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The authors contend that children benefit from play as a form of intervention 
and as a means of fostering their cognitive, social, and physical growth. They 
review several standardized instruments developed over the last fifty years 
to assess this benefit of play on child development. They identify twenty-
one such play measures, the majority of them applicable to children under 
twelve. Some of the measurements can be conducted by children, but most 
are proxy rated and employ some form of observation. Over half require no 
or minimal training. Others can be completed in less than thirty minutes. 
More evaluations exist for the earlier instruments, but these measurements 
lacked psychometric evidence to back them up. The authors note they based 
their selections on the distinct characteristics and features of the measures, 
and they offer their conclusions to assist users in choosing the best system-
atic instruments for their specific needs. Key words: assessing play, child 
development, evaluating play assessment instruments, meta-analysis of play 
measurement, reviewing measurement tools 

Introduction

Play is a complex activity. Definitions of play vary, but it can generally 
be conceptualized as an ever-evolving set of behaviors in which the players typi-
cally desire to participate irrespective of their perceptions of reality or their situ-
ation. Such play encompasses a range of physical, linguistic, cognitive, social, and 
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psychological abilities that fit the players’ cultural background and surroundings 
(Stagnitti 2004). Play is also an important daily activity, particularly for chil-
dren and adolescents. Although age progressively inhibits an element of play, its 
essence—its playfulness—persists throughout life. Because play is so important 
an activity, we need the right tools, those with acceptable psychometric proper-
ties, to help identify problems in the linguistic abilities, cognitive development, 
communication skills, and social aptitude and maturation of individual players 
(Salcuni, Mazzeschi, and Capella 2017; Bundy 2010).

Psychometric properties characterize the methodological quality of the 
evaluation tools. They include validity (measures what is intended to be mea-
sured), reliability (ensures the tools are stable over time), and responsiveness 
(determines whether the tools can detect changes in conditions). Consequently, 
therapists can use play as an intervention medium as long as they identify the 
objectives and the features they use to evaluate whether the objectives have been 
accomplished (Bundy 2010; Dankiw et al. 2020; Gomes, Maia, and Varga 2018; 
Novak and Honan 2019). The use of play as an intervention or therapy and a 
medium to measure outcomes—one that yields positive findings (Francis et al. 
2022; Dijkstra-de Neijs et al. 2021; Kent et al. 2020) and guides or structures 
play—has more benefits than unstructured or nonguided play (Skene et al. 2022). 
However, to measure play properly, it is crucial to ensure that a meaningful 
outcome and an intervention plan can be devised from the play activity (Sal-
cuni, Mazzeschi, and Capella 2017; Stagnitti 2004) and help the family mem-
bers understand and meaningfully engage in the play activity (Foulds 2023). 
Therefore, selecting an appropriate measurement constitutes the first step in 
developing and implementing an effective intervention plan.  

Evaluating play is one of the crucial steps in play therapy. Using standardized 
assessments to do so has become important for establishing credible outcomes 
from the findings. Using a standardized assessment is part of practicing evidence-
based activity, facilitating effective communication, planning for intervention, and 
providing measurable outcomes (Duncan and Murray 2012; Unsworth 2011). 
However, in practice, using play assessment has attracted criticism as insufficient 
because of its limited focus—for example, only on development ( Salcuni, Mazz-
eschi, and Capella 2017). In addition, some studies found the use of standardized 
play assessments to be stressful and unmotivating for the children involved (Cubas 
and Levratto 2019). Some standardized play assessments also suffer from limited 
exposure and access, as well as from a lack of understanding about how to use 
them (Kuhaneck et al. 2013; Cubas and Levratto 2019). 
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There exists only limited literature in play evaluation to inform the use 
of available instruments—our term for any measure, process, or procedure for 
gauging the effects of play—and the majority of these reviews are nonsystem-
atic. A critical review by Brooke (2004) analyzes only three play assessments. 
Bulgarelli and colleagues (Bulgarelli et al. 2018) have conducted a systematic 
search and found twenty-nine play assessments.

Nonetheless, the listed instruments incorporate play—that is, they use 
play and evaluate play-related aspects such as functional play, games with 
rules, constructive play, dramatic or pretend play, and exploratory play. Some 
instruments are play based—that is, they use play but to evaluate nonplay 
components such as physical or locomotor, social, and cognitive skills. Other 
instruments involve nonplay assessment—that is, they do not use play activ-
ity and they evaluate nonplay tasks such as unoccupied behavior; onlooker 
behavior; active conversations with teacher and peers; transitional, aggressive, 
rough-and-tumble, hovering, or anxious behaviors; and talking or moving 
from one place to another. These reviews merely described the assessments 
without evaluating them critically. 

Play-based assessment differs from mere play assessment, because—
although play-based assessment employs play activity—it also evaluates non-
play aspects such as physical and cognitive ones. In Cubas and Levratto’s (2019) 
review, they introduced ten assessments of the cognitive, social, and emotional 
aspects of play but did not conduct a systematic search for them. Conduct-
ing an unsystematic search for such assessment tools might have introduced a 
preference bias, which could have led researchers to miss potentially valuable 
assessments and evidence of application.

We found two systematic reviews of play instruments. O’Grady and Dusing 
(2014) investigate available play-based instruments to evaluate children’s cogni-
tive and motor skills. However, the instruments gathered are a mix of play and 
nonplay assessments and are restricted to physical therapy. A review by Romli 
and Wan Yunus (2020) identifies only play instruments used by occupational 
therapists. This study excludes valuable generic play instruments that play thera-
pists might find interesting. Therefore, we need a more comprehensive review 
that collects all potential play instruments. Thus, we aim our review at identifying 
and collating empirical evidence based on predetermined criteria as it pertains 
to that play which serves as an intervention or otherwise impacts the cognitive, 
social, and physical development of children.
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Materials and Methods

This article expands the systematic review by Romli and Wan Yunus (2020). We 
registered the protocol with the International Platform of Registered System-
atic Review and Meta-Analysis Protocals or INPLASY (INPLASY202040156), 
and it is available in full at https://doi.org/10.37766/inplasy2020.4.0156) and 
the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews or PROSPERO 
(CRD42020170370). We previously described the methodology in detail in an 
earlier publication (see Romli and Wan Yunus 2020) and followed Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-
P) checklists (Shamseer et al. 2015). However, we provide a concise and addi-
tional description of the original protocol methodology here as well. 

Study Identification
Romli and Wan Yunus (2020) conducted the initial review. They systematically 
searched six databases of research studies including Academic Search Complete, 
CINAHL, MEDLINE, Psychology and Behavioral Science Collection, Scopus, and 
ASEAN Citation Index using key words generated by the authors of the review. 
The key words were generated based on previous literature and discussion among 
authors. They used key words related to play (e.g., playthings, play based, etc.), 
psychometric properties (e.g., reliability, validity, etc.), and evaluation (e.g., assess-
ment, measurement, etc.) employing Boolean operators, parenthesis, truncation, 
and wild cards. They imposed no restriction on specific disciplines, allowing the 
gathering of potential play instruments from any discipline. They conducted the 
search on January 21, 2020. They followed with a manual search of the reference 
list of eligible articles and articles they possessed or knew about. 

Eligibility Criteria
With slight modifications, we developed our inclusion and exclusion criteria 
based on Romli and Wan Yunus (2020). The already defined criteria that we 
maintained for this review were: studies about the instruments for leisure types 
of play, not including competitive play or sports; instruments generally evaluat-
ing play; studies investigating the psychometric properties of the instruments; 
and instruments solely applied to play that were not multidimensional. Our 
criteria excluded any instrument that was not a primary study (such as a review 
or editor’s note); had no full text available; had no full text available in English; 
consisted of gray literature (such as a thesis, book, or conference), or was an 
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article appearing in a journal without peer review. We excluded occupational 
therapy play instruments because they had been investigated extensively pre-
viously by Romli and Wan Yunus (2020). In addition, we have excluded play 
instruments not intended for use with children and adolescents. 

Instrument Selection
Two authors of this article independently screened the retrieved articles by 
title, abstract, and full text according to our criteria. We then selected articles 
and searched their full texts for potential play instruments. We scrutinized any 
instruments we identified for their status as nonoccupational, therapy-developed 
instruments by reviewing the original or earliest study in which they appeared. 
We then selected the eligible instruments for final analysis.

Data Extraction and Quality Appraisal
We extracted each instrument we included for its clinical utility and psycho-
metric properties using an Internet search based on the instrument’s name to 
find its original article according to its first publication. 

The information on clinical utility collected includes details about the 
instrument’s purpose, population, administrative aspects (i.e., training require-
ment, duration, assessor, scoring procedure), and language availability. 

We used evidence of the instrument’s psychometric properties for our 
quality appraisal rating. We appraised the quality of the play instruments we 
included using the quality tool from Francis and his colleagues (Francis et al. 
2016) because this tool evaluates the instrument, while other tools evaluate over-
all studies (Rosenkoetter and Tate 2017). We developed the tool through a litera-
ture review and twenty-four cognitive interviews with clinicians and researchers 
before we shaped it into its final form, which consists of eighteen items. The 
tool focuses on six domains: conceptual model (three items); content validity 
(three items); reliability (two items); construct validity (four items); scoring and 
interpretation (three items); and respondent burden and presentation (three 
items). We scored items as either “0=criterion not met” or “1=criterion met.” 
We calculated no total score because the tool has an unequal weight between its 
item and domain, so we interpreted and presented them individually (Francis et 
al. 2016).The tool has overall moderate inter-rater reliability (k = 0.70).

Data Synthesis
We summarize the psychometric properties for each assessment from the orig-
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inal article, articles found in the systematic searching, and articles found in 
additional Internet searching. The summary provides evidence of the validity 
and reliability of the assessment. We present comparisons of the assessment’s 
popularity, psychometric evidence pattern, and usability.

Results

We found 1,098 articles through electronic and manual searches. To extract avail-
able instruments, we evaluated 52 articles. We extracted a total of thirty-three 
instruments. However, eight of them are occupational therapy instruments and 
have been previously discussed in Romli and Wan Yunus (2020), and four are 
not for children or adolescents. These were excluded from this review, leaving 
only twenty-one instruments for analysis (see figure 1). 

We included the characteristics of the instruments we present in figure 2. 
Most of these were developed independently, but a few (n=2) were based on 
previously established instruments. For example, the Children’s Play Therapy 
Instrument (CTPI) was first developed for use on children with a clinical diag-
nosis who have received therapy. The later version, Children’s Developmental 
Play Instrument (CDPI) was developed as a briefer version of CTPI for use 
with mainstream children. Howes Peer Play Scale is an enhanced version of 
Parten’s Social Play Hierarchy. Howes retains the six items from the original 
Parten version but refines its scoring criteria with a four-point scale rather than 
a subjective percentage. Additional information for both instruments can be 
found in figure 2. 

Several instruments are proxy rated (n= 18) either by the professionals such 
as play therapists, clinical psychologists, speech therapists, and teachers or by 
peers and parents based on observation, report, or perception (e.g., Affect of Play 
Scale, CDPI, CPTI, Children Playfulness Scale, Howes Peer Play Scale, Lunzer’s 
Scale of Play Behavior, Mature Make Believe Play Observational Instrument, 
Parten’s Social Play Hierarchy, Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale, Play Behavior 
Observation System, Play Performance Scale, Revised Class Play, Singer’s Obser-
vational Play Instructions and Imaginative Play Predisposition Interview, Sym-
bolic Play Test, The Play Checklist, The Social Play Record, The Test of Pretend 
Play, and Transdisciplinary Play-Based Assessment). Other instruments (n=3) 
are self-administered questionnaires. Several assessments (n=6) are commer-
cially available in books or manuals (e.g., The Social Play Record, Symbolic Play 
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Test, Singer’s Observational Play Instructions and Imaginative Play Predisposi-
tion Interview, Transdisciplinary Play-Based Assessment—Child Development 
Resources, The Play Checklist, and Affect in Play Scale). Still other instruments 
are reported in journals or need to be obtained by contacting authors. We men-

Figure 1. Prisma flowchart on screening process
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tion the Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale for research purposes only, but other 
assessments can be used in practice. 

The majority (n=18) of the instruments were originally developed for 
use with children. Only a limited number (n=3), can be reasonably used for 
adolescents, such as the Children’s Active Play Imaginary Questionnaire, Fair 
Play Questionnaire, and The Social Play Record. Most instruments (n=19) were 
originally developed for typical children, and only a small number (n=2), such 
as CPTI and The Test of Pretend Play, were developed for children with special 
needs (e.g., children with developmental disabilities, children in psychotherapy 
such as conduct disorders, avoidant disorder, separation anxiety disorders, stress 
disorders, or physical child abuse). Over half (n=14) of the instruments require 
no or minimal training (e.g., Affect in Play Scale, Children’s Active Play Imagery 
Questionnaire, Children’s Developmental Play Instrument, Children’s Playful-
ness Scale, Enjoyment of Lunchtime Play Survey Cards, Fair Play Question-
naire, Howes Peer Play Scale, Lunzer’s Scale of Play Behaviour, Parten’s Social 
Play Hierarchy, Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale, Play Behaviour Observation 
System, Play Performance Scale, Singer’s Observational Play Instructions and 
Imaginative Play Predisposition Interview, and The Test of Pretend Play). In 
terms of duration, less than half (n=9) of the instruments can be completed in 
under thirty minutes (e.g., Affect in Play Scale, Children’s Active Play Imagery 
Questionnaire, Children’s Developmental Play Instrument, Children’s Playful-
ness Scale, Enjoyment of Lunchtime Play Survey Cards, Fair Play Questionnaire, 
Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale, Play Performance Scale, Singer’s Observational 
Play Instructions and Imaginative Play Predisposition Interview, and Symbolic 
Play Test). 

Several citations indicate that, based on popularity, older instruments 
tend to rank higher than more recent ones (figure 3). The oldest instrument 
was developed in 1932 with 2,470 citations reported in Google Scholar, while 
the most recent instrument was developed in 2019, with only 18 citations. The 
least cited had only 2 citations on several instruments. However, having the 
highest numbers of citations does not reflect the highest quality of the cited 
instruments. Such a determination needs not only to reflect the quality but also 
the design robustness and the psychometric evidence of the assessment (figure 
4). We gave all authors guidelines and a briefing before they rated the instru-
ments. We based the rating description of this article given to the authors in 
reviews by Francis and his colleagues (Francis et al. 2016). The highest score 
using the quality tool of Francis and colleagues went to the Children’s Active Play 
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at
 

em
ph

as
iz

es
 p

er
so

n-
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t f
it.

 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
8 

– 
12

 y
ea

rs
 

ol
d.

 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t h
as

 
39

 it
em

s i
n 

3 
do

m
ai

ns
: (

6 
ca

te
go

rie
s =

 2
0 

ite
m

s)
, i

nt
er

pe
rs

on
al

 
(1

 c
at

eg
or

y 
= 

2 
ite

m
s)

 a
nd

 p
hy

sic
al

 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t a
nd

 
po

lic
y 

(5
 c

at
eg

or
ie

s 
= 

17
 it

em
s. 

Ea
ch

 it
em

 is
 sc

or
ed

 
on

 a
 5

-p
oi

nt
 L

ik
er

t 
sc

al
e.

 T
he

 sc
or

e 
is

 
ca

lc
ul

at
ed

 b
y 

ad
di

ng
 

th
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
 sc

or
e 

an
d 

co
nv

er
te

d 
to

 th
e 

m
ea

n 
fo

r e
ac

h 
ca

te
go

ry
. 

≈1
0 

m
in

ut
es

 
Se

lf-
ra

te
d 

by
 

th
e 

ch
ild

re
n 

w
ith

 th
e 

gu
id

an
ce

 o
f 

pa
re

nt
/te

ac
he

r 

N
o 

tra
in
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Fa
ir 

Pl
ay

 
Q

ue
sti

on
na

ire
 

To
 a

ss
es

s t
he

 le
ve

l o
f 

so
ci

al
 a

nd
 m

or
al

 
be

ha
vi

ou
r o

f a
 

st
ud

en
t i

n 
sp

or
ts

 
ac

tiv
ity

. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
10

 –
 1

5 
ye

ar
s 

ol
d.

 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t 
co

ns
ist

s o
f t

w
o 

do
m

ai
ns

: t
w

o 
pr

o-
so

ci
al

 su
b-

sc
al

es
 

(re
sp

ec
t t

ow
ar

ds
 

te
am

m
at

es
, r

es
pe

ct
 

fo
r c

on
ve

nt
io

n)
 a

nd
 

tw
o 

an
ti-

so
ci

al
 su

b-
sc

al
es

 
(g

am
es

m
an

sh
ip

, 
ch

ea
tin

g)
 c

om
pr

isi
ng

 
15

 it
em

s. 
 

Sc
or

ed
 o

n 
a 

5-
po

in
t 

Li
ke

rt 
sc

al
e.

 T
hr

ee
 

w
ay

s t
o 

ca
lc

ul
at

e 
th

e 
to

ta
l s

co
re

: i
) m

ea
ns

 
on

 e
ac

h 
su

b-
sc

al
es

, 
ii)

 m
ea

ns
 o

n 
ea

ch
 

do
m

ai
n,

 o
r i

ii)
 to

ta
l 

sc
or

e 
fro

m
 a

ll 
ite

m
s 

in
 w

hi
ch

 se
ve

ra
l 

ite
m

s n
ee

d 
to

 b
e 

re
ve

rs
ed

 th
e 

sc
or

e.
 

5 
– 

7 
m

in
ut

es
 

Se
lf-

ra
tin

g 
by

 
th

e 
ch

ild
re

n.
  

N
o 

tra
in

in
g 

re
qu

ire
d 

H
ow

es
 P

ee
r P

la
y 

Sc
al

e 
Th

e 
m

et
ho

d 
in

di
ca

te
s 

th
e 

de
gr

ee
 o

f p
la

y 
co

nt
in

uu
m

 o
n 

ch
ild

re
n'

s s
oc

ia
l 

be
ha

vi
ou

r d
ur

in
g 

pl
ay

. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
18

 –
 4

3 
m

on
th

s o
ld

. 

U
sin

g 
sim

ila
r t

o 
Pa

rte
n'

s 6
 ty

pe
s o

f 
pl

ay
  

A
ss

es
se

d 
ag

ai
ns

t a
 4

-
po

in
t s

ca
le

 o
f n

o 
so

ci
al

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n,

 
th

ro
ug

h 
co

nt
in

ge
nt

 
so

ci
al

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n 

to
 

re
ci

pr
oc

al
 a

nd
 

co
m

pl
em

en
ta

ry
 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n.

 

Ba
se

d 
on

 
se

ve
ra

l 
su

bj
ec

tiv
e 

ob
se

rv
at

io
n 

Pr
ox

y-
ra

tin
g 

by
 o

bs
er

ve
r/ 

ev
al

ua
to

rs
  

N
o 

tra
in

in
g 

is 
re

qu
ire

d.
 

Lu
nz

er
’s

 S
ca

le
 o

f 
Pl

ay
 B

eh
av

io
ur

 
To

 e
va

lu
at

e 
th

e 
ch

ild
's 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 fo
r 

th
e 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

of
 

pl
ay

. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
2 

– 
6 

ye
ar

s o
r 

eq
ui

va
le

nt
 

m
en

ta
l a

ge
. 

Th
e 

as
se

ss
m

en
t h

as
 

tw
o 

do
m

ai
ns

, 
na

m
el

y,
 

ad
ap

tiv
en

es
s a

nd
 

in
te

gr
at

io
n.

 It
 is

 
as

se
ss

ed
 o

n 
ob

se
rv

at
io

n 
of

 
un

str
uc

tu
re

d 
an

d 
st

ru
ct

ur
ed

 p
la

y 
se

ss
io

ns
  

Sc
or

ed
 u

sin
g 

Lu
nz

er
's 

fiv
e-

po
in

t 
sc

al
e 

(1
-5

, w
ith

 fi
ve

 
re

pr
es

en
tin

g 
th

e 
m

os
t m

at
ur

e 
fo

rm
 o

f 
pl

ay
 b

eh
av

io
ur

) f
or

 
ea

ch
 d

om
ai

n.
 

Su
bj

ec
tiv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

n 
of

 a
 

m
in

im
um

 o
f 

on
e 

ho
ur

 
ra

ng
ed

 o
ve

r 
at

 le
as

t f
ou

r 
da

ys
. 

Pr
ox

y-
ra

tin
g 

by
 o

bs
er

ve
r/ 

ev
al

ua
to

rs
 

N
o 

tra
in

in
g 

is 
re

qu
ire

d.
 

Re
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g 
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tic
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M
at

ur
e 

M
ak

e-
Be

lie
ve

 P
la

y 
O

bs
er

va
tio

na
l 

In
str

um
en

t 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t a
im

s 
to

 id
en

tif
y 

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
fe

at
ur

es
 a

nd
 c

au
sa

l 
ev

al
ua

tio
ns

 o
f 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
-b

as
ed

 p
la

y 
in

te
rv

en
tio

ns
. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
36

 –
 6

0 
m

on
th

s o
ld

. 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t h
as

 
tw

o 
di

m
en

sio
ns

 w
ith

 
re

sp
ec

tiv
e 

su
b-

di
m

en
sio

ns
: (

i) 
ch

ild
 

(c
hi

ld
-re

la
te

d 
pr

op
s, 

ch
ild

 m
et

a 
pl

ay
, p

la
y 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n,

 
ch

ild
re

n'
s r

ol
e-

pl
ay

in
g,

 c
hi

ld
 ro

le
 

sp
ee

ch
 a

nd
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n)

, 
an

d 
(ii

) a
du

lt 
(c

en
tre

 
m

an
ag

em
en

t, 
pl

an
ne

d 
pl

ay
 ti

m
e,

 
te

ac
he

r 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
. I

t h
as

 
23

 it
em

s. 

Sc
or

ed
 a

ga
in

st 
4 

le
ve

ls,
 w

ith
 th

e 
to

ta
l 

sc
or

e 
su

m
m

ed
 u

p 
fro

m
 a

ll 
ite

m
s. 

≈5
1.

18
 

m
in

ut
es

 
Pr

ox
y-

ra
tin

g 
by

 te
ac

he
rs

. 
Re

qu
ire

s 
tra

in
in

g 
an

d 
m

an
ua

l 
re

ad
in

g.
 

Pa
rte

n’
s S

oc
ia

l 
Pl

ay
 H

ie
ra

rc
hy

 
Th

e 
m

et
ho

d 
is

 to
 

ev
al

ua
te

 th
e 

co
nt

in
uu

m
's 

ab
se

nc
e 

or
 p

re
se

nc
e 

on
 

ch
ild

re
n'

s s
oc

ia
l 

be
ha

vi
ou

r d
ur

in
g 

pl
ay

. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
< 

2 
to

 1
1 

ye
ar

s o
ld

. 

A
 si

m
pl

e 
pe

rc
ei

ve
d 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

de
no

ta
tio

n 
on

 p
la

y 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 sh
ow

ed
 

by
 th

e 
ch

ild
 o

n 
six

 
pl

ay
 ty

pe
s: 

(i)
 

U
no

cc
up

ie
d 

be
ha

vi
ou

r, 
(ii

) 
So

lit
ar

y 
pl

ay
, (

iii
) 

O
nl

oo
ke

r b
eh

av
io

ur
, 

(iv
) P

ar
al

le
l p

la
y,

 (v
) 

A
ss

oc
ia

tiv
e 

pl
ay

, 
(v

i) 
Co

op
er

at
iv

e 
or

 
O

rg
an

iz
ed

 
Su

pp
le

m
en

ta
ry

 p
la

y.
 

Th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f 
m

in
ut

e 
sa

m
pl

es
 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
to

 in
su

re
 

an
 u

nv
ar

yi
ng

 p
ic

tu
re

 
of

 so
ci

al
 

pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

w
as

 
de

te
rm

in
ed

 b
y 

as
sig

ni
ng

 
ar

bi
tra

ry
 w

ei
gh

ts 
to

 
ea

ch
 c

at
eg

or
y,

 
su

m
m

in
g 

th
e 

sc
or

es
 

fo
r t

he
 

od
d 

an
d 

ev
en

 d
ay

s 
fo

r i
nd

iv
id

ua
l 

ch
ild

re
n,

 a
nd

 
ru

nn
in

g 
co

rre
la

tio
ns

. 

Se
ve

ra
l 

su
bj

ec
tiv

e 
ob

se
rv

at
io

ns
 

us
in

g 
th

e 
on

e-
m

in
ut

e 
sa

m
pl

in
g 

ob
se

rv
at

io
na

l 
m

et
ho

d.
 

Pr
ox

y-
ra

tin
g 

by
 te

ac
he

rs
. 

N
o 

tra
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d.
 

Fi
gu

re
 2

, c
on

tin
ue

d



44	 A M E R I C A N  J O U R N A L  O F  P L A Y

Pe
nn

 In
te

ra
ct

iv
e 

Pe
er

 P
la

y 
Sc

al
e 

 V
er

sio
n 

av
ai

la
bl

e:
 

(i)
 

Pa
re

nt
 

(ii
) 

Te
ac

he
r 

 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t i
s f

or
 

re
se

ar
ch

 p
ur

po
se

-
on

ly
 a

nd
 to

 o
bs

er
ve

 
th

e 
ch

ild
’s

 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s a

nd
 

ne
ed

s w
ith

in
 p

ee
r 

pl
ay

 b
eh

av
io

ur
. T

he
 

pa
re

nt
 v

er
sio

n 
is 

to
 

as
se

ss
 p

la
y 

in
 th

e 
ho

m
e 

an
d 

ne
ig

hb
ou

rh
oo

d,
 

w
he

re
as

 th
e 

te
ac

he
r 

ve
rs

io
n 

ex
am

in
es

 
pl

ay
 in

 th
e 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
 

an
d 

at
 sc

ho
ol

. 

A
ge

d 
w

as
 n

ot
 

sp
ec

ifi
ed

 b
ut

 
ha

s b
ee

n 
re

po
rte

dl
y 

us
ed

 fo
r 

ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
3 

to
 1

3 
ye

ar
s 

ol
d.

 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t h
as

 
32

 it
em

s. 
Th

er
e 

ar
e 

th
re

e 
di

m
en

sio
ns

 
av

ai
la

bl
e:

 (i
) p

la
y 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n,

 (i
i) 

pl
ay

 
di

sr
up

tio
n,

 a
nd

 (i
ii)

 
pl

ay
 d

isc
on

ne
ct

io
n.

 

Ra
te

d 
on

 a
 4

-p
oi

nt
 

Li
ke

rt 
sc

al
e.

  
5 

– 
10

 
m

in
ut

es
 

Pr
ox

y-
ra

tin
g 

by
 p

ar
en

ts,
 

te
ac

he
rs

, o
r 

ot
he

r w
ho

 is
 

cl
os

e 
to

 th
e 

ch
ild

 (i
.e

., 
ca

re
gi

ve
r)

 

N
o 

tra
in

in
g 

is 
re

qu
ire

d.
 

H
ow

ev
er

, 
ha

vi
ng

 a
 b

rie
f 

tra
in

in
g 

ca
n 

im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

ra
tin

g 
qu

al
ity

. 

Pl
ay

 B
eh

av
io

ur
 

O
bs

er
va

tio
n 

Sy
ste

m
 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t i
s t

o 
ev

al
ua

te
 h

ow
 a

 c
hi

ld
 

is 
so

ci
al

ly
 re

sp
on

di
ng

 
du

rin
g 

pl
ay

. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
3 

– 
5 

ye
ar

s 
ol

d.
 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t h
as

 
20

 it
em

s. 
It 

ca
n 

be
 

de
no

te
d 

in
to

 
ho

us
ek

ee
pi

ng
, 

bl
oc

ks
, 

m
an

ip
ul

at
iv

es
, a

nd
 

ci
rc

le
 c

at
eg

or
ie

s. 

Sc
or

ed
 a

ga
in

st 
4 

hi
er

ar
ch

y 
le

ve
ls

 o
f 

pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

(s
ol

ita
ry

, p
ar

al
le

l, 
as

so
ci

at
iv

e,
 

co
op

er
at

iv
e)

 w
ith

 a
 

ra
ng

e 
of

 to
ta

l s
co

re
s 

fro
m

 2
2 

to
 1

08
 fo

r 
ov

er
al

l p
la

y.
 

10
 m

in
ut

es
 

ra
tin

g 
af

te
r 

ar
ou

nd
 4

 
tim

es
 1

0 
m

in
ut

es
 o

f 
ob

se
rv

at
io

n.
 

Pe
rs

on
ne

l 
tra

in
ed

 in
 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gy
. 

N
o 

tra
in

in
g 

is 
re

qu
ire

d.
 

H
ow

ev
er

, 
ha

vi
ng

 a
 b

rie
f 

tra
in

in
g 

ca
n 

im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

ra
tin

g 
qu

al
ity

. 

Pl
ay

 P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
Sc

al
e 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t i
s a

 
ge

ne
ric

 sc
al

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 th

e 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

of
 

an
 in

di
vi

du
al

's 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

 in
 p

la
y 

an
d 

th
e 

re
str

ic
tio

n 
pr

es
en

t. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
fro

m
 b

irt
h 

to
 

16
 y

ea
rs

 o
ld

. 

Th
e 

in
str

um
en

t i
s a

 
si

ng
le

-s
ca

le
 ra

tin
g 

of
 

0 
to

 1
00

 (w
ith

 a
 1

0-
po

in
t i

nt
er

va
l) 

ag
ai

ns
t t

he
 c

hi
ld

's 
ac

tu
al

 a
ge

-
ap

pr
op

ria
te

 p
la

y 
pe

rfo
rm

an
ce

.  

Th
e 

sc
or

e 
is 

ca
te

go
riz

ed
 in

to
 

th
re

e 
ou

tc
om

es
 (i

) 
M

od
er

at
e 

to
 se

ve
re

 
re

str
ic

tio
n 

(0
 –

 4
0)

, 
(ii

) m
ild

 to
 m

od
er

at
e 

re
str

ic
tio

n 
(5

0 
– 

70
), 

an
d 

(ii
i) 

no
rm

al
 (8

0 
- 

10
0)

. 

≤5
 m

in
ut

es
 

Pr
ox

y-
ra

tin
g 

by
 p

ar
en

ts
 

N
o 

tra
in

in
g 

re
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ire
d 
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Re
vi

se
d 

Cl
as

s 
Pl

ay
 

M
ea

su
re

 o
f p

ee
r 

re
pu

ta
tio

n 
de

sig
ne

d 
to

 im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

as
se

ss
m

en
t o

f s
oc

ia
l 

co
m

pe
te

nc
e 

as
 w

el
l 

as
 th

e 
ps

yc
ho

m
et

ric
 

pr
op

er
tie

s o
f c

la
ss

 
pl

ay
 m

et
ho

d.
  

Sc
ho

ol
-a

ge
 

ch
ild

re
n 

 
Th

e 
in

str
um

en
ts 

co
ns

ist
 o

f t
hr

ee
 

fa
ct

or
s: 

(i)
 

so
ci

ab
ili

ty
–

le
ad

er
sh

ip
, (

ii)
 

ag
gr

es
siv

e–
di

sr
up

tiv
e,

 (i
ii)

 
se

ns
iti

ve
–i

so
la

te
d.

  

Th
e 

sc
or

in
g 

is 
ba

se
d 

on
 n

om
in

at
io

ns
 

re
ce

iv
ed

 fr
om

 c
la

ss
 

pe
er

s a
nd

 so
rte

d 
in

to
 

th
e 

fa
ct

or
s f

or
 sc

or
e 

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n.

   

N
ot

 
sp

ec
ifi

ed
. 

Pe
er

s r
at

in
g 

w
ith

 
as

sis
ta

nc
e 

fro
m

 
pr

of
es

sio
na

ls.
  

Re
qu

ire
 

m
an

ua
l 

re
fe

rri
ng

. 

Si
ng

er
’s

 
O

bs
er

va
tio

na
l 

Pl
ay

 In
str

uc
tio

ns
 

an
d 

Im
ag

in
at

iv
e 

Pl
ay

 
Pr

ed
isp

os
iti

on
 

In
te

rv
ie

w
 

Th
e 

m
et

ho
d 

is 
to

 
ob

se
rv

e 
th

e 
qu

al
ity

 o
f 

pr
et

en
d 

pl
ay

 in
 a

 
ch

ild
's 

pl
ay

 a
ct

iv
ity

. 

Ch
ild

re
n 

ag
ed

 
3 

– 
5 

ye
ar

s 
ol

d.
 

N
IL

 
A

 5
-le

ve
l s

co
re

 o
n 

th
e 

pr
es

en
ce

 o
f 

im
ag

in
at

iv
e 

pl
ay

 is
 

de
no

te
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Figure 3. Citation of the instruments based on Google Scholar  

Instrument Original citation # of citation 
Parten’s Social Play 
Hierarchy 

Parten, M. 1932. “Social participation among preschool 
children.” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 27, no. 
3: 243–269. doi:10.1037/h0074524. 

2470 

Revised Class Play Masten, A. S., P. Morison, and D. S. Pellegrini. 1985. “A revised 
class play method of peer assessment.” Developmental 
Psychology 21, no. 3: 523–533. doi:10.1037/0012-
1649.21.3.523  

1144 

Singer’s Observational Play 
Instructions and Imaginative 
Play Predisposition 
Interview 

Singer, J. L. 1973. The child's world of make-believe: 
Experimental studies of imaginative play. Academic Press. 

999 

Transdisciplinary Play-
Based Assessment – Child 
Development Resources  

Linder, T. W. 1993. Transdisciplinary play-based assessment: 
A functional approach to working with young children. Rev. 
Paul H Brookes Publishing. 

557 

Children's Playfulness Scale Barnett, L. A. 1991. “The playful child: Measurement of a 
disposition to play.” Play and Culture 4, no. 1: 51-74. 

421 

Penn Interactive Peer Play 
Scale 
 
Version available: 

(i) Parent 
(ii) Teacher 

Fantuzzo, J., B. Sutton-Smith, K. C. Coolahan, P. H. Manz, S. 
Canning, and D. Debnam. 1995. “Assessment of preschool play 
interaction behaviors in young low-income children: Penn 
Interactive Peer Play Scale.” Early Childhood Research 
Quarterly 10, no. 1: 105–120. doi:10.1016/0885-
2006(95)90028-4  

346 

Howes Peer Play Scale Howes, C. 1980. “Peer play scale as an index of complexity of 
peer interaction.” Developmental Psychology 16, no. 4: 371–
372. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.16.4.371  

261 

Play Performance Scale Lansky, S. B., M. A. List, L. L. Lansky, C. Ritter-Sterr, and D. 
R. Miller. 1987. “The measurement of performance in childhood 
cancer patients.” Cancer 60, no. 7: 1651–1656. 
doi:10.1002/1097-0142(19871001)60:7<1651::aid-
cncr2820600738>3.0.co;2-j 
 

141 

Play Behaviour Observation 
System 

Farmer‐Dougan, V., and T. Kaszuba. 1999. “Reliability and 
Validity of Play‐based Observations: relationship between the 
PLAY behaviour observation system and standardized measures 
of cognitive and social skills.” Educational Psychology 19, no. 
4: 429–440. doi:10.1080/0144341990190404 

100 

Lunzer’s Scale of Play 
Behaviour  

Hulme, I. and E. A. Lunzer, 1966. “Play, language and reasoning 
in subnormal children.” Journal of Child Psychology and 
Psychiatry 7: 107-123. doi:10.1111/j.1469-
7610.1966.tb02168.x  

86 

Symbolic Play Test Gould, J. 1986. “The Lowe and Costello Symbolic Play Test in 
socially impaired children.” Journal of Autism and 
Developmental Disorders 16, no. 2: 199–213. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01531730 

84 

The test of Pretend Play 
(aka: Warwick Symbolic 
Play Test) 

Lewis, V., J. Boucher, and A. Astell. 1992. “The assessment of 
symbolic play in young children: A prototype test.” 
International Journal of Language and Communication 
Disorders 27, no. 3: 231-245. 
https://doi.org/10.3109/13682829209029423 

51 
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Children's Play Therapy 
Instrument 

Chazan, S. E. 2000. “Using the children's play therapy 
instrument (CPTI) to measure the development of play in 
simultaneous treatment: A case study.” Infant Mental Health 
Journal 21, no. 3: 211-221. doi:10.1002/1097-
0355(200007)21:3<211::AID-IMHJ6>3.0.CO;2-H 

40 

Affect in Play Scale 
 
Version available: 

(i) School-age 
(ii) Preschool 
(iii) Brief Rating 

Russ, S. W., L. Niec, and A. Kaugars. 2000. “Play assessment 
of affect: the Affect in Play Scale.” In Play diagnosis and 
assessment (2nd edition). Edited by K. Gitlin-Weiner, A. 
Sandgrund, and C. Schaefer. 722–748. New York: Wiley. pp. 
722–748. 

32 

The Social Play Record White, C. 2006. The social play record: A toolkit for assessing 
and developing social play from Infancy to adolescence. Jessica 
Kingsley Publishers. 

28 

Children's Active Play 
Imagery Questionnaire 

Cooke, L., K. Munroe-Chandler, C. Hall, D. Tobin and M. 
Guerrero. 2014. “Development of the children's active play 
imagery questionnaire.” Journal of Sports Sciences 32, no. 9: 
860–869. doi:10.1080/02640414.2013.865250  

24 

Enjoyment of Lunchtime 
Play Survey Cards 

Hyndman, B. P., A. C. Benson, S. Ullah, C. F. Finch, and A. 
Telford. 2014. “Children’s Enjoyment of Play during School 
Lunchtime Breaks: An Examination of Intraday and Interday 
Reliability.” Journal of Physical Activity and Health 11, no. 1: 
109–117.  doi:10.1123/jpah.2011-0200  

24 

Mature Make-Believe Play 
Observational Instrument 

Germeroth, C., E. Bodrova, C. Day-Hess, J. Barker, J. Sarama, 
D. H. Clements, and C. Layzer. 2019. “Play It High, Play It Low: 
Examining the Reliability and Validity of a New Observation 
Tool to Measure Children's Make-Believe Play.” American 
Journal of Play 11, no. 2: 183-221. 
https://www.museumofplay.org/app/uploads/2022/01/11-2-
Article-3.pdf  

18 

Children's Developmental 
Play Instrument 

Chazan, S. E. 2009. “Observing play activity: The Children’s 
Developmental Play Instrument (CDPI) with reliability studies.” 
Child Indicators Research 2: 417–436. doi:10.1007/s12187-
009-9043-9 

17 

Fair Play Questionnaire Hassandra, M., M. Goudas, A. Hatzigeorgiadis, and Y. 
Theodorakis. 2002. “Development of a questionnaire assessing 
fair play in elementary school physical education.” Athlitiki 
Psychologia 13: 105–126. 

14 

The Play Checklist Heidemann, S., and D. Hewitt. 2014. When Play Isn't Fun: 
Helping Children Resolve Play Conflicts. Redleaf Press. 

2 
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Imaginary questionnaire, developed in 2014 (Score=16), and the Children’s Play-
fulness Scale, developed in 1991 (Score=16). The lowest quality score went to the 
Symbolic Play Test, developed in 1986 (Score=2), and the second-lowest score 
to the Play Performance Scale, developed in 1985 (Score=4). Not all instruments 
have undergone validity and reliability testing for psychometric properties. A 
detailed description of the psychometric properties of the selected assessments 
appear in figure 5, focusing on validity and reliability.

Discussion

We present a total of twenty-one assessments in this article. The assessments we 
found vary, indicating many of them are suitable for typical children and some 
are for children with special needs. A considerable number of instruments are 
generic in nature, take only a short time to complete, and can be administered 
by individuals without specialized training or expertise. These instruments still 
offer satisfactory psychometric evidence. In this regard, it is beneficial to pro-
mote the use of standardized play assessment in practice (Cubas and Levratto 
2019; Kuhaneck et al. 2013; Romli and Wan Yunus 2020). Nevertheless, due to 
diverse applicability and usability of such instruments, the purpose of this review 
is not prescriptive but to make readers aware of both the scope and purpose 
of the instruments we discovered. Each measurement has its own uniqueness 
and purpose, which is focused on a particular aspect of attention, such as on 
cognitive-only or physical-only observation. Our review provides the compre-
hensive information readers need to decide whether a measure is auspiciously 
tailored for their use.

Because this article and Romli and Wan Yunus (2020) are the same project, 
we considered the additional eight instruments from Romli and Wan Yunus, 
comparing both with previous reviews. Sixteen instruments (fourteen assess-
ments from this article and two from Romli and Wan Yunus) are new and not 
identified previously (Brooke 2004; Burgarelli et al. 2018; Cubas and Levratto 
2019; O’Grady and Dusing 2015). We also discuss the 80 percent (n=8/10) of 
instruments found by Cubas and Levratto. The two instruments not covered 
by them are the Cicchetti Scale and the Casby Scale, which are not available in 
English. The comparison is reasonable because Cubas and Levratto also seek an 
objective search for play-specific assessments. Only 14 percent (n=1/7) of assess-
ments identified in the systematic review by O’Grady and Dusing were covered 
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in our reviews. This is expected because four of the assessments in O’Grady and 
Dusing are nonplay assessments designed to measure motor and cognitive skills, 
although some of the items in the instruments have elements of play. Only one 
of the three assessments specified by Brooke (2004) (i.e., Developmental Play 
Assessment) focus solely on assessing play. This could explain why none of the 
assessments found by Brooke was present in our review. Around 52 percent 
(n=15 of 29) of the assessments listed by Bulgarelli and his colleagues (Bulgar-
elli et al. 2018) were also identified in our review. Burgarelli and his colleagues 
included several assessments that set play as part of its construct. For example, 
the Children’s Assessment of Participation and Enjoyment and Preferences for 
Activities of Children assesses general participation in functional performance, 
and play is asked about in just some of its items. Hence, some assessments were 
not identified in our search, which is reasonable because we focus on assessments 
that consider only play. Assessments found by our project manage to focus only 
on play assessments, not play-based or nonplay assessments. 

Frequently cited assessment does not necessarily yield better quality or 
practice. For example, Parten’s Social Play Hierarchy, despite being the most 
cited, has been criticized for having limited psychometric evidence and for being 
cited as a basis for knowledge. Prior to the 1990s, the majority of assessments 
were poorly designed, subjective, and lacked analytic outcomes. In contrast, more 
recently developed assessments are statistically constructed and have undertaken 
extensive research. Consequently, researchers and practitioners should consider 
the feasibility and evidence available when selecting an assessment. 

Observation is one of the more frequent methods used by practitioners 
(Bulgarelli and Stancheva-Popkostadinova 2018; Md Yakup and Dahlan 2022). 
Although subjective observation is a powerful method for providing rich 
information, objective measurement is necessary for evidence-based purposes 
(Skinner and Turner-Stokes 2006; Stapleton and McBrearty 2009). Our review 
identified a number of assessments available to elevate the observational practice 
with a minimal administrative burden, including the Howes Peer Play Scale, 
Children’s Developmental Play Instrument, and Transdisciplinary Play-Based 
Assessment—Child Development Resources.

Limitations

We do not identify several frequently mentioned assessments. For instance, the 
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Play in Early Childhood Evaluation System (PIECES) (Kelly-Vance and Ryalls 
2005) and Play Assessment Scale are the most frequently used and with good 
evidence available. But they are not included because they do not meet our 
defined criteria—which they have published in gray literature. Some assess-
ment tools are not captured in our search. As a result we missed, for example, 
the System for Observing Children’s Activity and Relationships During Play 
(SOCARP) (Ridgers et al. 2010). 

Moreover, because the review search we conducted is relatively dated, sev-
eral recently published assessments, such as the Children Play Scale (Dodd, 
Nesbit, and Maratchi 2021), may not have been yet retrievable in our search. 
We were unable to conduct an updated search due to limited manpower and 
limited funding. In addition, although our search was systematic, it is possible we 
missed available assessments because of limitations in the searching algorithm 
and our knowledge. 

Conclusion

Practitioners should use instruments to measure what they purport to measure. 
As noted by Bulgarelli and Stancheva-Popkostadinova (2018), practitioners 
employ a number of instruments that use play to assess nonplay aspects such 
as cognitive and interaction (e.g., Early Start Denver Model Curriculum) or 
were not intended for use in play (e.g., Autism Diagnostic Tool—Revised). And 
some of these instruments were not evaluation tools. Md Yakup and Dahlan 
(2022) observed that the vast majority of practitioners do not use standard-
ized play instruments and that they use play as a mere observation or just as 
a reward. One study found that practitioners used an assessment primarily 
because of its availability, ease of administration, and exposure during under-
graduate training rather than for its assessment evidence or for searching and 
exploring new assessments. The use of inappropriate instruments may mislead 
practitioners’ judgment on intervention planning. Nevertheless, this review, 
combined with Romli and Wan Yunus (2020), can provide a preliminary guide 
for practitioners interested in play to refer, select, and use standardized assess-
ment in their work.
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