ¥ 33.34,SD4.40). The
age of the children ranged from 18 — 36 monthiks=(26.70 months$SD 6.05). Of the 30
children, 17 were male, 13 were female. The education level of the MothersthasFa
ranged from Junior High School through Graduate School. Twenty four of the 30
children in the study had siblings; 17 had 1 or more siblings, 6 had 2 or more siblings and
1 child each had 4, 5, or 6 siblings. Of the children in the dyad, the mothers reported that
8 had received a therapeutic servic®f the 30 children, siblings of 8 of them were

reported to have received a therapeutic service. In the sample, 15 faepbezd that

® Such as speech therapy, physical or occupatibasdpy,
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they had Medicaid, and 15 reported that they had private health insurance. Medicai

status was used as a proxy for income.
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Table 1
Mean Age of Parents and Children.
Minimum Maximum M SD
Age of Mother 23 39 31.00 3.815
Age of Father 25 41 33.43 4.400
Age of Child 18 36 26.70 6.047

&= age of child reported in months.
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Table 2

69

Maternal Educational Level and Health Insurance Status (Percent) by Ethnicity

Chinese Hispanic Caucasian Total
Sample

Maternal Education
Junior HS 0 3.3 0 3.3
High School 23.3 13.3 16.7 53.3
Some College 6.7 13.3 3.3 23.3
Graduate School 3.3 3.3 13.3 20.0
Private Insurance 10 20 20 50.0
n 10 10 10 30

Note. Percentage reflects proportion of total sample. Analyses revealed fioaigni
differences for education or health insurance within or across ethnic groups.
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Procedures

Parents were informed about the study in New York City, at churches, eaycar
centers, and early childhood intervention programs. Signs were posted; teachers
babysitters were asked to inquire if any parents in their programs wouidexons
participating in a study about play. When parents agreed to participate,g¢hregnsked
to choose the most convenient location to engage in a parent-child play session. Of the 30
mother-child dyads, 27 chose their own homes, 1 chose a daycare center, 1 chose a
church group space and 1 chose the site of an early intervention program. The parents
provided consent for the interaction to be recorded by video camera in ordelitatéaci
coding after the play session. Parents were assured that the mateulalde kept
confidential and their identity would not be used.

After signing the consent, parents were provided with the complete selection of
toys (described below) and asked to play with their child as they normally would for
approximately 10 minutes. Parents were advised that there is no right or wrong way to
play with their child, and that this study was looking at how parents from differe
cultures play with their young child. Parents were informed that they could t¢lgates
the play session be terminated at any time if they were uncomfortablewngtiNone
of the 30 parents asked for the play session to end prior to the 10 minutes. After the play
session, parents were asked to complete a questionnaire about their beliefsagbout pl
and whether they believed it had any purpose in enhancing the development of their
child.

Persons videotaping the interaction were instructed not to provide parents with

any instructions regarding how to play with their child. The instructions prowedesl
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as follows: “Please do not give parents any direction regarding how to platheit

child. Please lay out all the toys in front of them and tell them to choose whates/er toy
they wish. Then video the play interaction for approximately 10 minutes. Ihtlieis
concerned by the presence of strangers, try to record from outside the chalck ik

of vision. If the parent needs to interrupt playing with child, for any reason, subb a

child needing the bathroom, or the doorbell or telephone ringing, just stop recording and
resume when parent or child are ready to play again together.”

Measures

Questionnaire of Parental Beliefs.

The questionnaire consisted of 22 questions with a six point likert scale ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree, with several questions aboutragimog
information. The questionnaire was pilot tested with approximately 10 pareyasraj
children to ensure that the items were culturally appropriate ang eaderstandable by
each group. Questions that were viewed as ambiguous by the parents in the pilertetest
removed or clarified. It is expected that the level of literacy of thenpaveould have a
wide range, so it was important that the questions were written in ghstoavard
manner, with no technical terms or jargon. The questionnaire was writterhimbte
and female form, to correspond to male and female children. (See Appendix A).
Questions were translated into Spanish and Chinese.

The play skills of the dyad and teaching styles of the parent were analyzed for
each participant. Additional analysis was related to the demographic infommati
provided by the participants, summary measures derived from the Parelreéd Bbout

Play and Development Questionnaire, and the parent-child play interaction.
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Rating of Questionnaire.

The questionnaire elicited parental beliefs about play and development.
Responses to the questionnaire of Parental Beliefs were summarized i umah 1
secondary categories. Parents who believed that their child’s in{etletligence,
smartness and/or ability to learn) increased as a result of play weesltatenactive.
Parents who believed that their child’s intellect was determined at biréhterened
fixed; parents who believed that their child’s intellect merely increased with eige w
classified asnaturational. Parents were also asked if they play just to have fun with
their child, this variable was classifiedfas. A high score represented belief in that
summary measure.

Observation of Parent -Child Play.

Each parent-child dyad was asked to participate in a video taped play session
involving a joint play segment. Parents were instructed to engage in theil soi@af
play with their child. In an effort to standardize the play session, all tsanene
provided with a selection of age appropriate toys rather than using their ow hagys.
selection provided included a miniature tea set with pitcher, tea cups, sautptatas,
colored blocks, a series of small domestic and farm animals and some smahden-g
specific stuffed animals. A broad array of toys was available so asdaldapm wide
variety of young children across several cultural groups. Parents werdgat with the
option of whether the play session would occur at their home, or at the child’'s
educational program so that parent and child would be as comfortable as possible.

Each play session was videotaped. Observers, who were blind to the research

hypotheses, were asked to code the play session by observing mother-childanteract
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and identifying specific behaviors using the criteria identified on thegateets.
Interrater agreement was obtained by having two coders independentlylsplang a
interactions for the full time period of the video for 50% of the sample. Perceftage
agreement exceeded 92%. This was derived by calculating any instalisagoéement
in the level of a coded behavior.

Rating of Parent-child Play.

Transactions between the dyads were analyzed based upon the following: (1)
Level of scaffolding exhibited by the parent; (2) Presence of joint attei(8pg&hild’s
behavior (4) Type and level of play observed. The codes for scaffolding and joint
attention were adapted from Bigelow, MacLean and Proctor (2004). Levelsbbky
play were measured based upon the initial criteria used by Slade (1987) which wa
modified by the addition of 2 more advanced levels of symbolic play with plots.

Scaffolding. Parental scaffolding was coded into three levels, 1) Non responsive
or None 2) Basic, and 3) Active. In episodes coded as level 1, the mother showed no
scaffolding and was termeédbne,i.e., she was either passive to or monopolized the play
activity. In episodes coded as Level 2, the mother’s scaffolding was coBagigssince
she demonstrated ‘low scaffolding,’ i.e., she provided some verbal encouragement, but
did not take an active role in the play interaction. In episodes scored as level 3, the
mother’s scaffolding was terméttive,i.e. she actively facilitated the toddler’s play
through positioning objects, modeling and turn-taking.

Child Behaviors. Child behaviorsvere coded independently of mother’s

behaviors as paying attention, being on-task, whether the child sought help/\@rba
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nonverbally, whether the child sought directions or followed any that were provided, or
were off-task.

Joint Attention. Bigelow et. al (2004) adapting Bakeman & Adamson, 1984,
defined coordinated joint attention as infant-mother involvement with the same abject
activity for a period of greater than three seconds: wherein the infant deatess
awareness of the mother’s involvement with the object or activity by looking at the
mother’s face, gesturing, vocalizing or turn-taking. Either member afythd may have
initiated the interaction, and during extended episodes may look away brieflgy bot f
longer than three seconds.

Play. Play was divided into two categories, presymbolic and symbolic. There
were 3 categories used in the analysis of presymbolic play. Yarrowistoq,

MacTurk, McCarthy, Klein & Vietze (1983) established a hierarchy of irdaatttions as
ranging from looking, exploring, to persisting, as the more sophisticated famasséry
motivation. Mastery motivation was defined as “striving for competence... andtpays
in goal-oriented behaviors.”

MacTurk, McCarthy, Vietze & Yarrow (1987) further divided “off-task” into
“social” and “off-task” categories. Thus, the child’s pre-symbolic plajsskeere coded
asoff-task lookingat materials, engagirspcially with parent during playgxplorationof
materials and ultimatelynastery— using play objects as they are intended (adapted from
MacTurk, Hunter, McCarthy, Vietze & McQuiston, 1985). Off-task was appliechvahe
child was not engaged with either the parent or the toy object, such as walkinfyawa

the toys, dropping the toys and leaving the area.
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Level of Symbolic Play. Level of symbolic play was coded based upon Slade
(1987) using Nicolich’s (1977) system in which levels of play increase in cortyplexi
These levels and examples of their application were adapted and coded as @oftows
presymbolic was eliminated since there was already a presymbglianaéysis being
performed. Symbolic play was coded on a scale from 1 — 6. (1) Self-directeddyret
e.g., combing one’s own hair, (2) Decentered or object-directed pretenteeding the
doll (3) Object combinations e.g., giving the toy doll and toy monkey a ride inka(#fuc
Object combinations with vocalizations, (5) Presence of a theme or plot andr(6ing
a pretend sequence — i.e., presence of theme or plot with elaboration, prior to its
enactment.

Transactions between the dyads were analyzed and coded based upon the
following: Off-task behavior was coded when the child was not engaged in the play
activity. Criteria for defining the beginning of an episode of play was based lgu: S
(1987) either when a child picked up a toy or there was a stated intention to pretend
followed by the search for a toy. Termination of a play episode was déiynbae child

dropping the object they were playing with.
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6 Results
Parental Beliefs

Results of the Parental Beliefs about Play and Development Questionnaire are
presented in Table 3. For all of these summary measures a score of 1 was low and a
score of 6 was high. Table 3 reports the summary results for the four esedstved
from the questionnaire of Parental Beliefs. This was obtained by dividingdtedall
items in this measure by the number of items in the measure. A higher scoredhdica
greater belief in that measure.

The summary measures derived from the questionnaire of Parentat Bedref
as follows: Questions that elicited the parental belief that the child'texttel
(intelligence, smartness and/or ability to learn) increased as aotpldy were termed
interactive (abeled asntertot). Questions that elicited the parental belief that the child’s
intellect was determined at birth were ternfizdd (labeled agixedtot) questions that
elicited the belief that the child’s intellect merely increased wjthvaere classified as
maturational(labeled agnattot) Questions that elicited the belief that parents play just to

have fun with their child, were terméah (labeled asuntot).
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Table 3

Parental Belief Questionnaire Summary Measures —
Minimum and Maximum Scores, Means and Standard Deviations.

Parental Belief

Summary measures Minimum Maximum M SD
Interactive 1.083 3.500 1.967 .553
Fixed 1.200 4.600 2.333 934
Maturational 2.000 6.000 3.889 .984
Fun 1.500 5.000 3.400 977

Note: higher scores reflect higher levels of parental beliefs in thectespmeasures.
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Table 4

Results of Play Observation

78

Play Interaction

Variables Minimum Maximum M SD
Parental scaffolding 1 3 2.567 .679
Child Behavior 1 3 2.483 T71
Joint attention 1 4 2.767 1.016
Symbolic play 0 6 2.800 2.384

&= Higher scores reflect higher levels of the play observation coded eariab
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Analysis of Dyadic Play Interaction

The coders were provided with the recorded interactions and a laptop computer
upon which to view them. They were given coding sheets to complete with guidelines
provided for each level of each category. Parental Scaffoldingodasl ©n a scale from
1 to 3. Child behavior was coded from 1 to 3. Joint attention was coded from 1 to 4.
Symbolic play was coded from 0 to 6. Each coder completed a sheet which was entered
into an excel spreadsheet for further analysis.

Parental Beliefs and Parental Scaffolding.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that parents who believe that playing with a child
enhances his or her development will likely use a more active scaffoldiegrspihy.
In order to test this hypothesis, a one way ANOVA was carried out with Parental
Scaffolding as the dependent variable and Parental Belief in the Developwedntaof
Play as the independent variable. Results of this analysis showed that the \wheoent
demonstrated Active Scaffolding had higher levels of Belief in the Develupiméalue
of Play’ (F (2,27)=4.74 [p=0.017]) This is illustrated in Figure 1. Post-hoc analyses
(Fisher's LSD) indicated that the Active group differed significartby the other two
groups (p=0.017 and p=0.039) which did not differ from one another. Thus, Hypothesis

1 was supported.

® Some researchers argue (e.g., Kuczynski, 2004) for the role of bidirecti@uas éff
interactions between parents and children. From this approach, the relationslegnbetw
parental beliefs and the parental behavior observed in the dyadic play could be wewed a
a manifestation of such bidirectionality, that is, entailing the effddtseachild’s

behavior and characteristics upon the parent. However, in the context of this work, the
interpretation follows the sociocultural theory in its key tenet about the ceigaf

parental cultural mediation of interactions with their children. This tenetlesvied, in
particular, given the young age of the children studied here i.e. 18-36months.
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Figure 1 Relationship between parental belief of interactive role of play and
development and level of parental scaffolding. Error bars represent 0.95 confidence
intervals.
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Table 5

Correlations between Parental Belief Questionnaire variables and with play variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Name

|. Interactive --
summary
score

2. Fixed -0.626*** --
summary
score

3. Maturation -0.195 0.354 --
summary
score

4. Fun -0.488**  0.570*** -0.126 --
summary
score

5. Parental  0.507**  -0.439* -0.143 -0.275 -
scaffolding

6. Symbolic 0.212 -0.334 -0.191 0.050 0.690*** --
Play score

7. Child 0.072 -0.064 -0.222 0.204 0.414* 0.702*** --
behavior

8. Joint 0.128 -0.179 -0.329 0.221 0.654*** (.857*** 0.817***
attention

* Correlation is significant at the < .05 level. ** Correlation is significant at tipe< .01
level. *** Correlation is significant at thp < .001 level.
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Additional Results.

Findings that further contribute to the strength of the summary measure of
Parental Belief in the developmental value of play is its extremelgginverse
correlation with the Parental Belief that development is fixed (-0.626) p<0.00hend t
Parental Belief that play is just to have fun (-0.488) p<0.01. In furtherance pbthtss
the confirmation of the primary hypothesis guiding this study, that parents \waeehie
the developmental value of play will engage in a more active style of thigiriciplay
(0.507) p<0.01.The inverse was also demonstrated, in that the relationship of active
scaffolding of child in play to the Parental Belief that development is fbednegative
(-0.439) p<0.05.

Parental Beliefs and Symbolic Play.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that parents who believe that playing with a child
enhances his or her development will show a more developed level of symbolic play than
parents who do not belief that playing with a child enhances his or her development. In
order to test this hypothesis, a one way ANOVA was carried out with Symbojia®la
the dependent variable and Parental Belief in the Developmental Value @fsRlasy
independent variable. Results of this analysis did not demonstrate significasmblevel
difference, thus Hypothesis 2 was not supported. One explanation may be the small
sample size, which was extended over the six levels of symbolic play, making
significance more difficult to attain.

Analysis demonstrated that Parents who believe in the Developmentald¥alue
Play are better at scaffolding the play of their children, and additioablsas

demonstrated that parents who are active scaffolders of their child’sataychildren
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who demonstrate higher levels of symbolic play as illustrated in Figure 2. Tdpseiars
that this interaction is mediated through a different (as yet unidenttfesinel,

F(2, 27) = 17.815, p<.001. This is illustrated in Figure 2.
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Table 6
Symbolic Play as a Function of Parental Scaffolding
95% CI
Level of
Parental Scaffolding M SE LL uL n

1 None 0.333 0.936 -1.588 2.255 3

2 Basic 0.286 0.613 -0.972 1.544 7

3 Active 4.050 0.363 3.306 4.794 20

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL=lower limit, UL = upper limit.
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Level of Symbolic Play

None Basic Active

Level of Parental Scaffolding

Figure 2.Symbolic Play as a Function of Parental Scaffoldiagor bars represent 0.95
confidence intervals.
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Post-hoc analyses between symbolic play and levels of parental scaffolidigg us
Fisher's LSD indicated that the Active group differed significantly froendther two
groups (p=0.001 and p=0.000) which did not differ from one another. Thus although
Hypothesis 2 is not supported, it is clear that there is a significant differesgmbolic
play between parents who are active scaffolders of their children innpdesuah parents
are also likely to believe in the developmental value of play. The mechanism through
which this is mediated is not identified at this time and warrants furtherrobse

Symbolic Play and Joint Attention.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that children who will engage in symbolic play will
engage in joint attention, i.e., symbolic play requires the presence of jointcattenti
In order to test this hypothesis, a one way ANOVA was carried out with levels of
symbolic play as the dependent variable and level of joint attention as tpenoigat
variable. Results of this analysis showed that the children who displayed higtigole
symbolic play demonstrated more advanced joint atterfi@®).26)=39.966, p<.001.

This is illustrated in Figure 3.
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Table 7

Symbolic Play as a Function of Joint Attention

95% ClI

Level of

Joint M SE LL uL n
Attention

1 0.000 0.531 -1.092 1.092 4

2 0.143 0.402 -0.683 0.969 7

3 3.818 0.320 3.159 4.477 11
4 5.125 0.376 4.353 5.897 8

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL=lower limit, UL = upper limit.
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Symbolic Play

1 2 3 4
Levels of Joint Attention

Figure 3. Relationship between Symbolic Play and Joint Attention. Error ipaeseat
0.95 confidence intervals.
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Post-hoc analyses (Fisher’s LSD) indicated that groups 3 and 4 differed
significantly from the groups 1 and 2 (p<.001 and p<001) which do not differ from one
another. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Effects of Demographic Variables

As described in the hypotheses analysis would be preformed based upon the
demographic information provided by the participants. Thus analysis was conducted
using Ethnicity, Level of Maternal Education and Medicaid Status agaisoéshe
summary measures derived from the Parental Belief Questionnaire.stilte eze
illustrated in Figures 4-8 below.

Ethnicity and Parental Beliefs.

Since each ethnic group included a cross section of maternal education and
private insurance, analysis was performed to determine if there watianstlg
between Parental Beliefs and their ethnicity. Caution must be used in intey ey
findings based upon the small sample size.

Parental Belief in the Developmental Value of Play. For parental beliefs in the
developmental value of play, ethnicity was not significant i.e., there wagmbczint
finding for parental belief in the developmental value of play by ethnicity.

Parental Belief that Development is Fixed. In order to assess the relationship
between ethnicity and parents who believe that development is fixed, a one wa4AANO
was performed with the summary measure fixed as the dependent measuhamiaitg et
as the independent measure. The results were signifi¢an27)=8.8236, p<001. Thus

ethnicity had a significant relationship with parental beliefs that deveopwas fixed.
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Table 8

Effect of Ethnicity on the Parental Belief that Development is Fixed

95% Cl

Ethnicity M SE LL UL n
Caucasian 1.820 0.238 1.332 2.308 10
Hispanic 3.140 0.238 2.652 3.628 10
Chinese 2.040 0.238 1.552 2.528 10

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL=lower limit, UL = upper limit.
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Parental Belief that Development is Fixed

15¢

1.0 |
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Ethnicity

Figure 4.Relationship between Ethnicity and Parental Belief that Developmemntad Fi
Error bars represent 0.95 confidence intervals.
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Post-hoc analyses (Fisher’s LSD) indicated that for the Parentdltbalie
development is fixed, i.e., does not change from birth, Group 2 Hispanic, differed
substantially on this summary measure from Group 1 Caucasian and Group 3 Chinese, 2
(p<.001 and p=0.003) both of whom did not differ significantly from each other.

Parental Belief that development is maturational. In order to assess the
relationship between ethnicity and parents who believe that developmentratoasl,

a one way ANOVA was performed with the summary measwateirationas the
dependent measure and ethnicity as the independent measure. The ressltmviiesnt
F(2, 27)=11.325, p<.001 Thus ethnicity had a significant relationship with the Parental

Belief that development was maturational.
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Table 9

Effect of Ethnicity on the parental belief that development is maturational

95% CI
Ethnicity M SE LL UL N
Caucasian 2.967 0.2378 2.479 3.455 10
Hispanic 4.400 0.2378 3.912 4.883 10
Chinese 4.300 0.2378 3.812 4783 10

Note. ClI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit

93
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Figure 5 Relationship between Ethnicity and Parental Belief that Development is
Maturational. Error bars represent 0.95 confidence intervals.
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Post-hoc analyses (Fisher’s LSD) indicated that the Caucasian groupdiffer
significantly from the other two groups (p=0.017 and p=0.039) Hispanic and Chinese
respectively which did not significantly differ from one another. Thus Etlrheitl a
significant relationship with the Parental Belief that development wag atiainal.

Parental Belief that Play isfor Fun. In order to assess whether there was a
relationship between ethnicity and Parents who believe that play is for funywagne
ANOVA was performed with the summary measiureas the dependent measure and
ethnicity as the independent measure. The results were signfi@ar7) = 5.058,

p = 0.014 Thus ethnicity had a significant relationship with parental beliefs that the

purpose of play is to have fun.
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Table 10

Effect of Ethnicity on the Parental Belief that Play is for Fun

96

95% ClI
Ethnicity M SE LL UL
Caucasian 3.650 0.273 3.089 4,211 10
Hispanic 3.850 0.273 3.289 4411 10
Chinese 2.700 0.273 2.139 3.261 10

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL=lower limit, UL = upper limit.
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Figure 6.Relationship between Ethnicity and Parental Belief that Play is For Fun
Error bars represent 0.95 confidence intervals.
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Post-hoc analyses (Fisher’s LSD) indicated that the Chinese groupdliffere
significantly from the other two groups (p=0.021 and p=0.006) which did not differ
significantly from one another. Thus Ethnicity had a significant relationsitihpgtie
Parental Belief that play was just to have fun.

Maternal Education. A one way ANOVA was run with each of the summary
measures derived from the Parental Beliefs Questionnaire (intexgatidt, mattot and
funtot) as the dependent variable and level of maternal education as the independent
variable. No significant relationships were observed. A possible explanationentiagtb
there were 5 levels of education dividing a small sample which left feveipartts in
some of the educational levels.

Medicaid Status. A one way ANOVA was run with each of the summary
measures derived from the Parental Beliefs Questionnaire (intergatidtx mattot and
funtot) as the dependent variable and Medicaid status as the independent varable. Th
were no significant effects for these analyses. Since Medicaid stasus proxy for SES,
then SES was not a factor in determining parental beliefs.

Child Developmental Delay Status. Whether or not the child received therapy
from the early intervention program was not correlated with any of the variaides
consideration. This finding is quite significant since it has long been cordidete
literature that parents play differently with children and without disaslitThis must be
interpreted with caution due to the small sample size of children who receivaaytl&ra

out of 30.
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7 Discussion

In this study, 30 mother-child dyads were observed in a free play with tlee sam
toys in order to analyze the relationship of responses to the questionnairentélPare
Beliefs about Play and Development to the way that parents play witlydleig child,
in particular the style of scaffolding they exhibit during play. Sigaiftcsupport was
found for the hypothesis that parents who believe in the developmental value of play
display a more active style of scaffolding while playing with their child

Several aspects of this study made unique contributions to the strength of the
findings. One element was the development of a questionnaire of Parerdtd Bletut
Play and Development, as well as an observational study in a culturally diaenrpée
which also included young children with and without disabilities. Another is the
distribution of substantially all levels of Maternal education and Medicaidssin each
ethnic group. In contrast, much of the play research has historically includedopely
middle class Caucasian families (c.f. Damast et. al,1996; Haight I&rM®93;

O’Connell & Bretherton, 1983) Few studies have involved mothers who are not college
educated and of lower socioeconomic status(Tizard & Hughes,1984). Studisl that
involve working class families have yielded the belief that parti@pati pretend play

was not common (cf. Newson & Newson, 1979, Dunn, 1986). On the other hand, in this
study there was no significant contribution demonstrated by the ethnicitypalater
education or SES to the Parental Beliefs about Play and Development Questiddhair
course, this bears further inquiry based upon the small sample size overall.

In contrast to much of the extant literature on pretend play, the participahis

study were diverse on the basis of culture, language, maternal education acaidedi
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status (a proxy used for SES). Participants were 10 immigrant Chinatedah®
immigrant Hispanic families and 10 Caucasian Americans. An importamatish of
the participants in this study is that level of Maternal Education and Medtetud slid
not differ by ethnic group.
Relationship between Parental Beliefs and Ethnicity

As a result of responses to the questionnaire, Parental Beliefs about Play and
Development were grouped into 3 primary measures and 1 secondary summarg.measur
There were significant differences by ethnic group for the parentafd#iat the child’s
intellect is fixed at birth i.e., does not change from birth, that development is
maturational, i.e., the child gains in intellect just because the child getsaoldi¢hat
play is merely to have fun. Hispanic immigrants scored higher, indicagnepter level
of belief, in the belief that development is fixed than Chinese immigrantsuca€ian
Americans. Both Hispanic and Chinese immigrants scored high, indicatinger desal
of belief for the parental belief that development is maturational, sigmiycligher than
Caucasian Americans. For the parental belief that play is just for fun, Tauca
Americans and Hispanic immigrants scored significantly higher on #ssune than
Chinese immigrants.

The primary focus of this study was that Parental Beliefs influgreceray that
parents scaffold their children in play. Although the focus of this study wasasst cr
cultural, members of different SES, race and cultures were included to enstine tha

findings are likely to apply to parents in general rather than to one group.
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Limitations

This study included 10 parent-child dyads belonging to three ethnic groups. The
groups were diverse by SES and maternal education. Findings reported repeesent t
results of those sampled: a larger sample size would be required before foalitthbe
generalized to other members of any given culture.
Relationship between Parental Beliefs and Parent-Child Play

In the reported literature of parental beliefs and play, the relationshipdaetw
stated parental beliefs and observed parent-child interaction has been eqliitiasal.
been found that no significant correlations between the stated parental beliefs and the
behaviors of the parents emerged. See for example Borestain(2001) which found
that while parents reported that their style of interaction with their toddspmumarily
social, observation demonstrated it was in fact didactic. Few resednelersxplored
parental beliefs at early ages (e.g., Chuang & Su 2009, Tamis-Lemondaak&diman,
Yoshikawa & Smith, 2009). As noted by Miller (1988) few studies that investigate
parental beliefs and behaviors focus on parents’ general beliefs, not thé# dlediet
their own children. These studies have demonstrated either very modest or angelati
between beliefs and behaviors. The research conducted here contributes tanthe ext
literature. In this study, there were significant correlations actbsthaic groups
between Parents’ stated beliefs about the developmental value of play andffbleling
level demonstrated by the parent during play with their child.
Children with Disabilities

Research suggests that mothers of children with disabilities play essand are

more controlling of their children than are mothers of typically developindrenil
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(Hanzlik, 1989; Hanzlik & Stevenson, 1986; Kogan & Tyler, 1973). Interactions between
mothers and their disabled infants indicate that infants provide fewer cues auid initi
interaction less frequently then do their non-disabled peers. Mothers of these terhal

to dominate activities (Rogers, 1988) which has been noted to diminish optimal
development (Mahoney & Powell, 1988). In this study, although the number of children
with disabilities was small (8 out of 30) there were no significant differcioces with

the way that their parents responded to the questionnaire of Parentt &ellee way
parents engaged their children in play.

Role of Parental Beliefs

Parental beliefs form and influence parents’ expectations about altsaspéweir
children’s lives including how children learn, acquire new skills and develop, the role of
parents in the life of their child and theories of intelligence. Parentafdahd attitudes
can be a function of economic constraints, ethnic factors, religious practicesl| as
the unique experiences of parents (Garcia Coll et. al, 1996). Research deewtistat
the context of pretend play is informed by beliefs about adult-child relationships i
general (Haight & Miller, 1993). The importance of parental beliefs wamdstrated
parents who believed in the developmental value of play were more likely to provide
active scaffolding to their child in play interactions.

Results that further contributed to the strength of the summary measure derived
from the Parental Beliefs about Play and Development Questionndgeigong inverse
correlation with the parental belief that development is fixed, -0.626 p<0.001 and with
the parental belief that play is just to have fun, 0.488 p<0.01. In furtherance of this point

is the confirmation of the primary hypothesis guiding this study, that parents Vidaebe
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in the developmental value of play will engage in a more active style of theirichil

play, 0.507 p<0.01.The inverse was also demonstrated, in that the relationship of active
scaffolding of a child in play to parental belief that development is fixasinegative, -
0.439 p<0.05.

. This study provides a glimpse into the rarified world of pretend play of three
groups, Chinese immigrants, Hispanic immigrants and Caucasian Americans. The
relationship between responses to the questionnaire of Parental Beligf® Etyoand
Development, and observed play interactions with mother-child dyads was streelg. Le
of maternal education and Medicaid, a proxy for SES, were present in each group.
Additional research could examine play interactions with children of varied ages, s
older and younger, to see if the relationship between parental beliefs and pjeis st
across ages. Interventions should be designed, using the knowledge gained from play
studies with culturally diverse samples, to determine which constellationtofdaan
improve parent-child play skills and parental scaffolding for children atgresk, such
as families living in poverty or children with significant developmental dedays

disorders
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Appendix A - Parent Questionnair€ (male child version)

1=Strongly Agree 2=Agree 3=Agree a little

Parent Questlonnalre (male child VBI‘SlOl’l) 4=Disagree a little 5= Disagree 6= Strongly Disagree

. . 1 2 3 4 5 6
I believe that: STRONGLY STRONGLY
AGREE DISAGREE

1. Children are born with a certain amount of intelligence
and there is not much parents can do to change that.

[—

2. Whether a child will grow to be smart or not so smart is
fixed (does not change) from his birth.

3. My child gets smarter just because he grows older.

4. How parents interact with their child will make a difference to
their child’s intelligence.

5. Children’s ability to learn is fixed — does not change -
from when they are born.

6. I play with my child just to have fun with him.

7. When parents play with their child they are helping him
to grow smarter.

8. Children learn through play.

9. There is not much a parent can do to change their child’s
intelligence.

O L N N =W
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10. Whether a child will grow to be smart or not so smart depends
on how his parents interact with him.

11. A child’s intelligence stays pretty much the same regardless of
his experiences.

[
3}

12. My child will grow more intelligent because I play with him.

[
(O8]

13. When I play with my child I am helping him to learn.

[u—
=~

14. My child’s ability to learn increases because I play with him.

15. Children’s ability to learn increases just because they
grow older.

—_— =
N L

16. Children are learning when their parents interact with them.

[
~J

17. Children’s intelligence can increase through play.

18. By interacting with their child, parents are helping him to
learn.

—
O ®

19. Children’s intelligence changes just because they grow older.

20. My child will grow smarter if I play with him.

[\®]
)

21. When parents play with their child it is just to have fun.

N}
-

22. For young children, play is as important as learning at
school is for older children.

oottt bodoogtn
oo boodoogtn
oo boodoogtn
oo boodoogtn
oottt bodoogtn
oottt bodoogtn

N
\®)

’ Spanish and Chinese versions are available by writing to the author at
lelax@caresnyc.org
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Appendix B
Verbal Instructions to Parents:
We are just looking at how different families and people from different calples
together as parent and child. There is no right or wrong ways for you to playour
child. You are not being evaluated as a parent. Just play how you would ordinarily play
with your child. We want to see how parents think about issues such as the development
of their child, how children learn new skills in order to help us develop programs for
children and parents. We would like to ask you a few questions, and we would like if we
could watch how you normally play with your child for 10-15 minutes and tape the
session. Everything you say is confidential, nothing will contain your name orlaary ot
identifying information. The tapes will only be seen by me and my advisor tt @s$ts
develop educational programs for young children and their families. If you feel

uncomfortable you may ask for the interview to end at any time.
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Coding of Play Interaction

Appendix C

106

Always

Never

Sometimes

Notes or commer|

Parental Scaffolding

Level 1 — Non-Responsive

Level 2 — Basic

Level 3 — Active

Child Behavior

Off-task

Attends to the task

Seeks help

Follows directions

Joint Attention

Gaze following

Gesturing or pointing

Vocalizing

Turn-taking

None of these

Child’s play

Inattentive/not engaged

Child looks at materials

Social- does child look at parel
during play, or take social cues
from parent during play

nt

Presymbolic

Non Purposeful use of the toy
such as Mouthing, Banging,
etc.

Exploration — exploring the
object

its

Mastery — using the object the
way it is intended to be used.

Symbolic

Self-directed pretend

De-centered or object-directed

Object combinations

Object combinations with
vocalization

Planned pretend sequences, i.
presence of plot

Presence of pretend plot

w/explanations
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