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Experiments 1 and 2 examined
enabling conditions in physical
causality. We presented children with
objects that had a causal property as
well as an internal enabling compo-
nent. A“recharger” allowed the inside
to be switched to its enabling state
(note:the recharger”was never
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referred to as such in front of the 7 Experimental Control 0- 0-
children).
Effect of age on experimental tasks: ¥2 (1,N = 49) = 2/71,p = .086 Difference between conditions: 72(1,N = 48) = 5.49, p < .05 Difference between conditions: t(46) =-2.11,p < .05
Effect of age on control tasks: 12 (1,N=49) =.131,p = 483 Difference from chance in the battery condition: binomial test,p <.01 Difference from(ch‘;mce inthe battery condition:
1(23)=2.63,p < .05
Difference from chanse of §|x-year-olds on experimental tasks: Difference from chance in the insides condition: binomial test, ns.
Experiment 3 used a modified version of binomial test, p =.093 Difference from chance in the picture condition:
Lillard’s (1993) Moe task to examine t(23) =-0.62, ns.

Difference from chance of four-year-olds on experimental tasks:

enabling condition reasoning in the binomial test, p = .85

psychological domain.
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Discussion

In general, six-year-olds are better able
than four-year-olds to reason about
enabling conditions in the physical

domain.

These data suggest that children have
sophisticated causal inference abilities
early in development, but their knowl-
edge about types of causal inference
might not be in place until after the
preschool years.

Four-year-olds’ performance, however,
improves when the enabling condition is
represented as a battery. Children are
able to use their specific knowledge of
batteries to reason about enabling
condition relations in the physical
domain.

The beneficial effect of batteries applies
to both physical and psychological
causality. When
psychological events were presented as
batteries, children were more likely to
understand an
enabling condition relation in that
domain (specifically between knowl-
edge and pretending).

This suggests the possibility that
children’s
developing understanding of the
relation between knowledge and
pretending reflects an underlying
development of their knowledge of
enabling
condition relations. More research is
necessary to consider this possibility.
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