cbject condition, The Uzgiris-Hunt scale offfobject .peraanence was -\
""uysed to assess substages in the develcplen of cbject permanence.
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—l ------ o _ A-MStudioswotwwhethafmanminﬁaetA%mcencéptmofwobjeétmtermanencé ------------------------------ -
develops at different rates for different objects have generally
. confoundéd’éhe familiarity and motivational properties of test
objects. To separate these factors, infanés' search beh;vior

‘ (S
/ - .
for an unfamiliar cdntrol object was compared with that for (a)

| a familiar object and (b) an attached' object reported to.
confort the infant in times of stress, As compared to. unfamil—
iar  objects, no increase in ‘'search behdvior waﬂ\found for
i‘ ] familiar objects.¢tWhether or not it significa tly increased for
| attached objects depended on which of twc'examiqers administered
the object permanence test.. It is concluded that the (results
are .best explained by motivdtional.fcctors and that this has . ”

jwr 4

important implications for object permanence testing.
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Object Permanence

Effects of Selected Object Characteristics

. \ !
on Object Permanence Test Performance

-

~ An issue offcontinuing regsearch interest is rhe. degree to
which the infant's concept of object permanence develops at
ditferent rates’ for different objects. Early research by’ Bell
(1970) and others (cf., Lamb, 1973) indicated that person per-
manehce develops prior to obhject permanence. More_ recent work
by. Jackson, Caﬁpoa, & Fischer (1978),'however, suggests that

this apparent object-related decalage may. result from persons

and objects being hidden differently.‘ Nevertheless, even when

hiding procedures were carefully controlled, Jackson et al.
(19?8) found slight increases in object permanence test scores
for familiar as oppoaeo‘to unfamiliar objects‘(Study 1) and for
persons as opposed to inanimate objec}s (Srudy 2) . '

The sourc;‘of such objecr-related pqrformance' differences
remains_Jobscure partly because in‘past studiea_ehbjects' exper;
iential femiliarity with test objects has been confounded - with
the motivational properties of the objecrs. That is, in an
unfamiliar testing situation one might expect a - parent, as
compared with an inanimate object, to be both more familiar and
more motivationally allgring to (a child. :Similarly, the
familiar_ inanimate. objecra used by Jackson e!“al. (19?8)‘for

which higher permanEnce scores wvere reported .appear to have

i included both familiar as well as 'attached" objects (i.e., an

object, such as a botETE‘or a favorite toy, ‘which the infant

A\

¢

ey
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associates wiﬁh the ailoviatlon of :trte and is therefore

likely to elicit highly motivated search behavior).

To investigate the degree to which both iject familiarity

«

and motivational factors influence search béﬁéViéf“IH”iﬁ'objéEt
pe;manence‘teat, a stday Qas conducted in which 1pfants' search
behavior for an unfamiliar test object was compared with search
behavior for (a) an experientially Ifamiliar object that each
infant had. played with daily for a week and (5) an attached
object, such as a bottle, which the mother reported comforted
the fnfant in  times of mtress. To the degree that experience
with AQ object improves performance in LObject permanence
testing, subjects were expected to perform bgtﬁer when tested
with both the familiar and attached objects (as compared with an
unfamiliar control object); to the deéfee that motivational
faictors account for object-related performance differences,
subjects were _expected to perform better only Qhen tested with

-

an attached-object.

»

.

Subjects were 36 infants (15 males and 21 fjmales) between
8 and 13 months of age. They were recruitgd from patients

scheduled for routine well-baby cheék-ups at the Ambulatory

Pediatrics Unit of a large state unibersity hospital clinic.

All subjects wete the pfodubt of a normal pregnancy and birth.
During an intial phone interﬁiew with the subjects' mothers, gll
infants., were identified to have an "attached" object. This was

described to the parent as, "an object-that.the infant cries for
- AY . . s -.‘

s *.
* .
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4
or actively seekl out during times of stress and _that percept-
‘ &

ably calma the child.” T ,

A between-lubjoctl design was used with sdbjectp begpg'

A

randomly assigned.  to. the experimental.-conditions- In-order—to- ----—

(T

be able to generalize any results to d;lferent ages and testing
conditiona, subjects.were blocked into two age groups‘TB mos. 7
day?,to 10 mo;\ 15 days and 10 mos. 16 days to 12 mos. 24 days) .
and two different examiners were used in testing. " One examiner
was the first author while the other was a trained research
assietaﬁt, unfamiliar with the reaearch(goals or hypothesea.
-Thus, the complete design was a 3 (test object) x 2 (age level)

-

X 2 (examiner) factorial design. .

J

'”In~tHé"ﬁﬁ£dhiiiif'object control conditiohnukﬁﬁjeote"iQere_
tested using a small red cube approximately 2.5 cm iinlsize
which the infant had not :ien prior to testing. In the familiar
object condition lubjects were tested using a small, plastic toy

ﬁgdae.“fgg mouse was delivered to the infant one week prior to
_ testing and the mother was asked to present ,the toy to the child
each. day up ‘to the time of her clinic';ppointment. All mothers
reported that they had complied with theae instruqtions. " In the
attached object condition-lubjectq-were tested with an object'
from the infant's ow; belopgings.that the mother identified as
an attached object. For -appro#imately two . thirds of .the
fnubjects this was the child's bottle, while for the rest it was

some other .small object such as a cup, rattle, or pacifier.
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. The Uszgiris-Hunt scale of Object Pérmanence (Uzgiris &

»

Hunt, 1974) was used 1in testing. ‘This scale consists of 15

tasks ordered to assess substages in the\developmeﬁt of object

.permanence..---Objects -are- hidden under & ¥eriss of Tt Covers
L]

approximately 38 cm by 41 cm. The hid{ﬁg procedures becpme more
complex as the test progressiéely assesses higher levels of
objeci, coﬁc;pt{ Becauﬁa they were of approximately equal sizé,
all objects used in the research could be hidden in an identical

! 4
manner.

i

' Subjects were tested with their mothers present. For a

trial to be scored a pass, a child had to uncover and grasp the'

object from its hiding place oé two successive trials. Testing )

PR EEREFEREER IR eI

was terminated when'AAQWE;;“i;;;;wggégmé;li;d.iﬁ successidn or
An infant becamexgé?‘fussy or disinterested to continue. Each
infant's (;erfbrmance was independently scored by two obéervers.
Inter-scorer reliability was .997, '

In order to conduct the most powekful‘statistical fest for

object-relateéd perforﬁance différéncqs,‘ a priofi orthogonal

1 M ‘
- contrasts were computed comparing subjects' scores in the three

object conditions. An 7nitia1 comparison between subjects' .

scores in the unfamiliar and familiar object conditions provided
no evidence that object familiarity alofe iqfi@eﬁéed “test
performance. Collapsing across examiners and age g;oups} méaﬁ
perfprgance in thgiunfamil{ar~object condition was 2.673(in the

familiar object conditien it was 3.17 (F (1,2i)<$ 1.0).
_ % v
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Additional analyses indicated that while older infants
performed better than younger ones (Ms = 4,11 %a. 2.42, respec-

tivelys F(1,24) = 6. 87, P < .02), age did not interact with the'
' v

v 0 \

) contrast between the unfamilidr and familiar object conditiona,

‘with' Examiner, or with theae combined variables (all F's < 1.0).

Finally, while infants tested by Examiner 1 in the unfamil-

lar and , familiar object conditions performed Significantly

better than infants tested in thesessonditione by Efiminer 2
(F(l 24) = 9.3, p<.01), Examiner did 'pdt interact with the

A

contrast’ between  thé object conditions (E(1,24) < 1.0).
‘ /
Infants' meari test scores as a function; of object familiarity

~and_ Examiner are di:played in pPanel a of Figure 1.

The motivational explanation of object-related decalage

. ‘xguggesta infants should perform better far more highly motivat-

_i , ing objecta. In an unfamiliar testing situation an attached

T object was expected to provide such motivation. ‘A secoed.

contrast between the attached object and combined unfamiliar and

familiar object condition- ind;cated that while infants in the

\SQ- ‘ attached condition performed better-t;an those in- the combined

unfamif&a; and familiar conditione, this‘\ditference was notl

‘utati:tically siqnificant ﬂMa = 4,00 vs. 2.92, respectivei;i

P (1,24) .= 2.6, p<.12). e | '
¢

<

J
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Further analyses indicnted that age did not interact with

this second contrast or the* contrast and the exaniner factor

B “(F (1, 24)_' 2,23, p<.15 and F (1,”24) £ 1.0, respectively)......

However, a :ignificant ‘interaction did' occur between the

contraat and Examiner (F (1 24) = 17, 0,:2 (f.OOl). Thin inter-
action is. shown in panel’ b of Figure 1, Post hoc Scneffe
multiple comperilonc indicated that for pxaminer 1 infents' teat
scores in the attached object condition did not differ gignifiF

captly'from the combined unfamiliar and familiar object condi-~

& ti ) . | = e
| | tions (g .05 crit._ =]12, 7;‘§ obse 3.0) However, for

Examiner 2 infants in the attached object condition performed .

?

“”W”j*“*m“mﬁivnificantiy“better”tﬁaﬁ“iafahEs*Iﬁ“{ﬁé”aaﬁsiﬁéamﬁﬁf;ﬁ{ifaf“gﬁa“““““

familiar conditions (F! -’12.7: F = 17.1). Thus,
—.05zcrit,. - obser. .

- whether or not infants per formed better for the attached object,-

in comparison to the ¢om5}ned unfamiliar and familiar objects,

depended on which examiner administered the object permanence

test. -
It seeme unlikely that examiner expectancies accounted. for

‘the observed Examiner by Object interaction. Examiner 2 was a

-
‘research assistant unfkmiiiar Qith the object permanence litera-
ture or the experimental.hypotheses. ,buring training she' was
instructed that it was stan%nfd'procedure to Ggry-test.objects.
. Furthermofez her post-oxporimontnl comments indloeted that she
". Ve _ai& not suspect that gbjects reprenenged a varianie of interest.

The potential for expectancy effects was gfeater for Examiner 1,

. [N .' | 9“ .

v
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a principal investigator.' However, snch an{e&planation oﬁltne
results would make it necessary to posit a “"boomerang®” effect’
nmmw«t"m““:wnerehy .the. . examinsr .who- was- aware:-- -of:- the-potentialwfor1ﬁxhnﬂrr -------------- *j*
/ related performance diﬁferenbes eliminated ‘all such differences. -
Teken together, the experimental . findings seem best ex-
‘plained by a»motivational interpretation of object-related’per;'

[ 3

formance differences. If tpé ‘behavior of "one examiner, as
compared to the other, were,to increase feelings of uneasiness
among the subjects, two things would be expected: . _P_‘irst,< when
employing unattached objects; infants tested by'the "higher-
stress esaminer‘would likely perform less ' well ‘than iﬁfants
i tested by . 'the"'”lower-stress examiner. This is because.underhh
conditions of greater stress infants would be: more likely }to
become irritable and untestable. - On the-other hand, when using
an attached object, infants tested by the highenpstress examiner
(as compared to the lower-stress examiner) should be more - moti+

-

. Yated_'to~'seek out the attached object ”and,tnerefore perfOrm }
better on the test. This was‘precisely the'pattern of results}y C
that obtained;and is displayed in gigure 1. L

 The experimental results raise .several important issues.
First,  they illnstrate that in addition to holding hiding proce-
dures constant, it is hecessary to separate eXperiential famil~
iarjity from motivational factors when interpreting object-

. related. performance differences' onvan object permanence test.

More'generally,'great_care must be taken in making intra- and

‘ » . - » ’ . . ‘ ¢ ) | .
' .
v ¢ N E . -‘ 10 ! . . ‘ . . .
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)
inter\-experimental cohparisonl of object porNaqghce scores. The

. sensitivity of the telt to muldiple tactorl other than object

are ' uninterpretable Unlesa testing conditions and object types

i

are very carefully concrolled." Finally, the relearch poses %pe‘
queséion as to the dimonsions along- Qﬁiqh inanimate objectd vary
phenomenologically for infants. BVen-though western world por-
trayals of infants tybic-\}y picture them clasping a teddy bear

or some othef~inanimaﬁe aﬁtached object, the role such objects

play "in ncrmal;gavelopme¥t has received little attention.
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