The Korean Journal of Developmental Psychology
2003. Vol. 16, No. 1, 77-7?

*
3 49 ,4 73,5 49 171
5
(Lifter & Bloom, 1998).
1) 2002
2) yleeyang @center.duksung.ac.kr

%

k%



(McCune-Nicholich, 1981; Westby,
2000).

(Astington, 2001; Garvey & Kramer. 1989;
Sutton-Smith, 1980; McCune , 1995).

(Westby,
2000). Westby(2000)
(Westby, 2000).
1 :
(17 19 ),
2
(19 22 ),
, 3
2 2 ), 4 : ,
(Baron-Cohen, 3 ), 5 3 3%
1995). , ), 6
, (3% 4 ), 7
G )
Westby(2000)
7 .
Piaget(1973) 1 (17 19 ),
2 (19 22 ),
3
Wh @2 2 ),
4
@) 5



@3 3 ), 6 ,

(3% 4 ), 7
¢ )
Garvey  Kramer(1989) 3, 4, 5 36
B3 9 ,4 12,5 15 ) . Wolf, Goldfield, Beeghly, Cardona(1985)
2%
. Pellegrini(1982)
, . 4
( D,
> > > > ( 2: ’ 3
, ), (
(Garvey & Kramer, 1989). Garvey 4), ( 5
Kramer 3, 4 5 (McCune, 1995). McCune
5
(hierachical pretend)
. Garvey
Kramer(1989)



: The Test of Early Language
. McCune-Nicolich(1981) Development).
, (2002)

3, 4,5
6, 7

Jenkins  Astington(1996)  3-5

(Astington, 2001)

(r=
.61~.64). Taylor Carlson(1997)

PPVT-R
Astington  Jenkins(1999) PPVT-R
Astington(2001)
(Astington, 1998).

Astington  Jenkins(1999) 59 3
7 3



. de

Villiers de Villiers(1999)
(representational
fOI‘IIlat) . >
(mind reading)

(de Villiers, 2000).
Nelson (1996)

Astington(2001)

(Hughes & Dunn, 1997)

(Nicolich, 1977), 3

(Shatz et. al, 1983). 7,

[13 ” ” 2
> >

.(Astington & Jenkins, 1995).

., 2

(Wellman, 1990). Wellman(1990)

Shatz ~ Gelman(1973)

. Westy
(2000) 5 7
5
(de Villiers, 2000).
Shatz, Wellman  Silber(1983)

Leslie(1987, 1988, 1991)



. Leslie

. Leslie

(decoupling mechanism)

(properties)
Leslie
(Leslie, 1987, 1988, 2000),
Leslie
Leslie (Astington & Jenkins, 1995; Taylor & Carlson,
1997). Taylor  Carlson(1997)

(ToMM-Theory of Mind
Mechanism) (German
& Leslie, 2000; Leslie, 2000).

Leslie(1987)

. Leslie

Leslie(1987, 1988)

Taylor  Carlson(1997)



, , 3.75 ), 24 (
, 10 , 3.07 ) 49 4
2 39 ( 4 10 ,
3.79 ), 34 ( 4 10 ,
. 372 ) 73 ,5 2 24
McCune(1995), Garvey  Kramer(1989) ( 5 10 R 3.38 ),
25 ( 5 9 , 2.99 )
49 171
3
60
{Gopnik
. & Astington, 1988), (Wellman
1. & Bartsch, 1988), (Perner

& Wimmer, 1985) 3



00)
estby(20
W

I(



) ,
2
) ( ) ? 5 5
3: ,
) ( ) (2000)
7
4 ; ;
1 ( )
) ( ) 5
(recurrence), ( ),
5 ; (= ), , C )
> > 3 ( > )7 >
B > ( > > )7
; C ) ( )
s - > ) > !
, 2
) ( ) ! (G
- (
6 : - , _ , _
( ) - >
) ( , ) ?
) 3
7 > > > (
), ¢ - ), [
) ( ) 5



EE I3

(
(
> > )
( , , )
',7) > >
2 6
)
) ) >
? 3
18 1 54
10
R 10 540 7
Westby(2000) 4,320

10



89,

95

90,

98,

11

5,6, 7

5x7 =35
1,2, 3,4
x @3
(



1 1
Fi, 165=42.579 p<.0001
1 4
5
X
(2x3)
1
(F1, 168=
51323, p<.0001),
1.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

M(SD) M@SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
3 18( .18) .62( .40) .87( .51) .25( .38) 1.93(.65) .29( .49) .17( .33) .02( .08) .48(.64) 2.41( .88)
4 11( .14) 46( .38) .76( .67) .24( .38) 1.57(.87) .24( .40) .57( .63) .08( .21) .89(.85) 2.46(1.32)
5 .07( .09) 48( .32) .72( 41) .56( .48) 1.83(.74) .42( .49) .59( .61) .16( .29) 1.17(85)  3.00(1.14)
12( .14) .51( .38) .78( .56) .34( .43) 1.75(.79) .30( .46) .46( .58) .09( .21) .85(.84) 2.60(1.18)
3 13(.22) .31( .86) .58( .86) .08( .30) 1.10(1.04) .24( .63) .29( .66) .00(.00)  .53(.90) 1.63(1.49)
4 .06( .14) .55( .78) .55( .78) .31( .82) 1.19(1.21) .08( .37) .57(1.24) .06( .32) .72(1.14) 1.90(1.76)
5 .10( .16) .33( .44) .57( .61) .17( .39) 1.17(1.04) .16( .39) .41( .97) .12( .38) .69(1.16) 1.85(1.67)
09( .17) .29( .48) .57( .76) .21( .60) 1.16(1.11) .15( .46) .44( .92) .06( .29) .66(1.08) 1.81(1.66)

Fa, 163=.589 Py 168=4.512% Fy 16=1.520
F1, 16=51.323%%* Fi, 166=4.501* Fi16=42.579%**

X FI, 168=2.484 FZ, 168=2.362 FZ, 168=1.903

*p < 05 **% p < 001

12



Fl:
168=4.501  p<.05

F2,163=4.512, p<05
. Scheffé , 3 5
(p<.03).

(B>, 163=2.362, p<.10).
5
p<05) 3 , 4

(F2, 168=7.399, p<.001). Scheffé

3 5,4 5 A3
5 :p<0L 4 5 : p<.001).
(Fz, 163=8.915, p<001) Scheffé
4 5 (p<.001)
5 6 7
M(SD) | M(SD) |M(SD)| M(SD) M(SD)
30 1aesy | 2| 80 a0 ssee01) [50.2067.16
4228 (32.50) |(37.63)| (6691) 50.20(67.16)
4 | 3s6679) | 109 196100 55s.80) [46.0047.63
S66.75) @L17) |(24.00)| (35.80) | 46.00(47.63)
4592 | 18.43
5 |551(10.57) 69.86(57.07) | 85.10(61.50)
(5158) |(20.39)
3510747 | 277 130 s gasa01) |58.41(59.94
A310.47) (38.08) |(27.65) (5491 58.41G3994)
_ . B, 168
F B2, 1678915 =7.399%++
ik p <001

13



+ + + +

3 49 1.14( .87) 2.00(1.63)  1.47( .77)  2.71(1.61) .24( .56) A41(.98)  2.86(1.56)  5.12(3.05)
4 73 1.58(.73) 3.03(1.52) L77( .54)  3.08(1.01) .62( .70) L11(1.32)  3.96(1.40)  7.22(2.93)
5 49 1.80( .46)  3.27(1.13)  1.90( .31) 2.90( .42) 1.14( .82)  1.45( .89) 4.84(1.23) 7.61(2.00)

171 151 .75) 2.80(1.54) 1.72( .59)  2.92(1.11) .66( .78) 1.01(1.18)  3.89(1.38)  6.73(2.10)

F P2, 165=10.809%** Fo, 168=1.637 Fo, 168=11.214%%*% Fa, 165=12.194%**
*k p < 001
( : Fz, 168=12-194, p<.001; : 0, 1, 2
Fz’ 163=10.809, p<001, : Fz’ Pearson
168=11-214, p<001) Scheffé R
> > 5
3 4 ,4 5 p<.01 (ceiling effect)
4 5
70% 4
3 57% ) 5
90% . (r=.265~1r=.839).
3 -5 3
4 5
( , )
( , )
(
) Pearson
(r=213~247).

14



#* 4 OIS0, 0i7[s, Aoi™elzZte] AdY HA| AzAH =

A21%*
091 195
.786%* 750%% 547%%
314% 227 127 .328*
3 308+ 252 .143 .343* 990+
264 .323* 370%% A430% .230 221
.329% 408*+* .284* A482% 295%  321* 681%*
271 .021 .003 157 .146 139 302+ 302%
.320% 125 136 .280 .184 205 227 227 T24%%
A24%x
339 316%+
818%* 708%* 735%%
.060 .079 151 126
4 093 112 .269* .208 941%+*
-.050 -058 .085 -.008 .650%% 604 *
-.003 -.069 .056 .000 .583%%  606%* 766%*
081 -.061 122 .076 303%%  330%* 264%  330%*
012 -122 .148 .031 266%  337%* 254%  A4T71%% 0 734%*
539
A58+ A403%+
734%% 651%% .676%+
217 012 .070 157
5 117 -.020 .064 125 .980%*
164 .032 .073 132 321%  379%*
-.096 .003 -.068 -.084 361%  .432%* 762%*
092 -052 .062 069 .348%  351* 120 164
-.015 -058 -014 -.027 ATTEE 478%* 199 292%  786%*
A22%%
367+ .265%+
839 T13%% 701%%
214%* 119 151* 223%%
219%* 139 213%% 247%% 970%*
178* 107 231%% 272%% 369%%  434%*
.100 .094 121 .170* A22%% 486%* 748%*
.148 -014 .099 107 240%%  267%* 200%%  273%%
A11 -.001 121 .099 276%%  321%* A98%%  366%%  T48%*

*p < .05 % p< 01

15



( 1 r=314;
1 r=.308)
(
r=.328; 1=.343). 4 ,
(r=.269) (r=.369~.480).
.5 , 3 ,
( 1 1=.295;
r=.321). 4 ,
(r=231) (r=583~r=.650). 5 4
(r=.178)
. (r=321~r=.432).
( 1 r=272; : 1=.170)
> 3 >
( r=.323; (r=24~r=321). 3 4
1 r=.370; r=.430). r=.266~1=.337
.5 4
.4 (r=.348~1=.478).
5 R >
(r=.198~
r=366). 3 ,
( 1 1r=.302). 4
(r=254~r=471). 5
3 ,
(r=.320). , (r=.292).

16



93.0: 7.0

17

5. 6 X
(%)

(1+2+3+4) (5+6+7)
403(77,8) 115(22.2) 518(100.0)
53(93.0) 4(7.0) 57(100.0)
) 456(79.3) 119(27.92) 575(100.0)

X X% =7213 p < 007
5
17 27 37 47 7
56,7
X 2
1
60.4: 39.6
5 5 83.3:16.7
6 7
6 x’
=7.213, p<007; 7 : X ’=7.907, p<.005). 1
5 6. 7
xz
6, 7

(%)

(1+2+3+4) (5+6+7)

4 5 6 7
X 2
6 116(60.4) 76(39.6) 192(100.0)
35(83.3) 7(16.7) 42(100.0)
151(64.5) 83(35.5) 234(100.0)
77.8: 222 X % = 7.556 p < 005



Kramer(1989)
. Garvey
3

Garvey  Kramer(1989)

Garvey

Kramer (1989)

18

3,4

, 2001)



4 5
3
Astington
(Astington & Jenkins, 1999; Jenkins &
Astington, 1996) . ,

de Villiers de Villiers(1999)
Astington (2001)

Taylor  Carlson(1997)

19

6]



5,6, 7
Y

Baron-Cohen(1995)

McCune(1995)

, (Astington

20

A7, o]l 0]F4(2002). frotel V=
olo| ] gmEs}l 45, Qo) i
7Hge] gk s olsli kel AL

, 15(1), 81-99.

o)A}, AL, oF4(2001). THEole] F
A, A71-ERIEHAl, Guleiste] uiek =
oledels} e we Aol ,
10, 29-51.

Astington, J. W. (1998). Theory of mind,
Humpty Dumpty, and the icebox. Human
Development, 41, 30-309.

Astington, J. W. (2001). The future of theory-
of-mind research: Understanding motivational
states, the role of language, and real-world
consequences. Child Development, 72(3),
685-687.

Astington, J. W., & lJenkins, J. M. (1995).



Theory of mind development and social
understanding. Cognition and Emotion, 9(2/3),
151-165.

Astington, J. W., & Jenkins, J, M. (1999). A
longitudinal study of the relation between
language and theory-of-mind development.
Developmental Psychology, 35, 1311-1320.

Baron-Cohon, S. (1995). Mindblindness :@ An
essay on autism and theory of mind.
Cambridge, MA : MIT Press.

Charman, T., Baron-Cohen, S., Swetlenham, J.,
Baird, G., Cox, A, & Drew, A. (2000).
Testing joint attention, imitation, and play
as infancy precursors to language and
theory of mind. Cognitive Development,
15, 481-498.

de Villiers, J. (2000). Language and theory of
mind; What are the developmental relationships?
In S. Baron-Cohen, H. Tager-Flusberg, &
D. 1. Cohen (Eds.), Understanding other
minds. pp. 83-123. New York: Oxford
University Press.

de Villiers, J. G., & de Villiers, P. A. (1999).
Linguistic determinism and the understanding
of false beliefs., In P. Mitchell & K. J.
Riggs(Eds.), Children’s reasoning and the
mind(pp. 191-228). Hove, UK: Psychology
Press.

German, T. P., & Leslie, A. M. (2000).
Attending to and leaming about mental
states. In P. Mitchell & K. Riggs (Eds.),
Reasoning and the mind(pp. 227-252).
Hove, UK: Psychology Press.

German, T. P, & Leslie, A. M. (2001).

21

Children’s inferences, from ‘knowing’ to

British
Journal of Developmental Psychology, 19,
59-83.

Garvey, C., & Kramer, T. L. (1989). The language
of social pretend play. Developmental Review,
9, 364-382.

C. (1977). Play. Cambridge,
Harvard University Press.

Gee, J., & Savasir, 1. (1985). On the use of

will and gonna: Toward a description of

‘pretending and  ‘believing’.

Garvey, MA:

activity-types for child language. Discourse
Processes, 8, 143-175.

Goffin, H. (1984). The coordination of meaning
in the creation of a shared make-believe
reality. In 1. Bretherton (Ed.), Symbolic
play : The development of social understanding
(pp.73-101). New York: Academic Press.

Gowen, J. (1995). The early development of
symbolic play. Young Children, 50(3),
75-81.

Hall, W. S., Frank, R., & Ellison, C. (1995).
The
Toward an understanding of the child’s

development of pretend language:

theory of mind. Journal of Psycholinguistic
Research, 24(3), 231-254.

Hughes, C., & Dunn, J.(1997). “Pretend you
didn’t know”: Young children talk about
mental states in pretend play. Cognitive
Development, 12, 477-499.

Jenkins, J. M., & Astington, J. W. (1996).
Cognitive factors and family structure

associated with theory of mind development

in young children. Developmental Psychology,



32, 70-78.

Leslie, A, M. (1987). Pretense and representation :
The origins of “theory of mind” Psychological
Review, 4, 412-426.

Leslie, A, M. (1988). Some implications of
pretense for mechanisms underlying the
child’s theory of mind. In J. Astington, P.
Harris, & D. Olson (Eds.), Developing
theories of mind(pp. 19-46). New York :
Cambridge University Press.

Leslie, A, M. (1991). The theory of mind
impairment in autism: Evidence for a
modular mechanism of development? In A.
Whiten (Ed.), Natural theories of mind :
Evolution, development and simulation of
everyday mindreading(pp. 63-78). Oxford:
Blackwell.

Leslie, A, M. (2000). ‘Theory of mind’ as a
mechanism of selective attention. In M.
Gazzaniga(Ed.), The cognitive neurosciences
(2nd ed.) (pp. 1235-1247). Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Lifter, K., Bloom, L. (1998). Internationality
and the role of play in the transition to
language. In A. M. Wetherby, S. F.
Warren., & J. Reichle(Eds.), Transitions in
prelinguistic communication(pp. 161-195).
ML, Baltimore : Paul Brookes.

McCune, L. (1995). A normative study of
representational play at the transition to
language. Developmental Psychology, 31(2),
198-206.

McCune-Nicolich, L. (1981). Toward symbolic

functioning Structure of early pretend

22

game and potential parallels with language,
Child Development, 52, 785-797.

Nelson, K. (1996). in cognitive
development. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Nicolich, L, M. (1977). Beyond sensorimotor
intelligence : Assessment of symbolic maturity

Language

through analysis of pretend play. Merrill
Palmer Quarterly, 23, 89-101.

Pellegrini, A. D. (1982). The construction of
cohesive text by preschoolers in two play
contexts. Discourse Processes, 5, 101-108.

Piaget, J. (1973). The language and thought of
the child New York: World Publishing.
(Original work published in 1923).

Rescoria, L., & Goosens, M. (1992). Symbolic
play development in toddler with expressive
specific language impairment(SLI-E). Journal
of Speech and Hearing Research, 35,
1290-1302.

Shatz, M., & German, R. (1973). The development
of communications skills: Modifications in
the speech of young children as a function
of listener. Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 38, (5,
Serial NO. 152).

Shatz, M., Wellman, H. M., & Silber, S.
(1983). The acquisition of mental verbs: A
systematic investigation of the first reference
to mental state. Cognition, 14, 301-321.

Sutton-Smith, B. (1980). Children’s play: Some
sources of play theorizing. New Directions
in Child Development, 9, 1-16.

Tager-Flusberg, H. (1992). Autistic children’s



talk about psychological state : Deficits in
the early acquisition of a theory of mind.
Child Development, 63, 161-172.

Taylor, M., & Carlson, S. M. (1997). The
relation between individual differences in
fantasy and theory of mind. Child Development,
68(3), 436-455.

Wellman, H.(1990). Children’s theories of mind.
Cambridge, MA: Bradford Books.

Westby, C. E. (2000). A scale for assessing
development of children’s play. In K.
Giltin-Weinner, A. Sandgrund, & C. Schaeffer
(Eds.). Play diagnosis and assessment(2nd.
ed) (pp. 15-57). New York: John Wiley &
Sons.

Wolf, D., Goldfield, B., Beeghly, M. &
Cardona, L. (1985). “And then the baby
said, There’s not enough room”: the
emergence of multiple discourse strands
within play texts. Paper presented at the
Boston University Child Language Conference.
October.

Youngblade, L., & Dunn, J. (1995). Individual
differences in young children’s pretend play
with mother and sibling: Link to relationships
and understanding of other people’s feelings
and beliefs. Child Development, 66, 1472-
1492,

23



The Korean Journal of Developmental Psychology
2003. Vol. 16, No. 1, ?77-7?

The Relationships between Language
Development and Theory of Mind in
Preschooler’s Pretend vs. Non-Pretend Play
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To examine the language form difference between pretend context and nonpretend context and the
relationships among language development in pretend play and theory of mind, 171 3-, 4-, and
S-year-olds were selected from three kindergartens located in Seoul area. Children’s performance on six
false belief tasks was measured. The verbal language expressions in pretend play were observed in
dramatic, manipulative, and block play area using the target-child-focused observation. Data were
analyzed in terms of levels of language forms divided into pretense context and non-pretense context,
and levels of language functions in pretend play. In pretense context, children showed higher levels of
language forms than in non-pretense context in their pretend play. Generally, language forms were
closely related with language functions in pretend play, but not with theory of mind. Children’s theory
of mind was significantly related with the language forms in pretense context and language functions in
pretend play. The significant correlations are mainly due to high correlations among these variables for
age 3. In addition, there were differences in language forms depending on children’s roles of pretend
play. These findings suggested the close relationship between the language development in pretense

context and theory of mind among preschoolers.

Keywords : language form, language function, theory of mind, pretend play
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