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A b st rac t

BUILDING AND PRETENDING BETWEEN CHILDREN

by

SUSAN SEIDMAN 

Advisor:  P ro fesso r  Kather ine Nelson

This s tudy was des igned t o  c o n t r a s t  and compare t h e  play  

performances of  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s .  I t  was hypothesized 

t h a t  t h e s e  two groups o f  p la y e r s  would d i f f e r  in  t h e  type  and 

con ten t  of  t h e i r  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and speech .  Another goal of  

t h i s  r e s ea rch  was t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  whether t h e  s o c i a l ,  conversa­

t i o n a l ,  and behav ioral  competence of  pee rs  in  t h e s e  two forms of 

play depend on d i f f e r e n t  ty p e s  o f  knowledge. I t  was a l s o  

hypothesized  t h a t  whereas even t  knowledge (Nelson & Gruendel , 

1979) suppor ts  peer  competence in  p re tend  p l a y ,  s k i l l  in  d i g i t a l  

mapping (Gardner & Wolf, 1983) u n d e r l i e s  competent s o c ia l  

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y .

Forty  e i g h t  same-sex,  preschool  dyads (Mf 58.2 months, SDf 

5.9 months) were randomly ass igned  t o  e i t h e r  a b u i l d in g  o r  p r e ­

tend  c o n d i t i o n .  The study employed a p r e t e s t ,  m o d e l / c o n t r o l , 

p o s t t e s t  d e s ig n .  P r e t e s t  b u i l d e r s  p layed with  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  

m a t e r i a l s ,  p r e te n d e r s  in a p re tend  farm s e t t i n g ,  f o r  6 minutes .
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Trained p re te n d e r s  (12 dyads) observed an a d u l t  model a s c r i p t  

fo r  play ing  "farmland" ,  while  t r a i n e d  b u i l d e r s  observed a p ro ­

cedure f o r  b u i ld ing  towers .  P laye rs  in each c ond i t ion  were 

ass igned  to e i t h e r  a model or  c on t ro l  group.  Control groups 

engaged in  o th e r  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  a s i m i l a r  per iod  of  t ime.  

Following t h i s ,  a l l  p r e te n d e r s  were i n s t r u c t e d  to  "play farm­

la nd" ,  a l l  b u i l d e r s  to  " b u i ld  towers" .  All play s e s s ions  were 

v ideotaped .  T r a n s c r i p t s  o f  peer  t a l k  and coding of  behav ior,  

t a lk  and soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  provided  the da ta .

Major d i f f e r e n c e s  were found between the behavior  of  b u i l d ­

e r s  and p re te n d e r s  and in the forms of  knowledge used to  s t r u c ­

tu re  the se  two forms o f  p la y .  P re tende rs '  play was more s o c i a l ,  

b u i l d e r s '  play more s o l i t a r y .  B u i lde rs  a s s o c i a t e d ,  p re te n d e r s  

c o l l a b o r a t e d .  For the p r e t e s t  b u i l d e r s ,  1/3 o f  t h e i r  soc ia l  

i n t e r a c t i o n  was r e a l i t y - b a s e d  o b j e c t  p la y ,  while  p re te nde rs  

engaged in  more f an ta sy  and more of  t h e i r  speech was devoted to 

spec i fy ing  p lans  f o r  p r e t e n s e .  For b u i l d e r s ,  m a te r ia l  ownership 

t a lk  was more prominent.

There were both cross-domain and dom ain -spec i f ic  changes in 

the symbolic performances of  the  p la y e r s  between t h e i r  f i r s t  and 

second play s e s s i o n s .  All groups engaged in  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 

i n t e r a c t i o n  focused on p la y .  Both model and con t ro l  p re tenders  

engaged in  more f a n ta sy  and r o l e - t a k i n g  in  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  p lay .



Adult-modeling o f  ev e n t  and procedures  induced domain- 

s p e c i f i c  changes in  the c o n t e n t  o f  b u i l d e r  and p re te n d e r  p lay .  

Tra ined  b u i l d e r s  engaged in  more th ree -d imensiona l  d e p i c t i o n .  

Trained  p re te n d e r s  engaged in more symbolic p la y .  Resu l t s  a re  

d iscussed  in  terms o f  the genera l  and dom a in -spec i f i c  p rocesses  

which in f lu e n c e  the soc ia l  symbolic performances o f  p e e r s .
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B u ild in g  and Pretending Between C hildren

When a young c h i ld  i s  asked ,  "What makes him your f r i e n d ? "  the 

answer "We can play" co n ta in s  a whole world t h a t  we a re  j u s t  

beginning to  d i scove r .

(Gottman, 1983, p . 76).

In homes and preschool  c lass rooms,  c h i ld re n  in Western c u l ­

tu r e s  a r e  provided with  s p ec ia l  m a t e r i a l s  fo r  p la y .  Toy s to r e s  

a r e  stocked with  i tems des igned to  encourage f a n ta sy  p lay .  

C h i ld - s i zed  k i t chen  a p p l i a n c e s ,  rubber  f r u i t s  and vege tab le s  and 

play h a t s  a re  i tems o f f e r e d  to  p reschoo le rs  f o r  use in dramat ic 

p lay .  Another s e c t i o n  of  a toy s t o r e  con ta in s  i tems marketed as 

b u i ld ing  and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  t o y s .  These m a te r i a l s  range from the 

c l a s s i c  Lincoln Logs and Tinker Toys to  the more f u t u r i s t i c  S ta r  

City and Great  Groovies b u i ld in g  s e t s .

When two c h i ld re n  play  with  p re tend  or  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  

m a t e r i a l s ,  they engage in a complex s e t  o f  a c t i v i t i e s .  Builders  

manipulate and a r range  t h e i r  m a t e r i a l s  in  va r ious  c o n f i g u r a t i o n s .  

P re tenders  change the r e a l i s t i c  i d e n t i t i e s  of  o b j e c t s ,  people and 

p la ces  and a l t e r  given meanings to  c r e a t e  a make-believe  world.  

Beyond t h i s ,  we have very l i t t l e  knowledge of  what b u i l d e r s  and 

p re te n d e r s  do and say in  the se  two forms o f  p lay.
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Dyadic i n t e r a c t i o n  accounts  f o r  most of  the c h i l d ' s  s o c ia l  

encoun te rs  in  the  preschool  y e a r s  (Hartup,  1983),  and prev ious  

r e s e a r c h  sugges ts  t h a t  knowledge o f  the s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  the 

p la y e r s  i s  e s s e n t i a l  to  unders tand ing  play  (P a r ten ,  1932; Bakeman 

& Brownlee, 1980; Moore, Evertson & Brophy, 1974).  I n t e r a c t i o n  

dur ing  peer p lay may range from being n o n - s o c i a l ,  where p laye rs  

ignore each o t h e r ,  to  highly  c o l l a b o r a t i v e ,  where each p la y e r  

works on a d i f f e r e n t  t a sk  r e l a t e d  to  a common go a l .  Previous  

re sea rch  a l s o  shows t h a t  dur ing a s e s s io n  of  dyadic p lay ,  the 

c o n t e n t  of  c h i l d r e n ' s  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  inc ludes  a t t e n t i o n  to 

ownership o f  play  m a t e r i a l s ,  man ipula t ion  and e x p l o ra t i o n  o f  play 

m a t e r i a l s ,  and the c r e a t i o n  and maintenance of  f a n ta sy  (Seidman, 

1983b). We now r e a l i z e  t h a t  language i s  the primary v e h ic le  used 

by o ld e r  preschool  c h i ld r e n  t o  communicate the purpose and 

meaning o f  t h e i r  pretend  play (see B re the r ton ,  1984). Despite  

the f a c t  t h a t  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play  i s  the "most common form of 

a c t i v i t y  in  most preschool  and k inde rga r ten  classrooms "(Rubin,  

Fein & Vandenberg, 1983, p . 227), th e re  i s  v i r t u a l l y  no r e s ea rch  

on t h i s  type o f  p lay .  C ur ren t  r e s e a r c h  on peer  p lay  sugges ts  

t h a t  any a t t e m p t  to de sc r ibe  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the p lay  of 

b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  must ana lyze  the form and c o n t e n t  of  

p l a y e r s '  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and s o c ia l  speech.

One of  the major goals  o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  i s  to  c o n t r a s t  and 

compare the play  performances of  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s .  These
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p la y e r s '  symbolic play  performances a r e  a l i k e  in t h a t  both forms 

o f  play e n t a i l  s o c i a l  speech and i n t e r a c t i o n  which i s  d i r e c t e d  

toward p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r a c t i v e  g o a l s .  Thus, documentat ion of  the 

d i f f e r e n c e s  between b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  on these  v a r i a b l e s  

w i l l  p rovide f u r t h e r  unders tand ing o f  the unique and common f e a ­

tu r e s  of  these  forms o f  soc ia l  p lay .

The second goal of  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  i s  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  the know­

ledge b a s i s  f o r  c h i l d r e n ' s  soc ia l  and conve r sa t iona l  competence 

w i th in  the se  forms of  p lay .  In terms of  s o c ia l  p r e t e n s e ,  th e re  

i s  ample ev idence  t h a t  s c r i p t  o r  schema knowledge, e v e n t  r e p r e ­

s e n t a t i o n s  of  f a m i l i a r  even t s ,  p rov ides  preschool  dyads with  a 

s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  suppor ts  and o rgan izes  t h e i r  j o i n t  t a l k  and beha­

v io r  in  play (Garvey & Berndt ,  1975; Nelson & Gruendel ,  1979; 

Wolf, 1983; Seidman, 1983; Corsaro ,  1983; Nelson & Seidman,

1984).  F u r th e r ,  young c h i ld re n  can r e l a t e  o rgan ized ,  s equen t i a l  

r e p o r t s  o f  the r u l e s  f o r  make-believe games (Evan & Rubin,  1983) 

and r e p o r t  p a r t i c u l a r  procedures  f o r  dramatiz ing  p lay ing  school ,  

do c to r ,  and going on a t r i p  (Nelson,  Seidman & Gruendel ,  in  

p r e p a r a t i o n ) .  L i t t l e  i s  known a bou t  soc ia l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay ,  

al though i t  i s  known t h a t  the a b i l i t y  to  model a p a r t i c u l a r  con­

f i g u r a t i o n  ( d i g i t a l  mapping) i s  an im p o r tan t  s k i l l  in  advancing 

an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay a b i l i t i e s  (Gardner & Wolf,

1983).
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There i s  some evidence t h a t  adu l t-model ing  of  p re tend  play 

sequences or  s c r i p t s  f o r  play i n c re a s e s  the complexity of  subse­

quen t  play r e l a t i v e  to  a c h i l d ' s  s o l i t a r y  spontaneous p lay  p e r ­

formances (Watson & F i s h e r ,  1980; Fenson & Ramsay, 1981; Fenson, 

1984; B re th e r to n ,  O 'Connel l ,  Shore & Bates ,  1984). Since no 

con t ro l  groups were employed in these  s t u d i e s ,  i t  i s  n o t  known 

whether p r i o r  spontaneous play  exper ience  w i th  the m a t e r i a l s  

a n d /o r  the modeling of  s c r i p t s  f o r  play  c o n t r ib u te d  to  the 

observed changes.

Adopting a modeling paradigm to  the study o f  the dyad ic  play 

of  p re schoo le r s  w i l l  provide a g r e a t  deal  o f  in form ation  on how 

what  c h i ld r e n  know r e l a t e s  to  what  they do and say in p la y .  In 

p a r t i c u l a r ,  a comparison of  the dimensions of  change between the 

spontaneous and p o s t t e s t  play of  model and con t ro l  p la y e r s  w i l l  

d e t a i l  the a s p e c t s  of  play  most d i r e c t l y  in f luenced  by the p r i o r  

exper ience  of  p lay ing  w i th  a peer  in  the same play co n te x t .  

Comparing the mean pre and p o s t t e s t  performance of  the  p l a y e r s  

w i l l  provide a d d i t i o n a l  information  on the  unique p r o p e r t i e s  of  

the  two play forms.  C o n t ra s t ing  the e f f e c t  of  play t r a i n i n g  w i l l  

i d e n t i f y  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between e v e n t  and procedura l  knowledge 

and soc ia l  p lay .

I t  i s  expec ted  t h a t  modeling w i l l  induce a g r e a t e r  amount 

of  and more complex f a n ta sy  play  fo r  p r e te n d e r s  and o b j e c t /  

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y  f o r  b u i l d e r s .  These r e s u l t s  w i l l  provide
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s t ro n g  evidence f o r  the c e n t r a l i t y  o f  e v en t  knowledge in  s o c ia l  

symbolic p la y ,  and o f  d i g i t a l  mapping in  s o c ia l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  

p lay .

C o g n itiv e  Views o f  Sym bolic Development and Play

The symbolic performances o f  young c h i ld r e n  have captured  

the i n t e r e s t  o f  d e v e lo p m e n ta l i s t s  th roughout  t h i s  cen tu ry .  In 

p a r t i c u l a r ,  the study  o f  c h i l d r e n ' s  p la y  was cons idered  a window 

to  p r e s c h o o le r s '  s o c ia l  (P a r t e n ,  1932; Garvey, 1974),  language 

(P ia g e t ,  1932; Nelson & Gruendel ,  1979) and c o g n i t iv e  development 

(Vygotsky, 1978; Werner & Kaplan, 1963; Gardner,  1983).

D i f f e r e n t  t h e o r i s t s  v a r io u s l y  i n t e r p r e t  the c o g n i t iv e  and 

developmental  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  p la y .  Most r e l e v a n t  to t h i s  

r e s e a rc h  a re  models which c o n ce p tu a l ize  play  w i th in  a more gene­

r a l  theory  of  symbolic development.  One o f  the more d i f f i c u l t  

a s p e c t s  o f  comparing va r ious  t h e o r i e s  o f  symbolic development i s  

t h a t  th e re  a r e  no shared  d e f i n i t i o n s .  T here fo re ,  i t  i s  helpfu l  

to e s t a b l i s h  common meanings f o r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  terms before  

a l t e r n a t i v e  views o f  symbolic development a r e  p resen ted .

Play i s  a genera l  term, and i s  h e re in  a p p l ied  to  behavior  

and t a l k  which may be e i t h e r  f a n ta s y -b a s e d  (v a r io u s ly  termed 

pre tend  p lay ,  f a n ta s y  p l a y ,  or  symbolic p lay)  or  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  

manipula t ion  or  c o n s t r u c t io n  with  o b j e c t s  (termed o b j e c t  p la y ,  

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay ,  or  f u n c t io n a l  p l a y ) .  Both pre tend  and
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co n s t ru c t io n a l  p lay are  symbolic a c t i v i t i e s  s ince  each may 

involve u t i l i z a t i o n  of  an o b j e c t ,  person or  p lace  to  r e p r e s e n t  

something o th e r  than i t s  l i t e r a l  i d e n t i t y .  Bui lders  make 

co n s t ru c t io n a l  p roduc ts ,  p r e te n d e r s  c r e a t e  make-believe worlds.

Gardner and Wolf (1983) have provided c l e a r  d e f i n i t i o n s  of  

c o n s t r u c t s  im por tan t  in  the study o f  the symbolic development of  

young c h i l d r e n .  In g e n e ra l ,  sem io t ic  func t ion  i s  the engagement 

in any a c t i v i t y  which e n t a i l s  the  use of  symboliza t ion .  Both 

symbol systems and domains a re  key c o n s t r u c t s  in the study of 

symbolic development. "Symbol systems a re  c o l l e c t i o n s  of  symbols 

which through c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s  come to  be used in an organ ized  

or  sys tem at ic  way" (Gardner & Wolf, 1983, p . 20).  Domains a re  

p a r t i c u l a r  symbol systems marked by c e r t a i n  f e a t u r e s  s p e c i f i c  to 

t h a t  symbol system. F u r th e r ,  dom ain -spec i f ic  r e f e r s  to  s k i l l s  or 

p r i o r i t i e s  c e n t r a l  to fu n c t io n in g  in  a p a r t i c u l a r  domain; c e n t r a l  

s k i l l s  a r e  c o g n i t iv e  s k i l l s  or  o p e ra t io n s  which a r e  im pl ica ted  in 

more than one domain of  symbolic performance.

D i f f e r e n t  th e o r i e s  of  symbolic development v a r io u s ly  i n t e r ­

p r e t  the r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between d i f f e r e n t  symbolic developments.  

The semio tic  view of  symbolic development i s  a theory  of  commona­

l i t i e s .  Researchers  guided by the  sem io t ic  system a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  

in sp ec i fy in g  the  f e a t u r e s  which a r e  common to  a l l  r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and in  s p e c i fy in g  the c e n t r a l  p rocesses  which 

govern symbolic fu n c t i o n .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the dom ain -spec i f ic  view
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of  symbolic development i s  a theory  of  d i f f e r e n c e s .  I n v e s t i g a ­

t o r s  d i r e c t e d  by t h i s  conception  s t r i v e  to  d e f in e  the unique 

f e a t u r e s  o f  each domain o f  symbol iza t ion ,  and the p a r t i c u l a r  

s k i l l s  which a r e  e s s e n t i a l  to  mastery of  each domain of  symboli­

z a t io n .

The approach o f  the Harvard P r o j e c t  Zero g ro u p ' s  approach to 

the study of  symbolizat ion i n t e g r a t e s  f e a t u r e s  of  both the semio­

t i c  and dom ain -spec i f ic  views.  Students  of  symbolic development 

must determine :  "whether,  in  f a c t ,  a l l  symbols seem to  be t r e a t ­

ed in more or  l e s s  the same way by human in fo rm at ion -p rocess ing  

systems and whether development seems to  occur s i m i l a r l y  ac ro ss  

d iv e rs e  symbol systems; o r ,  on the c o n t ra ry ,  whether these  symbol 

systems a r e  much more in d iv id u a l  or  ' e n c ap s u la ted '  with l e s s  of  a 

l i n k  between one and the next" (Gardner & Wolf, 1983, p . 21).

The s e m io t i c ,  d om a in -spec i f i c  and i n t e g r a t i v e  approach to  

the study of  symbolic development each c a r ry  a d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n  of  the s t a t u s  o f  p la y .

Semiotic view o f  p l a y . Proponents of  the sem io t ic  view, 

inc lud ing  P iage t  (1962) and Bruner (1964), focus on the common­

a l i t i e s  t h a t  e x i s t  a c ro s s  d iv e r s e  symbolic a c t i v i t i e s .  These 

t h e o r i s t s  emphasize t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  which e n t a i l  sem io t ic  func­

t i o n  w i l l  have a s i m i l a r  developmental  course because they a r e  

governed by more general  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  c a p a c i t i e s .  One of  the 

goa ls  of  r e s e a r c h e r s  guided by t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  to  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t
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the p rocesses  which govern c h i l d r e n ' s  symbolic th ough t  a re  

r e f l e c t e d  in  n o n - t r i v a l  ways in  a l l  t h e i r  symbolic a c t i v i t i e s ,  be 

they language,  symbolic p la y ,  or  th ree-d imensional  r e p r e s e n t a -  

t i  on .

From P i a g e t ' s  (1962) p e r s p e c t i v e ,  the d iv e rs e  forms o f  sym­

b o l i z a t i o n  of  preschool  c h i ld r e n  a l l  r e f l e c t  the p r e -o p e ra t io n a l  

s t r u c t u r e  of  t h e i r  thought .  In h i s  view, both symbolic play and 

language r e f l e c t  the p r e lo g i c a l  s t r u c t u r e  of  a c h i l d ' s  thought.  

Because the c h i ld  d i s t o r t s  r e a l i t y  in p r e t e n s e ,  f a n ta s y  can n o t  

play  a r o l e  in  the c o g n i t iv e  growth of  the c h i l d .  Also, the 

m a jo r i ty  of  a young c h i l d ' s  speech i s  e g o c e n t r i c ,  a s  opposed to 

s o c i a l ,  because she cannot  adop t  the p o i n t  o f  view of  her l i s ­

t e n e r .

However, P i a g e t ' s  (1946) d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  c h i l d r e n ' s  symbolic 

developments a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  with  a domain-spec i f ic  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of  symbolic development. He d e s c r ib e s  a c o g n i t iv e  h ie ra rchy  of 

play forms: p r a c t i c e / f u n c t i o n a l  p la y ,  games of  make-be li eve ,

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  games, and games o f  r u l e s .  He s t a t e s  t h a t  

" c o n s t ru c t io n a l  games occupy a p o s i t i o n  halfway between [make- 

b e l i e v e ]  play  and a d ap t iv e  i n t e l l i g e n c e "  (P ia g e t ,  1946, p . 109). 

F u r th e r ,  he sugges ts  t h a t  the language of  c h i ld r e n  can be more or 

l e s s  e g o c e n t r i c :  " a l l  language t h a t  i s  bound up with a c t i o n ,

with h a n d i c r a f t ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  w i th  play w i l l  tend to  be more 

s o c i a l i z e d "  (P iag e t ,  1974, p . 62) .
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In summary, P i a g e t  main ta ins  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  symbolic deve­

lopments a r e  c o n t r o l l e d  and l i m i t e d  by the c h i l d ' s  s t age  of  

c o g n i t iv e  development,  and a l s o  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  forms of  play have 

d i s t i n c t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  This  fo rm ula t ion  leads  to  the ques­

t ion  o f  whether the  same kinds of  knowledge u n d e r l i e  make-believe  

and c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y ,  an is sue  n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  addressed  by 

P ia g e t .

Domain/Media s p e c i f i c  view of  p l a y . Adoption of  the domain- 

s p e c i f i c  view would le ad  to  the p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  m a te r ia l  media 

w i l l  have a non-minima! e f f e c t  on symbolic performance w i th in  

play in g e n e ra l ,  and pre tend  and c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play in p a r t i c u ­

l a r .  P s y ch o lo g is t s  (Arnheim, 1974) and a r t  h i s t o r i a n s  ( e . g .  

Gombrich, 1961) emphasize t h a t  the use of  d i f f e r e n t  symbolic 

media r e s u l t s  in  p roduc ts  t h a t  have d i s t i n c t i v e  p r o p e r t i e s .  Par­

t i c u l a r  media,  in  a d d i t i o n ,  embody, through s o c i e t a l  and c u l t u r a l  

conven t ions ,  t h e i r  own mechanisms f o r  conveying meaning.

Domains o f  p lay  a r e  def ined  by both  the m a te r ia l  media used 

by p la y e r s  ( e . g .  b locks  a f f o r d  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay ;  a play  house 

a f f o r d s  p r e te n s e )  and by whether play  m a t e r i a l s  a r e  t ransformed 

or r e t a i n  t h e i r  r e a l  i d e n t i t i e s .  In one o f  the  few s t u d i e s  sup­

p o r t in g  the domain s p e c i f i c  view, i t  was found t h a t  in  two forms 

o f  p i c t u r i n g ,  photography and drawing,  both a d u l t s  and c h i ld r e n  

had m e d ia - s p e c i f i c  conceptions  of  p i c t u r i n g  (Seidman & B e i l i n ,

1984).  By e x t e n s i o n ,  one would expec t  the symbolic performances
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of b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  to  d i f f e r  in  terms of  the p la y e r s  

s o c ia l  speech and i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and t h a t  these  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i l l  

revea l  the unique f e a t u r e s  and c o g n i t iv e  p rocesses  governing 

the se  two forms o f  p lay .

I n t e g r a t i v e  view of p l a y . The Harvard P r o j e c t  Zero r e s ea rch  

group i s  p r e s e n t l y  engaged in  an i n t e n s i v e  study of  the symbolic 

development o f  c h i ld r e n  between the ages of  one and e i g h t .  The 

aim o f  t h e i r  r e s e a r c h  i s  to  uncover the c o g n i t i v e  founda t ion  of  

symbol izat ion as  a genera l  development,  and to  d e s c r ib e  the 

development which occurs  in  the mastery o f  s p e c i f i c  symbol sys­

tems. Thus f a r ,  they have p resen ted  an i n t e r e s t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i z a ­

t i o n  o f  what  needs to  be accounted f o r  in any theory of  the 

development of  symbol iza t ion (Gardner,  1983).

They p o s i t  t h a t  the re  a re  s i x  domains of  symbolic knowledgej *. 

symbol p la y ,  language,  music,  number, two-dimensional  r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i o n  and th ree -d imensiona l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  These "st reams"  of  

symbolic development each have s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s  a s s o c i a t e d  with  

them, s k i l l s  which a r e  l e a rn ed .  However, th e re  a r e  a l s o  "waves" 

or  " c e n t ra l  s k i l l s "  o f  sym bol iza t ion ,  common c o g n i t i v e  o p e ra t io n s  

which a r e  im por tan t  in  f u n c t io n in g  a c ro s s  m u l t ip l e  domains of  

symboliza t ion .

This view o f  symbolic development i s  d i s t i n c t  from a semio­

t i c  view in an e s s e n t i a l  way. Rather than viewing p re tend  play 

as  a p roduc t  of  the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  s tage  of  the c h i l d ,  the



-1 1 -

theory s t r e s s e s  t h a t  numerous developments w i l l  in f lu e n c e  symbo­

l i c  p lay .  Fantasy play e n t a i l s  complex s k i l l s  which a r e  r e l a t e d  

to  both the domains o f  language and symbolic p la y .  S im i l a r l y ,  

s ince  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play invo lves  language ,  th ree-d imensional  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  and perhaps even symbolic p lay ,  i t  i s  n o t  a "pure 

form" o f  p lay .  Indeed, Wolf (1983) r e p o r t s  t h a t  young c h i ld re n  

do n o t  have a no tion  of  d i s t i n c t  symbol systems and they must 

l e a rn  to  c o n s t r u c t  them in the course  o f  symbolic development.

In summary, i t  i s  expec ted  t h a t  an unders tanding  o f  the 

p re tend  and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play o f  pee r s  r e q u i r e s  a t t e n t i o n  to 

the var ious  d i s p l a y s  of  symbol izat ion t h a t  accompany the play of  

b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s .

Given t h i s  assumption,  q u es t io n s  emerge which guide the 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  the s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the play of  

b u i l d e r s  and p re t e n d e r s .  I s  the use of  language s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  between the two forms o f  play? In what way does the 

behavior  of  b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  d i f f e r ?  Are the se  d i f f e r e n ­

ces  in  the c o g n i t i v e  op e ra t io n s  used to  s t r u c t u r e  the two forms 

o f  play? These genera l  ques t ions  g enera te  more s p e c i f i c  ques­

t i o n s  when a p p l i e d  to  the study o f  the  s o c ia l  p lay  o f  b u i l d e r s  

and p r e te n d e r s .

The S o c ia l Use o f  Symbols

Werner & Kaplan (1963) emphasized t h a t  symboliza t ion  o r i g i ­

nated  in  the c o n t e x t  of  mother -ch i ld  i n t e r a c t i o n .  Vygotsky
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(1978) be l iev ed  t h a t  imaginary play was based on r u l e s ,  r u l e s  

which were de r ived  from o b se rva t ion  o f  s o c ia l  behav io r .  These 

th i n k e r s  have led  contemporary play r e s e a r c h e r s  to  cons ide r  the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between knowledge and symboliza t ion  in  the s o c ia l  

play o f  both  m o the r -ch i ld  and c h i l d - c h i l d  dyads.

There i s  evidence  which sugges ts  t h a t  the dyadic  p lay of  

b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  i s  in f luenced  by f a c t o r s  which do no t  

a f f e c t  the  symbolic performances o f  s o l i t a r y  p l a y e r s  (O'Connell 

and B re th e r to n ,  1984). I t  appears  t h a t  even w i th in  d i f f e r e n t  

forms o f  dyadic p la y ,  development o f  play a b i l i t i e s  v a r i e s  

depending on whether the dyads a r e  m o the r -ch i ld  or  c h i l d - s i b l i n g  

(Dunn & Dale,  1984) or  f r i e n d - f r i e n d  or  c h i l d - c h i l d  s t r a n g e r s  

(Gottman, 1983).

Pre tend  play o f  p r e s c h o o le r s . P i a g e t  showed l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  

in the c o l l e c t i v e ,  soc ia l  play o f  o ld e r  preschool  c h i l d r e n .  

Ra ther ,  h i s  concern was with  how the c o g n i t i v e  s tage  o f  p r e ­

s c h o o le r s '  thought l i m i t e d  t h e i r  c o g n i t i v e ,  s o c i a l ,  and play 

a b i l i t i e s .  His r e s e a r c h  on the development o f  p reo p e ra t io n a l  

c h i l d r e n ' s  speech led  him to  a s s e r t  t h a t  t h e i r  speech was to  a 

l a rg e  e x t e n t  non-communicative.  In h i s  view t h i s  e g o c e n t r i c  

speech e x i s t s  because o f  the c o g n i t iv e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  young 

c h i l d r e n .  Young c h i l d r e n ' s  speech i s  e g o c e n t r i c ,  a s  opposed to 

s o c i a l ,  because they cannot  adop t  the p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  t h e i r
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Fur t h e r ,  he o f f e r e d  two reasons  why the c h i ld  under 7 w i l l  be 

e g o c e n t r i c :

I t  i s  due,  in  the  f i r s t  p la ce ,  to  the absence 
o f  any s u s t a in e d  s o c ia l  in t e r c o u r s e  among the 
c h i ld r e n  of  l e s s  than 7 or 8,  and in  the sec­
ond p la c e ,  to  the f a c t  t h a t  the  language used 
in  the fundamental a c t i v i t y  of  the c h i l d -  
p l a y . . . i s  one of  g e s t u r e s ,  movement and mimi­
cry as much as  o f  words. There i s ,  as  we 
have s a i d ,  no r e a l  s o c ia l  l i f e  among ch i ld ren  
of  l e s s  than 7 or  8 y e a r s  (P ia g e t ,  1974, 
p . 60-61).

In l i g h t  of  c u r r e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  the a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  c h i ld re n  

of  l e s s  than 7 or  8 have "no r e a l  soc ia l  l i f e "  seems to  be an 

in a c c u ra te  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  the American preschool  c h i l d .

Young c h i ld r e n  in  both nurse ry  school (Garvey, 1974) and in 

daycare s e t t i n g s  (Schwartzman, 1978) engage in  complex soc ia l  

p lay .  P a r t e n ' s  (1932) c l a s s i c  s tudy provided the scheme of  c l a s ­

s i fy in g  the s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  preschool c h i ld r e n  which i s  

s t i l l  u t i l i z e d  in  play r e s e a r c h .  Her system was r ev o lu t io n a ry  

because i t  captured  the play of  an ind iv idua l  c h i ld  in  r e l a t i o n  

to  the group.  In her  system, the c a t e g o r i e s  o f  unoccupied beha­

v io r  on looker ,  s o l i t a r y ,  p a r a l l e l ,  a s s o c i a t i v e  and coopera t ive  

p la y ,  formed a h ie ra rch y .  She cons idered  unoccupied the l e a s t  

mature,  and coopera t ive  the most  mature form o f  s o c ia l  p lay .  

P reschoo le rs  sp e n t  only 40% of  t h e i r  time in  a s s o c i a t i v e  or  

coopera t ive  p lay .
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La t e l y ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  working w i th in  P a r t e n ' s  framework have 

been more i n t e r e s t e d  in  s p e c i fy in g  the func t ion  of  each form of 

s o c ia l  p la y  (Bakerman & Brownlee, 1980; Moore, Evertson & Brophy, 

1974) and they have ques t ioned  whether her  h ie ra rchy  i s  a v a l id  

index of  in c re a s in g  soc ia l  m a tu r i t y .  By and l a r g e ,  developmental 

play  r e s e a r c h  in  the 70 ' s  and 8 0 ' s has focused more on the cogni­

t i v e  than on the soc ia l  a s p e c t s  of  p lay .

Stage th e o r i e s  of  p l a y . An assumption common to  a l l  s tage 

t h e o r i e s  o f  pre tend  play  i s  t h a t  change in the s o l i t a r y  play of a 

c h i ld  ac ro s s  her preschool  y e a r s  indexes a p ro g re s s io n  in  the 

development o f  mental r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  The p a t t e r n  of  the s tages  

in  the development o f  symbolic play a b i l i t i e s  i s  be l ieved  to be 

i n v a r i a n t  a c ro s s  c h i ld r e n .

One a s p e c t  o f  p re tend  p la y  i s  c u r r e n t l y  e x p la in ed  by s tage 

theory .  N icol ich  (1977) i s  i n t e r e s t e d  in  s p e c i fy in g  the changes 

i n  the  development o f  symbolic m a tu r i ty  a s  they a r e  indexed in 

symbolic p la y .  She b e l i e v e s ,  as  d id  P iage t ,  t h a t  changes in the 

le ve l  of  p la y :

a r e  der ived  from the c h i l d r e n ' s  a c t i o n  with 
r e s p e c t  to  o b j e c t s  and people in  the e n v i ro n ­
ment. Development proceeds  from i n i t i a l  
r e a l i s t i c  t r ea tm e n t  o f  o b j e c t s  through p re ­
tend  a c t i v i t i e s  which a r e  i n c re a s in g ly  
a b s t r a c t  and complex, to  the beginning of  
p re tend  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  planned,  and thus 
menta l ly  r e p re s e n te d  in  advance of  p e r f o r ­
mance (Nico l ich ,  1977, p . 89) .
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To a s s e s s  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e ,  she developed a 5 - lev e l  sequence 

which was designed  to  mark the changes in  symboliza t ion  ac ro ss  

the pe r iod  from 14 to  31 months. In the h i g h e s t  le ve l  of  play in

her system (Level 5 . 2 ) ,  the c h i l d  e n a c t s  more than one pretend

schema and a l s o  p rovides  verbal  ev idence  t h a t  she i s  plann ing her 

p lay :  "Child pu ts  play  food in  a p o t ,  s t i r s ,  then says 'soup '  or

'Mommy' before  feeding  the mother.  She w a i t s ,  then says  'more?'  

o f f e r i n g  the spoon to  the  mother (N ico l ich ,  1977, p . 94) ."

I t  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  however, to  conceive o f  play scen a r io s  t h a t

c o n s i s t  o f  more than one ep isode  o f  planned p r e t e n s e .  Af te r

o f f e r i n g  mother food,  the  c h i l d  could have proceeded to  announce,  

fo r  example,  t h a t  she was washing the d i s h e s .  M ul t i -ep isode  play 

of  t h i s  s o r t  i s  common in the play o f  c h i ld r e n  from 3 to  6 yea r s  

of  age,  and t h i s  le ve l  of  p lay  i s  n o t  cap tu red  in N ic o l i c h ' s  

c a t e g o r i e s .

The s t a g e s  under ly ing  a more s p e c i f i c  symbolic development, 

t h a t  of  the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  s o c ia l  r o l e s ,  have a l s o  been in v e s ­

t i g a t e d  (Watson & F i s c h e r ,  1980).  These r e s e a r c h e r s  p o s i t  an 

e i g h t - s t e p  sequence in  the  development o f  s o c ia l  r o l e s  of  c h i l d ­

ren between the  ages  of  1 1/2 and 7 1 /2 .  They d e s c r ib e  develop­

ment in  t h i s  per iod  a s  fo l lo w s :  "Early  on,  c h i ld r e n  take  the

p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  an a g en t  ca r ry in g  o u t  a behaviora l  r o l e ,  then the 

p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  an a g e n t  f i l l i n g  a s o c ia l  r o l e ,  and f i n a l l y  the 

p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  a more i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  ag e n t  f i l l i n g  severa l  s o c ia l
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r o l e s  a t  once" (Watson & F i s c h e r ,  1980, p . 492).  In two e x p e r i ­

ments con ta in in g  80 c h i l d r e n ,  they provide convincing evidence 

t h a t  t h i s  sequence of  development i s  i n v a r i a n t  and t h a t  fo r  

middle c l a s s  c h i ld r e n ,  each s t e p  i s  achieved  a t  approximate ly  the 

same age.

Four to  s even -yea r -o ld  c h i ld r e n  were a b l e  to  model play 

sequences us ing d o c t o r ,  n u r s e ,  and p a t i e n t  d o l l s  which r e l a t e d  to 

each o th e r  in  in c r e a s in g ly  complex ways. F ou r -y ea r -o ld s  r e ­

enac ted  sc e n a r io s  in which the  doc to r  do l l  m in i s t e r e d  to  the  s ick  

p a t i e n t  d o l l .  By 7 y e a r s  o f  age ,  a c h i l d  was ab le  to  model a 

scene in  which a s in g le  do l l  assumed more than one r o l e  a s ,  f o r  

example: "Experimenter  p re te nds  t h a t  one do l l  i s  a do c to r ,

f a t h e r ,  and husband r e l a t i n g  to  two o th e r  d o l l s .  The second do ll  

i s  a s ick  p a t i e n t  and the  f i r s t  d o l l ' s  daughte r .  The t h i r d  dol l  

i s  the p a t i e n t ' s  mother and the  f i r s t  d o l l ' s  wife"  (Watson & 

F i s c h e r ,  1980, p . 485).

However, in  spontaneous p l a y ,  the o lde r  c h i ld r e n  d id  not  

c o n s i s t e n t l y  produce play  s c e n a r i o s  in  which the se  complex s o c ia l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were d i s p la y e d .  The a u tho rs  admit  t h a t  f u r t h e r  

r e s e a r c h  i s  needed to  account  f o r  the  d i f f e r i n g  d i s p la y  o f  soc ia l  

r o l e  knowledge in e l i c i t e d  and spontaneous p lay .  I t  i s  po s s ib le  

t h a t  o ld e r  preschool  c h i ld r e n  r e q u i r e  a s o c ia l  p a r t n e r  to  engage 

in complex f a n t a s y .  The i s s u e  of  how s o c ia l  r o l e  knowledge i s
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expressed  in c h i l d r e n ' s  dyadic p lay  r e q u i r e s  f u r t h e r  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

In summary, r e s e a r c h  has documented c o g n i t iv e  advances in 

p la y  a c r o s s  the  preschool  y e a r s  both  in  s o c i a l  r o l e  knowledge and 

the a b i l i t y  to  use o b j e c t s  sym bo l ica l ly .  Most s tage  t h e o r i e s  a re  

based on o b s e rv a t io n s  o f  the  in d iv id u a l  c h i l d  engaged in  indepen­

d en t  a c t i o n .  L i t t l e  c o n s id e r a t io n  i s  given to  the s p e c i f i c  con­

t r i b u t i o n  o f  language to  the  development o f  p la y .

Social  p lay  o f  preschool  p e e r s . Language i s  a c e n t r a l  medi­

um f o r  the symbolic p la y  o f  preschool  c h i l d r e n  and Garvey (1974) 

work on c h i l d r e n ' s  play t a l k  has led  to  im por tan t  d i s c o v e r i e s  

abou t  the p r o p e r t i e s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s o c ia l  p lay .

Garvey be l iev ed  t h a t  i n t e rp e r s o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e ,  and n o t  j u s t  

the c h i l d ' s  s tage  o f  c o g n i t iv e  development,  i s  c e n t r a l  to  the 

development o f  s o c ia l  r o l e  p la y .  "Children  l e a r n  to  conduct  such 

p la y ,  f i r s t  w ith  a d u l t  suppor t  or  even e x p l i c i t  t r a i n i n g  or  

modeling, and then with  age-mates ,  whose f u n c t io n  grows during 

the t h i r d  y e a r  o f  l i f e  from c h i l d  p a r t n e r  to  inc lude  r o l e - p a r t n e r  

as  w e l l . "  (Garvey, 1982, p . 83) .

Indeed,  f o r  dyads between 3 1/2 to  5 y e a r s  o f  age ,  66% o f  

t h e i r  p laytime i s  sp e n t  in  mutual engagement (Garvey,  1974). 

Although Garvey d id  n o t  d i r e c t l y  i n v e s t i g a t e  the p r o p e r t i e s  o f  ' 

non- fan tasy  based s o c ia l  p la y ,  her d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  p la y  s t r e s s e s  

t h a t  through t h e i r  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  c h i l d - c h i l d  p la y e r s  move
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in and o u t  of  f a n t a s y .  "The course  of  r o l e  play does no t  run 

smooth; and most ep isodes  inc lude  some frame b reaks ,  in  which the 

r o l e  p la y e r s  change back to  t h e i r  normal i d e n t i t y ,  us ing t h e i r  

own voice and g e s tu re s  to  d i s c u s s  or  argue about  something in 

r o l e - p l a y  frame,  or  e l s e  on some ev e n t  in the a c tu a l  environment" 

(Garvey, 1982, p . 59) .  Thus, a f u l l  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  c h i l d r e n ' s  

s o c ia l  r o l e  p lay  r e q u i r e s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  what c h i ld r e n  a re  

t a lk in g  a bou t  when they a r e  n o t  engaged in  f a n ta sy  t a l k .

In a s tudy of  the sandbox play  of  peers  (Seidman, 1983b), i t  

was d iscovered  t h a t  c h i ld r e n  engage in  both f a n ta sy  and r e a l i t y  

based p la y .  In t h i s  s tudy ,  ten preschool  aged dyads engaged in 

twelve minute play s e s s i o n s .  The p la y e r s  u t i l i z e d  a s a n d - f i l l e d  

tank which conta ined  a p l a s t i c  c o n ta in e r  with a to p ,  two shove ls ,  

a measuring cup,  and a l a rg e  spoon.  All of  the t a l k  o f  the 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  was t r a n s c r i b e d ,  and each u t t e r a n c e  was coded both 

f o r  i t s  re le vance  to  the  p a r t n e r ' s  p r i o r  u t t e r a n c e ,  and f o r  i t s  

thematic c o n te n t .  Theme measures (Seidman, 1983b) captured  the 

i n t e r a c t i v e  goa l s  which the dyads pursued through t h e i r  t a l k .  

Thus, one or  more exchanges of  r e l e v a n t  t a lk  with  the same thema­

t i c  c o n t e n t  c o n s t i t u t e d  a thematic  conversa t ion .

Analys is  of  the thematic  c o n t e n t  o f  these  d ia logues  revea led  

t h a t  young p la y e r s  developed c o nve r sa t ions  around th r e e  d i f f e r e n t  

i n t e r a c t i v e  g o a l s .
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In o b j e c t  play c o n v e r s a t i o n s ,  c h i ld r e n  used language to  des ­

c r ib e  and comment on t h e i r  s t i r r i n g ,  mixing,  and pouring a c t i o n s  

which accompanied sandbox p la y .  Seven o f  the ten dyads a l s o  

engaged in  m a te r ia l  ownership c o n v e r s a t io n s ,  where the c h i l d r e n ' s  

d ia logue  concerned the s h a r in g ,  posse ss ion ,  o r  d e s i r e  f o r  play 

m a t e r i a l s .  Fantasy play  d ia lo g u e s  most o f ten  had an even t -based  

s t r u c t u r e ,  and d e s p i t e  the f a c t  t h a t  the c h i ld re n  s h i f t e d  t h e i r  

conve rsa t iona l  themes a c ro s s  t h e i r  twelve minute play  s e s s i o n ,  

the s c r i p t e d  "make cake" f a n t a s y  was developed a c ro s s  the play 

s e s s io n .

We need more f u n c t i o n a l l y  based s t u d i e s  of  the s o c ia l  play 

o f  peers  which i d e n t i f y  the  form and c o n t e n t  of  peer  soc ia l  

i n t e r a c t i o n .  Peer p lay i s  commonly s tud ied  w i th in  a pre tend  play 

c o n t e x t—we have a lmost  no knowledge o f  the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  

c h i l d r e n ' s  behavior and /o r  t a l k  in  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play s e t t i n g s .

P r io r  r e sea rch  on c h i l d r e n ' s  soc ia l  play sugges ts  th ree  ways 

in which the  play of  b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  i s  l i k e l y  to d i f f e r .  

F i r s t ,  based on the P r o j e c t  Zero conception o f  symbolic p lay  and 

th ree-d imensional  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  as  s ep a ra te  domains of  symboli­

z a t i o n ,  i t  i s  expected  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the type 

and c o n t e n t  o f  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and speech between b u i l d e r s  and 

p r e t e n d e r s .  Second, because p r e te n d e r s  s h i f t  between f a n ta sy  and 

r e a l i t y  g o a l s ,  i t  i s  expec ted  t h a t  t h e i r  p la y  w i l l  con ta in  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  amount o f  r e a l i t y  based ac t io n  and t a l k .  Th i rd ,
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s i  nee i t  i s  expec ted  t h a t  o ld e r  preschool  c h i ld r e n  have le a rned  

d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n s  o f  behav ior  and t a lk  fo r  b u i ld in g  and p re te n d ­

ing ,  i t  i s  expec ted  t h a t  p r e t e n d e r s  w i l l  d i s p la y  more f a n t a s y ,  

and b u i l d e r s  more o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  behav ior in  t h e i r  soc ia l  

speech and i n t e r a c t i o n .

Knowledge fo r  S o c ia l Play

Cogni t ive p s y ch o lo g i s t s  doing play resea rch  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  

in  de termining i f  and how c h i l d r e n ' s  r e a l  world exper ience  

impacts t h e i r  performance in s o c i a l  p lay .  One l i n e  o f  re sea rch  

has examined the  e f f e c t s  of  s p e c i f i c  v a r i a b l e s ,  such as  so c io ­

economic s t a t u s ,  types of  play m a t e r i a l s  and play t r a i n i n g  on 

c h i l d r e n ' s  soc ia l  f an ta sy  p lay .

Experience and p l a y . There a r e  few s tu d ie s  on the way in 

which exper ience  or  a d u l t  teach ing  a f f e c t s  play  (Dunn & Wooding, 

1977; T izard  & Harvey; 1977).  There i s  some evidence t h a t  

c h i ld re n  from disadvantaged f a m i l i e s  engage in  l e s s  dramat ic 

(Smilansky,  1968) and more fu n c t io n a l  play (Rubin,  Maioni & 

Hornung, 1976) than middle c l a s s  pee r s .  These f in d in g s  a re  

a t t r i b u t e d  to the f a c t  t h a t  lower c l a s s  ch i ld ren  have l e s s  oppor­

tu n i t y  to  l e a rn  dramatic  p la y ,  or  t h a t  they encounter  un fam i l i a r  

play m a t e r i a l s  in  a preschool  classroom. However, before  the 

reasons  f o r  the se  d i f f e r e n c e s  were documented, s o c ia l  s c i e n t i s t s  

had t r i e d  to  improve c h i l d r e n ' s  symbolic play a b i l i t i e s .
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Train ing  p l a y . Diverse goa ls  and methods have been employed 

in  play t r a i n i n g  r e s e a r c h .  The m a jo r i ty  of  the se  s t u d i e s  sought  

to  document t h a t  inc reased  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in f a n ta sy  play a c t i v i ­

t i e s  l e ad s  to  advanced c o g n i t i v e  fu n c t io n in g  in  preschool  c h i l d ­

ren .  These s t u d i e s  showed t h a t  play  t r a i n i n g  had the e f f e c t  of  

improving, among o th e r  t h i n g s ,  conserva t ion  performance (Golomb & 

Co rne l iu s ,  1977),  group problem so lv ing  (Rosen, 1974) and impulse 

con t ro l  ( S a l t z ,  Dixon & Johnson, 1977). C u r r e n t ly ,  t h e re  a re  

ques t ions  a s  to  whether p lay  was the cause of  these  observed 

improvements (see S a l t z  & Brodie,  1982, f o r  rev iew) .  A ddit ion­

a l l y ,  the methods employed in  play  t r a i n i n g  va r ie d  in  terms of 

the  frequency and d u ra t i o n  of  t r a i n i n g .  In some s t u d i e s ,  i n d i v i ­

dual c h i ld r e n  were t r a i n e d ,  in  o t h e r s ,  small groups of  c h i l d r e n ,  

and in  o t h e r s ,  an e n t i r e  c l a s s .  Researchers  o f t e n  concluded t h a t  

the observed e f f e c t s  occurred  because play caused development.  

S tudie s  d id  n o t  document how play  i t s e l f  changed over the course 

of  t r a i n i n g .  S tud ies  on how s p e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  procedures  change 

c h i l d r e n ' s  i n t e r a c t i o n  and behavior  in  play  w i l l  revea l  more 

about  the r o l e  of  play in  development.

M a te r i a l s  and p l a y . S tud ies  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  degree of 

a s s o c i a t i o n  of  f a n ta sy  play o b j e c t s  with  t h e i r  more r e a l i s t i c  

c o u n t e r p a r t s  w i l l  i n f lu e n c e  the  i n t e r a c t i v e  p lay  of  both 3 1/2 

and 5 -y e a r -o ld  c h i l d r e n .  High s t r u c t u r e  play m a t e r i a l s  decrease  

the amount o f  n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e  p la y ,  b u t  n o t  the coope ra t ive  p r e -



-2 2 -

tend play o f  3 1 /2 -y e a r -o ld  t r i a d s .  However, when 5 year  olds  

played with the high s t r u c t u r e  o b j e c t s ,  they had more coopera t ive  

pre tend  p la y  than in t h e i r  p la y  with  low s t r u c t u r e  o b j e c t s  

(McLoyd, 1983). F u r th e r ,  verbal  f an ta sy  play fo r  3 y ea r  o ld s ,  

b u t  n o t  f o r  5 year  o l d s ,  in c re as ed  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  when, in a d d i ­

t i on  to  d o l l s ,  p l a y e r s  were given concre te  o b j e c t s  (do l l  bed,  

b o t t l e s )  to  suppo r t  f a n ta s y  play  (Olszewski & Fuson, 1982).  In 

summary, both s tu d i e s  su g g es t  t h a t  the impact  o f  high or  low 

s t r u c t u r e  play  m a t e r i a l s  v a r i e s  w ith  the age of  the p l a y e r s .

Cogni t ive  r e s o u rces  f o r  s o c ia l  p l a y . Given t h a t  young 

ch i ld r e n  a r e  more communicatively and s o c i a l l y  competent  in  play 

than the c o n s t r u c t  o f  an " e g o cen t r ic "  p reschoo le r  would p r e d i c t ,  

i t  i s  im por tan t  to  i d e n t i f y  which f a c t o r s  cont ro l  c h i l d r e n ' s  

a b i l i t y  to  d i s p la y  competence in soc ia l  p lay .  When play involves  

more than one c h i l d ,  c h i ld r e n  must e s t a b l i s h  shared knowledge 

(Nelson & Gruendel , 1979) or  shared  meaning (Brenner & Muel ler ,  

1982), o r  n e g o t i a t e  the development of  a p a r t i c u l a r  play s c r i p t  

(Corsaro,  1983).  There i s  now ample evidence suppor t ing  the ro le  

of  ev e n t  knowledge in young c h i l d r e n ' s  symbolic performances and 

a review o f  t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e  c l a r i f i e s  po s s ib le  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

between the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  c a p a c i t i e s  of  young c h i ld r e n  and 

t h e i r  s o c ia l  speech and i n t e r a c t i o n  in  p lay .
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Garvey and Berndt  (1977) were the f i r s t  to  d e s c r ib e  how 

shared conceptual  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  a r e  used by c h i ld r e n  to  engage 

in s o c ia l  f a n ta s y  p lay :

. . . t h e  c h i ld r e n  share  an a b s t r a c t  plan or 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  an e v e n t  seq u en ce . . .The 
schema must be s u f f i c i e n t l y  a b s t r a c t  to  sub­
sume v a r i a n t  and s p e c i f i c  guides to  p e r f o r ­
mance. These v a r i a n t s  (of  schemas), which we 
c a l l  a c t i o n  fo rm a ts ,  d i r e c t  pre tend  produc­
t i o n . . .  Once a schema i s  formed,  i t  i s  produc­
t i v e ,  i . e .  i t  g e n e ra te s  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  formats 
t h a t  con t ro l  the  performance we observe.
( p . 8 ) .

In t h i s  way, Garvey and Berndt  have at tempted to  d e s c r ib e  how 

c h i ld re n  go from what  they know to  what they do in p la y .  Addi­

t i o n a l l y ,  they d es c r ib e  s p e c i f i c  play schemas common to  c h i l d ­

r e n ' s  p lay  such as making a phone c a l l ,  cook ing/bak ing ,  d in ing ,  

packing,  and so on. However, t h i s  does no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  address  

how c h i l d r e n ' s  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  schemas a f f e c t s  t h e i r  d i scou r se  

competence w i th in  p lay .

A more r e c e n t  a n a l y s i s  of  play in  terms o f  shared  s c r i p t s  i s  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  d i r e c t e d  toward an e x p lana t ion  of  the r o l e  of  know­

ledge in  the s t r u c t u r i n g  o f  peer  play  d i s c o u r s e .  A s c r i p t ,  a 

type o f  schema, i s  a conceptual  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a sequence of  

a c t s ,  o rgan ized  around a goal and s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n ,  r o l e s ,  props 

and scenes (Nelson,  1978; Nelson,  1981, Nelson & Gruendel,  1981; 

Schank & Abel son, 1977).  Play i t s e l f  involves  non-verbal  a c t i o n
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as  well as  v e r b a l i z a t i o n s ,  and j o i n t  a c t i v i t y  and t a l k  in  play 

r e q u i r e  t h a t  both c h i ld r e n  sha re  an unders tanding  of  the even t  in 

p ro g re s s .  According to  the  s c r i p t a l  view of c h i l d r e n ' s  d i a l o g i c  

c a p a c i t i e s ,  c h i l d r e n ' s  a b i l i t y  to  engage in  d ia logue  depends upon 

t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  e s t a b l i s h  and-main ta in  a shared c o n t e x t  based on 

a mutual unders tand ing  o f  the s i t u a t i o n  and s c r i p t  (Nelson & 

Gruendel , 1979).  This  theory  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  peer  success  in 

s o c ia l  p l a y ,  inc lud ing  both  t h e i r  conversa t iona l  and i n t e r a c t i v e  

competence,  i s  dependent  upon u t i l i z i n g  common e v e n t  r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i o n s .

The s c r i p t a l  view o f  p lay  a l s o  sugges ts  the im por tan t  r o l e  

t h a t  p l a y - s c r i p t s  themselves may have in enab l ing  c h i ld r e n  to

car ry  through a p lay  sequence smoothly.  That  i s ,  c h i ld r e n  may

develop e x p e c ta t io n s  abou t  how a p a r t i c u l a r  play sequence should 

go,  over and above t h e i r  knowledge about  the r e a l  world even t  on

which the play  i s  based.  Thus, c h i ld r e n  may have "playing

school" s c r i p t s  or  "cooking play  s c r i p t s "  which a r e  d i f f e r e n t  

from t h e i r  r e p o r t s  of  what  a c t u a l l y  happens when they go to  

school o r  cook (Nelson,  Seidman & Gruendel ,  in p r e p a r a t i o n ) .

Research on the fu n c t io n  o f  s c r i p t s  in dyadic s o c ia l  play 

found t h a t  peers  do use s c r i p t s  to  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  p lay  conversa­

t i o n s  thus  ma in ta in ing  co o p e ra t iv e  i n t e r a c t i o n  in  play (Nelson & 

Gruendel ,  1979).  Moreover, a c ro s s  th r e e  d i f f e r e n t  play  t a s k s ,  

the l o n g e s t  segment o f  s o c i a l  speech o f  f o u r - y e a r - o ld  peers  was
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s c r i p t e d ,  and ev e n t  sequences s t r u c t u r e d  the p re tend  play conver­

s a t i o n s  of  pee r s .  Wolf, too ,  d iscovered  t h a t  e v e n t - s t r u c t u r i n g  

was a d i s t i n c t i v e  approach used by young c h i ld re n  to  organ ize and 

encode meaning in symbolic p lay .

I t  appears t h a t  c h i ld r e n  a r e  using t h e i r  
unders tanding  o f  the sequences and r o l e s  e v i ­
den t  in f a m i l i a r  even ts  as  a b a s i s  f o r  formu­
l a t i n g  a fami ly  of  e a r l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  
f o r m s . . . I n  soc io -d ram at ic  p lay ,  the ch i ld ren  
were ab le  to  play  o u t  a cont ro l  a c t i o n ,  such 
as  cooking d in n e r ,  keeping t r ac k  of  s imple 
r o l e s  and sequences,  such as s t i r r i n g  and 
t a s t i n g  (Wolf, 1983, p . 2 ) .

L i t t l e  i s  known about  c h i l d r e n ' s  a b i l i t y  to  use language in 

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play a c t i v i t i e s .  There i s ,  however, one study 

which compares the speech of  p reschoo le r s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  drama­

t i c  p la y  with  the speech of  young ch i ld ren  engaged in  c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p lay .

In P e l l e g r i n i ' s  (1982) s tu d y ,  fou r  p r e s c h o o le r s ,  two boys 

and two g i r l s ,  ranging  in  age from 51 to  60 months, were video 

taped f o r  t h i r t y  minutes whi le  p lay ing  in the housekeeping and 

block a r e a s  o f  t h e i r  classroom. Over a two day per iod  of  taped 

ob s e rv a t io n ,  ch i ld re n  engaged in  ten  c o n s t r u c t iv e  and e i g h t  d r a ­

matic play ep i sodes .

P e l l e g r i n i  found t h a t  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p la y  language was non- 

cohes ive and r e l i e d  on the f r e q u e n t  use o f  c o n tex t  dependent
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r e f e r e n c e .  In dramat ic p la y ,  d i s co u r s e  was cohes ive and meaning 

was l e x i c a l .

Thus, the dramatic p lay  c o n te x t  c a l l s  fo r  
c h i ld r e n  to  use e x p l i c i t  language i f  play  i s  
to  be s u s t a in e d .  Unlike c o n s t r u c t i v e  p la y ,  
which has c h i l d r e n ' s  language.more r e l i a n t  on 
con tex tua l  assumptions ,  the sus tance  of  d r a ­
matic play i s  dependent  upon p la y e r s  e x p l i c i t  
verbal  encoding o f  p lay  theme and ro l e s  
( P e l l e g r i n i ,  1982, p p . 107-109).

I t  i s  known t h a t  in  fu n c t io n a l  or  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play con­

v e r s a t i o n s  during sandbox p la y ,  peers  t a l k  about  what  t h e y ' r e  

doing (Nelson & Seidman, 1984). P e l l e g r i n i ' s  s tudy o f  c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  play  sugges ts  t h a t  b u i l d e r  t a l k  i s  more l i k e l y  to be about  

p la y e r s '  a c t i o n s  and t h e i r  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  o b s e rv a t io n s  of  t h e i r  

p lay environment.  I f  one assumes t h a t  peers  must u t i l i z e  shared 

knowledge to  engage in  coo p e ra t iv e  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  and coopera t ive  

f an ta sy  p lay ,  then i t  appears  t h a t  " in  a p lay s i t u a t i o n ,  the 

c h i l d r e n ' s  a v a i l a b l e  forms o f  knowledge inc lude  t h e i r  conceptual  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  of  e v e n t s ,  t h e i r  a c t i o n s ,  and the ideas  v e r b a l ­

ized  by t h e i r  d i scou rse  p a r tn e r s "  (Nelson & Seidman, 1984, p . 67).

Our unders tanding  of  the conceptual  b a s i s  f o r  peer  play  i s  

based p r im a r i l y  on the s t u d i e s  o f  p re tend  p la y .  In c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p l a y ,  the goal i s  to  c r e a t e  or  make something.  In t h e i r  

l a t e r  preschool  y e a r s ,  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y e r s  a r e  capable  of  

d i g i t a l  mapping, they have the "capac i ty  to  make a s tack  o f  two,
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then t h r e e ,  then four b loc ks ,  such t h a t  each column has one more 

block than the a b u t t i n g  one" (Gardner & Wolf, 1982, p . 27) .  In 

o th e r  words,  c h i ld r e n  can observe p r e c i s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and accu­

r a t e l y  reproduce them in  th ree -d im ens iona l  space .  I t  i s  l o g i c a l  

to assume t h a t  t h i s  s k i l l  i s  used by peer  p l a y e r s  a s  a b a s i s  f o r  

j o i n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  in  s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y .  I t  i s  expected 

t h a t  when both members o f  a dyad share  knowledge o f  how to  b u i ld  

a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n f i g u r a t i o n ,  t h i s  w i l l  provide them with  s u f f i ­

c i e n t  c o g n i t iv e  r e s o u rc e s  to  engage in competent c o n s t r u c t io n a l  

p lay .

In summary, the second major goal o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  i s  to  

i n v e s t i g a t e  the knowledge b a s i s  o f  p r e s c h o o le r s '  dyadic  soc ia l  

p lay .  The assumption i s  t h a t  symbolic p la y  dominates p r e t e n d e r s '  

p l a y ,  whereas th ree -d im ens iona l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  dominates b u i l d ­

e r s '  p lay .  Contemporary theory and r e s e a r c h  has h ig h l ig h te d  the 

importance o f  e v e n t  knowledge in  symbolic play  and o f  d i g i t a l  

mapping in  th ree -d im ens iona l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  Yet,  we have l i t t l e  

knowledge o f  whether d i f f e r e n t  s k i l l s  a r e  needed f o r  competence 

in p re tend  and c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y .

Regarding l i n g u i s t i c  and behav io ra l  competence in  pre tend  

p la y ,  the d i a l o g i c  hypo thes i s  i s  t h a t  "when both  co n v e r sa t io n a l  

s t r u c t u r e  and c o n t e n t  knowledge a r e  shared  by young p a r t i c i p a n t s  

in a language s i t u a t i o n ,  d ia logue  may be expec ted  to  occur 

"(Nelson & Gruendel ,  1979, p . 75).  They f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t
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the form of  shared knowledge used by young peers  in  p lay  i s  t y p i ­

c a l l y ,  a s c r i p t .  However, the  problem thus  f a r  with r e s ea rch  on 

the r o l e  of  ev e n t  knowledge in  p la y  i s  t h a t  the evidence f o r  the 

importance o f  s c r i p t s  in  play  has been der ived  d i r e c t l y  from the 

d iscourse  o f  the c h i l d r e n .  I f  c h i ld r e n  engaged in a conversa­

t i o n ,  and i t  had a s c r i p t e d  form, i t  was assumed t h a t  ch i ld ren  

r e l i e d  on shared even t  knowledge to  s t r u c t u r e  p lay a c t i o n  and 

t a l k .  I t  i s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  c h i ld re n  can n e g o t i a t e  

and e s t a b l i s h  sequences f o r  p lay  through p lay ing ,  even i f  they do 

no t  have shared knowledge o f  the ev e n t  p r i o r  to  t h e i r  engagement 

in play (Corsaro ,  1983). However, i f  c h i ld r e n  observe an a d u l t  

model an e v e n t  f o r  p lay ,  and the knowledge gained i s  r e f l e c t e d  in 

the g r e a t e r  d i a l o g i c  and i n t e r a c t i v e  competence of  the p l a y e r s ,  

t h i s  would prov ide evidence f o r  the im por tan t  r o l e  o f  even t  

knowledge in  symbolic p la y .  S i m i l a r i l y ,  g r e a t e r  competence of  

t r a i n e d  b u i l d e r s  over con t ro l  b u i l d e r s  in  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play 

demonstrates the c e n t r a l i t y  of  procedura l  knowledge in  the s o c ia l  

play of  b u i l d e r s .

Summary o f  P r e d ic t io n s

This r e s e a r c h  was guided by a dom ain -spec i f ic  view of 

symbolic development.  Applied to  p la y ,  t h i s  would p r e d i c t  t h a t  

b u i l d e r  and p re te nde r  p lay  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  forms of  s o c i a l  symbo­

l i z a t i o n  in  which d i f f e r e n t  k inds  o f  co g n i t iv e  r e s o u rces  a re
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u t i l i z e d .  As such,  i t  was hypothesized  t h a t  th e re  would be 

d i f f e r e n c e s  between the p a t t e r n s  of  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and the 

verbal  and non-verbal  c o n t e n t  o f  b u i l d e r s '  and p r e t e n d e r s '  p lay .  

The comparat ive study of  the se  two groups of  p la y e r s  was expected 

to provide em pir ica l  suppo r t  f o r  a domain s p e c i f i c  view of  p lay ,  

and provide d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  the  p r o p e r t i e s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  

f an ta sy  and c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y .  F u r th e r ,  i t  was p r e d ic te d  t h a t ,  

whereas ev e n t  knowledge would su p p o r t  peer  competence in  pre tend  

p lay ,  obse rva t ion  of  a procedure f o r  c r e a t in g  a s p e c i f i c  con­

s t r u c t i o n  would suppor t  b u i l d e r s '  p la y .  More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t  

was expec ted  t h a t  t r a i n e d  p r e t e n d e r s  would be more c o l l a b o r a t i v e ,  

conve rsa t iona l  and engage in  more f an ta sy  play than t h e i r  un­

t r a in e d  p e e r s .  For t r a i n e d  b u i l d e r s ,  i t  was expected t h a t  they 

would engage in more o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  play than un t ra ined  

b u i l d e r s .
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Method

S u b je c ts  and D esign

N ine ty -s ix  c h i ld r e n  (M= 58.2 months, SD= 5.9  months) ,  48 

boys (M_= 57.4 months, SD= 5.1 months) and 48 g i r l s  (M_= 59.0 

months, SD= 5 .5  months) served as subj ' ec ts .  Sub jec t s  were 

e n r o l l e d  in  f i v e ,  f u l l  day p re schoo ls  lo c a te d  in  middle and lower 

socio-economic a r e a s  in  the boroughs of  Manhattan and Brooklyn.  

The c h i ld r e n  were White (81),  Black (13) and O r ien ta l  (2 ) .  

Teachers  a t  each school were asked to  l i s t  a l l  the competent  

Engl ish  speakers  in. t h e i r  c l a s s .  Writ ten  consen t  was ob ta ined  

through l e t t e r s  of  permission  s e n t  to  the p a re n t s  o f  each c h i ld  

on t h i s  l i s t .  From the group o f  c h i ld r e n  who rece ived  permission 

to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the s tudy ,  the  t e a c h e r s  nominated 48 same-sex,  

s o c i a l l y  compatible dyads.  These dyads were ass igned  randomly to 

e i t h e r  the p re tend  or  b u i ld in g  c o n d i t io n .  Both play c o n d i t io n s  

con ta ined  an equal  number o f  boys and g i r l s .

The study employed a p r e t e s t - m o d e l / c o n t r o l - p o s t t e s t  de s ign .  

Of the 48 dyads, 24 were inc luded in  each play c o n d i t io n ,  and in 

each c o nd i t ion  12 dyads were ass igned  to  e i t h e r  a model or  con­

t r o l  group.  There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  age d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

the boys and g i r l s ,  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s ,  o r  model and con t ro l  

groups .  Mean ages  f o r  each sub-group were 57.6 months, SD= 6.03 

f o r  model b u i l d e r ,  57.9 months, SD= 5 .8  f o r  con t ro l  b u i l d e r ,
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58.5 months, SD= 5.7 f o r  model p r e te n d e r  and 58.6 months, SD= 5.6 

f o r  con t ro l  p r e t e n d e r .

During the week p r i o r  t o  the  beginning o f  the s tudy ,  the 

female exper imenter  v i s i t e d  each c h i l d ' s  classroom th r e e  t imes.

S e t t in g  and M a ter ia ls

The p r e t e s t ,  m o d e l / c o n t ro l , and p o s t t e s t  phases of  the study 

were conducted in  a p r i v a t e  play a rea  in  the c h i l d r e n ' s  school .

In the p r e t e s t  and p o s t t e s t  phases o f  the p re tense  condi ­

t i o n ,  the same m a t e r i a l s  were u t i l i z e d .  They c o n s i s t e d  o f  an 

over tu rned  t a b l e  covered by a cardboard playhouse ro o f ,  two 

rubber  c a r r o t s ,  a p i l e  of  shredded brown f a b r i c ,  a l a rg e  and a 

small p l a s t i c  scoop,  and a small p l a s t i c  chicken and r o o s t e r .  

These m a t e r i a l s  were a l s o  u t i l i z e d  by the exper imenter  in  model­

ing a f a n ta sy  play even t .  Between the  p r e t e s t  and p o s t t e s t  s e s ­

s i o n s ,  con t ro l  dyads were read a c h i l d r e n ' s  s to ry  book, P e t e r ' s 

C h a i r .

In the pre and p o s t t e s t  phases of  the b u i ld ing  co n d i t io n ,  

the m a te r ia l  u t i l i z e d  was the Taboga b u i ld in g  s e t .  This toy 

c o n s i s t s  of  i n t e r l o c k i n g  tubes ,  b a r s ,  and "shoe" shaped p ie c e s ,  

which can be s tacked  and arranged  in  a v a r i e t y  of  ways. This s e t  

was a l s o  used by the exper imenter  in  modeling a c o n s t r u c t io n a l  

play even t .  Between the  pre and p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s ,  con t ro l  dyads 

p layed bean-bag to s s  w ith  the exper im en te r .  D i f f e r e n t  t a s k s  were
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s e l e c t e d  f o r  the c o n t ro l  groups in  the two experimental  condi ­

t i o n s  in o rde r  to  provide exper iences  s i m i l a r  to  the exper imenta l  

t a sk s  ( i . e .  p r e te n s e  or  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p l a y ) .

Procedures

Playe rs  were taken from t h e i r  c l a s s  to  the play  a r e a  by the 

exper im en te r .  M a te r i a l s  f o r  the p re te nse  co n d i t io n  were placed 

around the roo f -covered  t a b l e  in  a f ix e d  manner. The chicken and 

r o o s t e r  were to  the l e f t  o f  the barn ( the  t a b l e )  and on the r i g h t  

were the c a r r o t s  covered with  shredded f a b r i c  and the two 

scoops .  For b u i l d in g  p l a y e r s ,  the p ieces  o f  the b u i ld in g  s e t  

were d isassembled and p laced  on a small t a b l e .  Two c h a i r s  were 

p laced  around the t a b l e .  A video camera was p laced  on a t r i p o d  

approximate ly  tw en ty - f ive  f e e t  from the p la y  a r e a .  A d a te - t im e  

ge n e ra to r  was a t t a c h e d  to  the camera dur ing  ta p ing .

P r e t e s t . P r i o r  to  the s t a r t  o f  the p r e t e s t ,  a l l  p l a y e r s  

were t o l d :  "You t a l k  and play to g e th e r  us ing  these  t h i n g s .  I 'm

going to  be busy."  Following t h i s ,  the exper imente r  l e f t  the 

immediate play  a r e a ,  and a s i x  minute,  v ideotaped  peer  p la y  s e s ­

s ion  ensued.

P re tense  model t r e a t m e n t . Children were asked to  s i t  on 

small c h a i r s  which faced  the play a r e a .  The experimenter  

r e tu rn e d  a l l  play  m a t e r i a l s  to  the p o s i t i o n  they occupied p r i o r  

to the p r e t e s t  phase,  and then t o l d  the c h i l d r e n ,  "I am going to
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show you how to  play farmland ."  She then twice modeled an even t  

f o r  f a n ta sy  p lay :

I look in  the barn .  (Look under the t a b l e . )  There i s  
no food f o r  my an im als .  So I have to  g e t  some. (Walk
over to  f a b r i c  p i l e  and d i g . )  I d ig ,  and I d ig ,  and I
d ig .  Look what I found! Some n ic e  ju i c y  c a r r o t s .  Now 
I can feed my imaginary bunny! Here bunny, bunny, 
bunny. (Walk over to  the o th e r  s id e  of  the barn and 
hold ou t  c a r r o t s  t o  the  imaginary r a b b i t . )  But the 
chickens have no food! (Look in the d i s t a n c e  and 
s m i l e . )  You know what? I see someone coming. (Walk 
away from p lay  a r e a . )  The man from the food s t o r e  i s  
coming. (Walk back as  a d e l iv e r y  man ca r ry in g  a p r e ­
tend sack on s h o u ld e r . )  H e 's  c a r ry in g  a b ig  sack o f
chicken food.  He g ives  i t  t o  the farmer.  (P lace  sack
on the ground and assume farmer r o l e . )  The farmer 
opens i t  up and feeds  the ch ickens .  Here ch ick ,  ch ick ,  
ch ick .

P re tense  con t ro l  t r e a t m e n t . The c h i ld r e n  s a t  on c h a i r s  f a c ­

ing  the p la y  a r e a  and were read  a c h i l d r e n ' s  s t o r y  book. The 

purpose o f  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  was to  provide a f i v e  minute i n t e r v a l  

between the pre and p o s t t e s t  p lay  s e s s io n s  so t h a t  the  t o t a l  peer  

play time would be equal f o r  both  model and con t ro l  groups.

Bui ld ing  model t r e a tm e n t . As in  the o th e r  c o n d i t i o n s ,  

c h i ld r e n  s a t  on c h a i r s  f ac ing  the play  a r e a .  The c h i l d r e n ' s  con­

s t r u c t i o n s  were d isassembled ,  and the c h i ld r e n  were t o l d :  "I am

going to  show you how t o  b u i ld  towers ."  The exper imenter  then 

twice modeled an e v e n t  f o r  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y ,  which was accom­

panied by the fo l lowing  i n s t r u c t i o n s :

There i s  no b u i l d i n g ,  so I have to  b u i l d  towers .  Pu t  a 
ye l low tube on one s id e  o f  a bar  and a shoe on the
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o th e r .  And p u t  two bars  on top — one,  two. Now you 
make ano the r  one j u s t  l i k e  t h i s  one.  A shoe on one 
s id e ,  a tube on the o t h e r ,  and two b a r s  on top.  Put  
th ree  bars  in  between the two towers — one,  two, 
th r e e .  And now p u t  a deco ra t io n  (yel low tubes)  on the
top o f  the high towers ,  one on one s id e  and one on the
o th e r .

Building co n t ro l  t r e a tm e n t . The exper imente r  and c h i ld r e n  

tossed  a bean-bag f o r  f i v e  minutes ,  so the t o t a l  peer  p lay  time 

was equal f o r  both  model and con t ro l  groups .

P o s t t e s t . A f te r  the t r e a tm e n t  phase o f  the s tudy ,  a l l  play 

m a t e r i a l s  were aga in  p laced in  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  p o s i t i o n s .  P r io r  

to the s t a r t  o f  the p o s t t e s t ,  a l l  p r e te n se  p la y e r s  were i n s t r u c ­

ted as  fo l lows :  "Play farmland t o g e th e r .  I 'm going to  be busy,

so you play farmland t o g e t h e r . "  All b u i ld in g  p la y e r s  were 

i n s t r u c t e d  to  "Build towers to g e th e r .  I 'm going to  be busy so 

you b u i l d  towers t o g e t h e r . "  Following t h i s ,  the exper imenter  

again  l e f t  the immediate play a r e a ,  and the  s ix  minute,  v ideo­

taped p o s t t e s t  p lay  s e s s io n  began. At the end of  t h i s  s e s s i o n ,  

c h i ld r e n  were thanked and brought back to  the  classroom.

Data A n a ly s is

Minutes 0-6 o f  each pre and p o s t t e s t  p la y  s e s s io n s  were 

coded a t  ten second i n t e r v a l s .  In each i n t e r v a l ,  the h ig h e s t  

l eve l  o f  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  was coded, a long w i th  i t s  accompany­

ing c o n ten t .  Complexity o f  f a n ta sy  and o b j e c t  p la y  were a l s o
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a s s e s se d .  Unless o the rw ise  s p e c i f i e d ,  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s  were 

a p p l i e d  to  both the b u i ld in g  and p r e te n s e  play  s e s s i o n s .

I n t e r r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y . I n t e r r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  in  coding 

a l l  behavior  and language measures was determined by computing 

the p e r c e n t  agreement between the exper imenter  and a second r a t e r  

by coding 25? o f  the  pre and p o s t t e s t  play  s e s s io n s  f o r  both 

b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s .  R e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  l i s t e d  

fo l lowing  the d e s c r i p t i o n  of  each group of  measures.

Socia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s . Five  h i e r a r c h i c a l  c a t e g o r ­

i e s  were adap ted from Par ten  (1932) and Cooper, Ayer-Lopez & 

Marquis (1983) to  determine  the h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c ­

t i o n  d i sp layed  between the p l a y e r s .  In n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e  i n t e r ­

v a l s ,  the peers  ignored each o th e r  and d i r e c t e d  no speech,  

a c t i o n ,  or  communicative g es tu re  to  the c o -p la y e r .  An i n t e r v a l  

was coded as  one-s ided  when one p la y e r  i n i t i a t e d  the i n t e r a c t i o n ,  

and the co -p la ye r  e i t h e r  ignored  or  responded only minimally to  

the c o - p l a y e r .  In c o l l a b o r a t i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  both c h i ld r e n  

c o n t r i b u te d  to  the  i n t e r a c t i o n  by sha r ing  in  the development o f  a 

co n v e r s a t io n ,  or  in  the accomplishment of  the same fa n ta sy  or 

r e a l i t y  based go a l .  In c o l l a b o r a t i v e  t e a c h in g , a p a r t i c u l a r  form 

of c o l l a b o r a t i o n ,  both p la y e r s  focused on a common g o a l ,  b u t  one 

c h i l d  d i r e c t e d  the o t h e r  while they pursued t h e i r  goa l .  This  

form of  i n t e r a c t i o n  was r e l i a b l y  d e t e c t a b l e  only f o r  p l a y e r s  in 

the b u i ld in g  cond i ton .  In d i f f e r e n t i a l  c o l l a b o r a t i o n ,  ano the r
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p a r t i c u l a r  form o f  c o l l a b o r a t i o n ,  each c h i l d  engaged in  her  own 

t a s k ,  bu t  both c h i l d r e n ' s  behavior was d i r e c t e d  toward a t t a in m e n t  

of  a shared goa l .  In the p re te nse  c o n d i t io n ,  t h i s  o f t e n  c o n s i s ­

te d  o f  adopt ing  of  s p e c i f i c  r o l e s ,  whereas in b u i l d in g ,  each 

member worked on a s e c t i o n  of  a l a r g e r  c o n s t r u c t io n .  The mean 

r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  these  measures was .89 and ranged 

between .81 f o r  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  teaching and .95 f o r  c o l l a b o r a t i v e .

Content  c a t e g o r i e s . These measures,  adapted  from P ia g e t  

(1946) and Seidman (1983b),  a s se s se d  the goal o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  

which accompanied each  ten  second, i n t e r a c t i v e  i n t e r v a l .  Thus, 

every i n t e r a c t i v e  i n t e r v a l  ( one -s ided , c o l l a b o r a t i v e , c o l l a b o r a ­

t i v e  t e a c h in g , and d i f f e r e n t i a l  c o l l a b o r a t i o n ) was a l s o  ass igned  

one o f  e i g h t  mutual ly  e x c lu s iv e  c o n te n t  codes.  O b je c t / c o n s t r u c ­

t i o n a l  themed i n t e r v a l s  occurred  when th e re  was r e a l i t y - b a s e d  

p lay .  This  c o n s i s t e d  o f  manipula t ing  m a t e r i a l s ,  b u i ld in g  or  

c r e a t i n g  a m a te r ia l  p roduc t ,  or  d i s c u s s in g  an i n t e n t  to  make 

something.  F a n ta s y - themed i n t e r v a l s  occurred  when th e re  was 

symbolic p lay  which e n t a i l e d  the presence  o f  f a n ta sy  ideas  and /o r  

t r an s fo rm a t io n s  o f  p lay  o b je c t s  o r  r o l e  p lay .  In m a te r ia l  

ow nersh ip - themed i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  a c t io n  a nd /o r  language was used to 

sh a re ,  keep,  or  o b ta in  p lay  m a t e r i a l s .  Observe p r o p e r t i e s - themed 

i n t e r a c t i o n  c o n s i s t e d  o f  examinations  a n d /o r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  the 

p r o p e r t i e s  and a t t r i b u t e s  of  toys ,  people,  and o b j e c t s  p r e s e n t  in  

the  p lay  s e t t i n g .  Outs ide  re fe re n c e  occurred  when th e re  was t a lk
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of people,  p laces  or  th in g s  which were o u t s id e  the immediate 

p h y s i c a l ,  here-and-now c o n t e x t  of  the p lay  a r e a .  A f f e c t  d i s p la y s  

were i n t e r v a l s  in  which th e re  were p o s i t i v e ,  joy fu l  behav io rs ,  

i n c lu d in g  c lapp ing ,  s in g in g ,  laughing ,  sm i l ing ,  and word p lay .

In whisper i n t e r v a l s ,  no de te rm ina t ion  of  the thematic c o n t e n t  

was p o s s ib le  because the v e r b a l i z a t i o n s  o f  the p la y e r s  were 

in a u d ib le .  The mean r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  these  measures 

was .91 and ranged between .86 f o r  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  and .97 

f o r  w h isper .

Play complexity . Every i n t e r v a l  coded o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  

play  was a l s o  coded f o r  the presence of  two q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i s ­

t i n c t  forms, o f  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay .  In n o n - s p e c i f i c  i n t e r v a l s ,  

one p laye r  engaged in  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p lay ,  b u t  the play 

was n o t  d i r e c t e d  to  the achievement of  a s p e c i f i c ,  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  

goal .  In j o i n t  s p e c i f i c  i n t e r v a l s ,  p lanning  was in d i c a te d  and 

both  p la y e r s  engaged in  goal d i r e c t e d  p la y  where they d e l i b e r a t e ­

ly  b u i l t  a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n s t ru c t io n  or  a r ranged  o b je c t s  in  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  c o n f ig u r a t i o n .

Every i n t e r v a l  coded f an ta sy  was a l s o  coded f o r  the presence  

o f  th r e e  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i s t i n c t  forms o f  symbolic p la y .  Idea­

t iona l  i n t e r v a l s  con ta ined  p roposa ls  f o r  the  enactment o f  a 

f a n ta s y  scene,  a s  in  "Give me my food,  I 'm going to  cook i t . "  

Action p re tense  e n t a i l e d  the c r e a t i o n  o f  f a n ta sy  p r im a r i ly  

through a c t i o n ,  as  when p la y e r s  pre tended  to  " f l y "  a r o c k e t ,  or
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"swim" underwater .  In r o l e  p r e t e n s e ,  p laye rs  assumed an e x p l i c i t  

o r  i m p l i c i t  f an ta sy  r o l e  through r o l e  ass ignment  ( " I 'm  mommie and 

y o u ' r e  daddy") ,  t a lk in g  in animated vo ices  (c lucking  l i k e  a c h i c ­

ken) o r  en a c t in g  a f u n c t i o n a l ,  s o c ia l  or  c h a r a c t e r  r o l e  (Garvey, 

1982). The mean r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  the se  measures was 

.88 and ranged between .81 f o r  n o n - s p e c i f i c  and .95 f o r  ide a ­

t i o n a l  .

P roductive  langauge . All the t a l k  o f  the p la y e r s  from t h e i r  

pre and p o s t t e s t  play was t r a n s c r i b e d  from the v ideotape by the 

experimenter  or  by ano ther  female g raduate  s tu d e n t  experi enced  in 

c h i ld  language r e s e a r c h .  The speech was d iv ided  in t o  u t t e r a n c e  

u n i t s  (Garvey & Hogan, 1973) and i n t e l l i g i b l e  u t t e r a n c e s  were 

numbered on the t r a n s c r i p t ,  y i e l d i n g  the u t t e r a n c e  t o t a l . The 

m a jo r i ty  of  the language measures were designed to  analyze  soc ia l  

speech.  Social  u t t e r a n c e  t o t a l  c o n s i s t e d  of  a l l  i n t e l l i g i b l e  

u t t e r a n c e s  d i r e c t e d  to  or  in  response to  the play  p a r t n e r .  An 

exchange u n i t  was a segment o f  d i s co u r s e  s t r u c t u r e d  by a l t e r n a t ­

ing l i n g u i s t i c  tu rn s  in  which the p a r t n e r s  demonstrated communi­

c a t iv e  and semantic contingency a c ro s s  t u r n s .  Conversat ions  were 

def ined  a s  one or  more exchanges,  and the number of  exchanges in 

a conversa t ion  indexed i t s  l e n g t h .  The mean and maximum exchange 

le n g th s  o f  conversa t ions  were a l s o  computed f o r  each dyad. Each 

u t t e r a n c e  o f  s o c ia l  speech was f u r t h e r  coded fo r  t a l k  and theme 

type .
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Talk measures . All soc ia l  u t t e r a n c e s  were coded as  e i t h e r  

c o n v e r s a t io n a l  or  d e c l a r a t o r y  u t t e r a n c e s .  D ec la ra to ry  u t t e r a n c e s  

were s o c i a l l y  d i r e c t e d  bu t ,  un l ike  co n v e r sa t io n a l  speech,  they 

were n o t  fol lowed by a c o n t in g e n t  response .  The mean r e l i a b i l i t y  

c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  the se  measures was .97 .

Theme measures. These measures,  adapted  from Seidman 

(1983b), were designed to  a s s e s s  the goa ls  the p a r t i c i p a n t s  pur ­

sued through t h e i r  s o c i a l  speech and i n t e r a c i o n .  Every u t t e r a n c e  

of  s o c ia l  speech was coded as  one of  f i v e  mutually e xc lu s ive  

theme c a t e g o r i e s .  Three of  the f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  con ta ined  sub-  

types ,  which a s s e s se d  the q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the use of  

language wi th in  a p a r t i c u l a r  ca tegory .

C ons t ruc t iona l  u t t e r a n c e s  were r e a l i t y  based and d e a l t  w ith  

the m anipu la t ion ,  b u i ld in g  or  ob s e rv a t io n s  on the  p lay  m a t e r i a l s ,  

and /o r  phys ica l  environment.  In c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p rocedure , t a l k  

con ta ined  evidence o f  p lann ing  f o r  the c r e a t i o n  o f  c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p ro d u c ts ,  such as  "I 'm gonna p u t  one in the re "  or  "You're 

doing i t  the r i g h t  way" or  "Take the o th e r  one o f f ,  and p u t  t h a t  

one on."  In u t t e r a n c e s  coded as c o n s t r u c t io n a l  d i s p l a y , t a l k  d i r ­

e c t e d  the a t t e n t i o n  of  the co -p la y e r  to  a c o n s t r u c t io n a l  product ,  

a s  in  "Look, lo o k . "  In c o n s t ru c t io n a l  o b s e rv a t io n ,  p la y e r s  u t i l ­

i z e d  t a l k  n o t  to  engage in  o b j e c t  p la y ,  b u t  r a t h e r  to  observe and 

comment on the p r o p e r t i e s  o f  play m a t e r i a l s  as  in  "There a re  two 

o f  them" or "Mine's  b igge r  than y o u r s . "
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Pretend u t t e r a n c e s  were f a n ta sy  based and evoked a make- 

b e l i e v e  co n te x t .  In p re tend  t r a n s f o r m a t io n , p la y e r s  used t a l k  to 

a s s ig n  a f a n ta s y  i d e n t i t y  to  o b j e c t s  which were p r e s e n t  in  the 

play  s e t t i n g ,  as  in  "Look what  I 'm making, an o i l  d r i l l "  o r  "This 

i s  s p a g h e t t i . "  In p re tend  procedure , t a l k  was u t i l i z e d  to  plan 

or  e l a b o r a t e  on a f a n t a s y ,  a s  in  "The chicken g e t t i n g  t i r e d .

L e t ' s  e a t  c a r r o t s . "  The c h i l d  became the in s t rum en t  of  f an ta sy  

in p re tend  enac tment, where p a r t i c i p a n t s  used language to  t a l k  in 

animate vo ices ,  or  to  assume and e n a c t  a f a n ta sy  r o l e ,  "What did  

you make f o r  supper? This  s p a g h e t t i  i s  good, mother."

In ownership u t t e r a n c e s ,  t a l k  concerned the s h a r in g ,  posse s ­

s ion  or  d e s i r e  f o r  play m a t e r i a l s .  In ownership s e l f , t a l k  

expressed  demands f o r  m a te r i a l s  based on the p l a y e r ' s  own wants 

o r  needs,  such a s  "I need more" o r  "Give me, g ive  me." Ownership 

o th e r  u t t e r a n c e s  were r e q u e s t s  or  o f f e r s  f o r  m a t e r i a l s  which 

acknowledged the c o - p l a y e r ,  such as  "You c a n ' t  have two, Lenora" 

and "One c a r r o t  f o r  you,  h e a r . "  In reason ownership s t a t e m e n t s ,  

a p l a y e r  expressed  why she wanted a s p e c i f i c  m a t e r i a l ,  a s  in  "I 

need t h a t  because I 'm making a high tower ."

In o u t s id e  r e f e r e n c e , t a l k  invo lved  d i s c u s s io n s  o f  people,  

p l a c e s ,  or  t h in g s  n o t  in  the  immediate phys ica l  c o n t e x t ,  such as 

"L a te r  on,  w e ' l l  go u p s t a i r s  to  the t e r r a c e ,  r i g h t ? "  Sound play 

u t t e r a n c e s  c o n s i s t e d  of  songs and word play games. The mean
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r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  the se  measures was .94 and ranged 

between .77 f o r  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  procedure to  .98 f o r  soundplay .

Knowledge f o r  p l a y . The language t r a n s c r i p t s  of  b u i l d e r s  

and p r e te n d e r s  were f u r t h e r  examined to  i n v e s t i g a t e  whether the 

model and con t ro l  groups d i f f e r e d  in  the kinds of  knowledge they 

u t i l i z e d  in  p la y .  The p r o to c o l s  of  the p re te n d e r s  were ca tego­

r i z e d  accord ing  to  the  s t r a t e g i e s  u t i l i z e d  to  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  

play  a c t i v i t y .  Event p la y e r s  con ta ined  a c t i o n  formats  which 

Garvey & Berndt  (1977) p r e v io u s ly  i d e n t i f i e d  as schemas commonly 

u t i l i z e d  by preschool  pee rs  to  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  f a n ta sy  p lay .

Modeled-Event p la y e r s  u t i l i z e d  the  adu lt -modeled e v e n t ,  farmland,  

to  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  peer  p lay .  Novel-Event p la y e r s  c r ea ted  

unique,  e x p l i c i t  even ts  f o r  p la y  during t h e i r  play s e s s i o n s .  

O b jec t -Exp lo re rs  were p la y e r s  who had no even t -based  t a l k  in 

t h e i r  peer  p la y .  All p l a y e r s ,  e x c e p t  f o r  o b j e c t - e x p l o r e r s , could 

r ece iv e  m u l t ip l e  p re te n se  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  For example,  

p re te n d e r s  were o f ten  c l a s s i f i e d  as  both even t  and modeled-event  

p l a y e r s .

All b u i l d e r s '  p r o to c o l s  were examined to determine whether 

p la y e r s  had c r e a te d  any s p e c i f i c  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p roducts  and 

whether model b u i l d e r s  used modeled even ts  f o r  p lay  to  s t r u c t u r e  

t h e i r  second s e s s ions  o f  p la y .  For b u i l d e r s ,  l a b e l i n g  t h e i r  con­

s t r u c t i o n s  was considered  ev idence  t h a t  p la y e r s  in tended  to  make 

s p e c i f i c  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p ro d u c t s .  None b u i l d e r s  showed no e v i -
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den ce of  planning or  c r e a t i n g  a s p e c i f i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  S p e c i f i c  

b u i l d e r s  produced one or  more s p e c i f i c  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p roduc ts .  

Model-Spec if ic  b u i l d e r s  c r e a te d  towers ,  the s p e c i f i c  c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p roduc t  p o s t t e s t  b u i l d e r s  were i n s t r u c t e d  to  c r e a t e .  

B u i lde rs  could be c l a s s i f i e d  both as s p e c i f i c  and m o d e l - s p ec i f i c  

b u i l d e r s .

S t a t i s t i c a l  A n a ly s is

P reliminary  a n a l y s i s  r evea led  no sex d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  on any behavior  or  language measures.  

T here fo re ,  da ta  from boys and g i r l s  were combined f o r  a l l  subse­

quent  a n a ly se s .

Play cond i t ion  comparison. On the p r e t e s t  d a t a ,  one-way 

a n a ly se s  o f  v a r iance  were performed to  determine whether the re  

were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the two experimenta l  condi­

t i o n s  ( B u i l d e r s /P re te n d e r s )  in  the p ropo r t ion  o f  responses  w i th in  

each peer  behav ior and thematic language ca tegory .  P ropo r t ions  

f o r  these  measures were computed based on the number of  i n t e r a c ­

t i v e  i n t e r v a l s  ( f o r  s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and c o n te n t )  and the 

t o t a l  number of  s o c ia l  u t t e r a n c e s  ( fo r  themat ic  language) o f  each 

dyad. A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  one-way ANOVAS were performed to  determine 

i f  th e re  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the p roduc t ive  language 

and play complexity measures.
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P re -p o s t  comparison. To a s s e s s  the e f f e c t  of  modeling 

even t s  f o r  p lay on the s o c ia l  speech,  behav io r ,  and play complex­

i t y  o f  p e e r s ,  2 ( P r e / P o s t  Session)  X 2 (Model/Control Group) X 

2 (B u i ld in g /P re ten d in g  Condit ions )  ana ly ses  o f  va r iance  on each 

ca tegory  were performed with  repea ted  measures on the f i r s t  f a c ­

t o r .  The kinds of  knowledge b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  employed in 

t h e i r  f i r s t  and second play  se s s io n s  were a l s o  d e s c r ib e d .



-44-

R e su lts

R esu l t s  a r e  re p o r te d  in t h r e e  s e c t i o n s .  Presen ted  f i r s t  are 

the c o n t r a s t s  between the spontaneous ,  p r e t e s t  play of  b u i l d e r s  

and p r e t e n d e r s .  Following t h i s ,  the pre and p o s t t e s t  ana lyses  

d e sc r ibe  the e f f e c t  on symbolic performance of  play s e s s io n ,  

t r a i n i n g ,  c o n d i t io n ,  and the i n t e r a c t i o n  of  the se  f a c t o r s .  

D if fe rences  in  peer  behav io r ,  p la y  complexity,  and peer  t a lk  a re  

d esc r ibed  in  both these  s e c t i o n s .  The l a s t  s e c t io n  d e s c r ib e s  the 

d i f f e r e n c e  between how t r a i n e d  and con t ro l  p la y e r s  e s t a b l i s h e d  

make-believe  and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p la y .

Spontaneous P lay o f  B u ild ers  and P retend ers

Social  behav ior of b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s . As Table 1 

r e v e a l s ,  the  p ropor t ion  of  n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e  i n t e r v a l s  was s i g n i f i ­

c an t ly  h ighe r f o r  the b u i l d e r s .  For t h i r t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  of  t h e i r  

t o t a l  play t ime,  b u i l d e r s  ignored  each o th e r  and d i r e c t e d  no 

speech,  a c t i o n ,  or  communicative g e s tu r e  to  t h e i r  c o -p la y e r .  On 

the o the r -hand ,  tw o - th i rd s  o f  b u i l d e r s '  and p r e t e n d e r s '  p r e t e s t  

s e s s io n s  con ta ined  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n .  Builders  had s i g n i f i c a n t ­

l y  more one-s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n ;  .46 of  t h e i r  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  

were of  the  type where one p l a y e r  i n i t i a t e d  an i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and 

the c o -p la y e r  responded only minimally or  ignored  the  ove r tu re .

In c o n t r a s t ,  p re te n d e r s  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more l i k e l y  to  d i sp lay



TABLE 1
Mean Propor t ions  of Social Behavior fo r  Builders  and Pre tenders  on P r e t e s t

Socia l  Behavior Builders Pre tenders
S i g n i f i c a n t  E f fec t s  

and £  Values3

No I n t e r a c t i o n .36 .16 11.04**

Social  P a r t i c i p a t i o n
One Sided .47 .35 6.27*
Total  Co l labora t ion .51 .65 7.99**
Col labora t ive .46 .56 4.13*
C o l labo ra t ive  and
Col labora t ive  Teaching .50 .64 8.16**
D i f f e r e n t i a l  C o l labora t ive .01 .07 ns

Content
Objec t /Cons t ruc t iona l .28 .31 ns
Fantasy .16 .35 9 i 38**
Material  Ownership .14 .06 8.94**
Observe P ro p e r t i e s .25 .17 ns
Outside Reference .08 .06 ns
A ffec t  Displays .06 .10 ns
Whi sper .01 .08 ns

Note. "No i n t e r a c t i o n "  s p e c i f i e s  the propor t ion  of the play sess ion  in which the p layers  
did not  i n t e r a c t .  All o the r  ca tego r ie s  spec ify  the propor t ion  of a l l  the social  
i n t e r a c t i o n  of the p layers  which were in p a r t i c u l a r  soc ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  or con ten t  
c a t e g o r i e s .

a df= (1,46) *£< .05 **p< .01 ***£ .001
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c o l l a b o r a t i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n s ;  .65 of  the time both p la y e r s  c o n t r i ­

buted e q u a l ly  to  the s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n .  However, b u i l d e r s  too 

were o f t e n  c o l l a b o r a t i v e , and .51 of  t h e i r  s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

was in t h i s  ca tego ry .

In sum, over h a l f  the peer  play  of  both b u i l d e r s  and p r e ­

te n d e r s  was c o l l a b o r a t i v e .  Bu i lde rs  more o f ten  engaged in 

independent  a c t i o n ,  p re te n d e r s  were more l i k e l y  to  share  in  the 

development o f  a conve rsa t ion  or  in  the accomplishment o f  the 

same f a n ta s y  or  r e a l i t y  based g oa l s .

As the c o n t e n t  measures in  Table 1 r e v e a l ,  b u i l d e r s  and p re ­

tenders  pursued some i n t e r a c t i v e  goa ls  to an e q u i v a l e n t  e x t e n t .  

The p la y e r s  did  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in the p ropo r t ion  of  

soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to  r e a l i t y - b a s e d ,  o b j e c t  play  or  in  

the e x t e n t  to  which they examined or  desc r ibed  the p r o p e r t i e s  of  

o b j e c t s  in  t h e i r  play s e t t i n g .  For both groups,  i n t e r a c t i o n s  

ca t e g o r iz e d  as  o u t s id e  r e f e r e n c e , a f f e c t  d i s p l a y s , and whisper  

were i n f r e q u e n t .  What d id  d i s t i n g u i s h  the p la y e r s  was the 

p ropo r t ion  o f  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to  f an ta sy  play  and 

m a te r ia l  ownership. In over o n e - th i r d  of  t h e i r  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c ­

t i o n s ,  p r e te n d e r s  developed f an ta sy  id e as  and /o r  t ransformed 

o b je c t s  or  t h e i r  own i d e n t i t y .  Only .16 of  b u i l d e r  s o c ia l  i n t e r ­

a c t i o n s  were o f  t h i s  type .  However, b u i l d e r s  exceeded p r e te n d e r s  

in  the e x t e n t  to  which they u t i l i z e d  a c t i o n s  to  s h a re ,  keep, or  

o b ta in  p lay  m a t e r i a l s .  Mater ia l  ownership accounted f o r  14% of
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the i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  b u i l d e r s  and only 6% o f  the i n t e r a c t i o n  of  

p r e t e n d e r s .

An a n a l y s i s  o f  the s o c ia l  behav ior  of  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n ­

d e r s  rev ea led  the unique and common p r o p e r t i e s  o f  the se  play 

a c t i v i t i e s .  Bu i lde rs  were more s o l i t a r y ,  p re te n d e r s  shared  more 

in  p lay .  Peer b u i l d e r s  needed to ob ta in  m a t e r i a l s  to  complete 

t h e i r  in d iv id u a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  p re te n d e r s  c o l l a b o r a t e d  with  

peers  to  e s t a b l i s h  new, f a n ta s y  i d e n t i t i e s  f o r  t h e i r  play 

m a t e r i a l s .  All p l a y e r s  devoted a s i g n i f i c a n t  p ropo r t ion  o f  t h e i r  

i n t e r a c t i o n  to  r e a l i t y  based,  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p lay .

Play complexity of  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s . As Table 2 

r e v e a l s ,  the o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  play  of  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n ­

de r s  was q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t .  J o i n t - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  p la y  was 

more f r e q u e n t  f o r  p re tend  p l a y e r s .  In these  i n t e r v a l s ,  p la y e r s  

engaged in c o l l a b o r a t i v e ,  d e l i b e r a t e  o b j e c t  play such as  d igging  

in  the  shredded f a b r i c  or  r e p e a te d ly  squeezing the rubber  c a r ­

r o t s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  more o f  the b u i l d e r s '  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p la y  was n o n - s p e c i f i c . In t h i s  type o f  o b j e c t  p la y ,  a c h i ld  

worked independently  and the goal f o r  o b j e c t  p lay  was n o t  commu­

n ic a te d  to  the c o - p l a y e r .

In summary, a l though  b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  do n o t  d i f f e r  

in  the  p ropo r t ion  o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to  o b j e c t /  

c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p la y ,  p r e t e n d e r s '  r e a l i t y  based play was more
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TABLE 2

P r e t e s t  I n t e r v a l  Means f o r  Play Com plex i ty , fo r  Bu i lde rs  and 
P re tende rs

Play Complexity B u i ld e r s P re tende rs
S i g n i f i c a n t  E f f e c t s  

and £  Values3

O b jec t /C o n s t ru c t io n a l

Non-Specif ic 3.38 0.96 11.09**
J o i n t - S p e c i f i c .46 4.67 7.85**

Fantasy

Id ea t io n a l 2.54 6.04 5.75*
Action 1.21 4.0 6.85**
Role .00 2.63 13.60***

Note. B u i lde r s  d i sp layed  no r o l e  f a n t a s y .  T he re fo re ,  in  o rde r  
t o  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  compare t h e  b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  on 
r o l e  p r e t e n s e ,  t h e  f i g u r e  .001 was ass igned  as a r o le  
score  f o r  each b u i l d e r .

adf= (1 ,46)  *£< .05 **£< .01 ***£< .001
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d e l i b e r a t e  and c o l l a b o r a t i v e .  B u i lde rs  u s u a l ly  manipula ted 

b u i ld in g  m a t e r i a l s  w i th o u t  communicating what  they were making.

P roductive Language o f  B u ild ers  and P reten d ers

Analysis  of  the p roduc t ive  language of  the p la y e r s  r evea led  

t h a t  both b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  used predominantly s o c i a l ,  con­

v e r s a t i o n a l  speech.  In Table 3, the mean conversa t iona l  exchange 

l e n g th  i s  2.83 f o r  p r e te n d e r s  and 2.08 f o r  b u i l d e r s .  Although 

these  conve rsa t ions  con ta ined  only a few exchanges,  each conver­

s a t i o n a l  tu rn  was o f t e n  comprised o f  s eve ra l  u t t e r a n c e s .  Almost 

a l l  o f  the speech of  p l a y e r s  was d i r e c t e d  to  or  in  response to  a 

p lay p a r t n e r ,  and 79? o f  these  soc ia l  u t t e r a n c e s  were p a r t  of 

conversa t iona l  exchanges.  The mean p ropo r t ion  of  s o c ia l  speech 

which was a l s o  c o n v e r s a t io n a l  t a l k  was .65 f o r  p r e te n d e r s  and .92 

fo r  b u i l d e r s .

Bu i lde rs  and p r e te n d e r s  were a l s o  a l i k e  in  the degree to 

which they used language to  pursue p a r t i c u l a r ,  i n t e r a c t i v e  g oa l s .  

Table 4 l i s t s  the mean p ro p o r t io n s  o f  s o c i a l  u t t e r a n c e s  which 

were in  p a r t i c u l a r  theme c a t e g o r i e s  f o r  both  co n v e r sa t io n a l  and 

s o c ia l  speech.  P re ten d e r s  had l e s s  p re tend  t a lk  than c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  themed language.  Of a l l  t h e i r  s o c ia l  speech,  .29 had a 

p re tend  theme, and .52 a c o n s t r u c t io n a l  theme. The m a jo r i ty  of 

the t a l k  o f  the b u i l d e r s  was d i r e c t e d  toward pursuing r e a l i s t i c  

g o a l s .  Of a l l  t h e i r  s o c i a l  speech,  .57 had a c o n s t ru c t io n a l



-5 0 -

TABLE 3

P r e t e s t  Means fo r  P roductive  Language Measures

S i g n i f i c a n t  E f f e c t s  
Produc tive Language B u i lde r s  P re tende r s  and Levels

Utte rance  Total  70.04 80.42

Conversat ional  
U t te rance  Total  56.21 49.58

Social  Utterance  
Total  60.88 75.96

Number o f  Conver­
s a t i o n s  6.33 6.17

Mean Exchange
Length 2.08 2.83

Maximum Exchange 
Length 4 .5  6.17



TABLE 4
Mean Proportions of P re te s t  Language Theme Measures

Conversational All Social S ignif ican t  Effects

Language Theme Builders Pretenders Builders Pretenders F Values®

Constructional
Procedural .17 .17 .34 .35
Display .05 .01 .15 .05 C: 11.18**

Observational .16 .12 .26 .47
S: 4.08*

TOTAL .39 .30 .57 .52

Pretend
Transformation .04 .02 .06 .03
Procedure .05 .13 .57 .18 C: 5.10*

Enactment .04 .06 .05 .08
S: 5.18*

TOTAL .13 .21 .19 .29

Ownership
Self .13 .02 .18 .03
Other .08 .01 .10 .03
Reason .09 .004 .09 .01

TOTAL .31 .04 .15 .06 C: 6.62***

Outside Reference .03 .02 .07 .02

S: 5.65*

Sound Play .02 .04 .04 .07

Note. C= Effect  of Play Condition on Conversational Speech, S= Effec t  of Play Condition 
on Social Speech (Conversational and Declaratory Combined)

adf= (1,46) *£< .05 **£< .01 ***£< .001
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theme, and .15 an ownership theme. In both play c o n d i t i o n s ,  

pee rs  were more l i k e l y  to  use language in  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  

i n t e r a c t i o n s  than in  g ene ra t ion  and sus tenance  o f  f a n t a s y .

Contrary to  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  p roduc t ive  and themat ic  language 

measures r evea led  many s i m i l a r i t i e s  in the language o f  b u i l d e r s  

and p r e t e n d e r s .  There were,  however, th r e e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n ­

ces between t h e i r  thematic  language.  F i r s t ,  b u i l d e r s  were more 

l i k e l y  to  focus a p l a y e r ' s  a t t e n t i o n  on c o n s t r u c t io n s  b u i l t  by an 

ind iv idua l  p la y e r  ( c o n s t ru c t io n a l  d i s p l a y ),  a s  in :

1. C: Look what  I d id  ( laughs)

R: Oh? What?

2. C: Look! Look a t  them! How you do th a t?

( G i r l s ,  Mean Age, 56 months) .

Second, b u i l d e r s  u t i l i z e d  a g r e a t e r  p ropo r t ion  o f  t h e i r  

s o c ia l  speech to  n e g o t i a t e  ownership o f  p la y  m a t e r i a l s ,  a s  in  "Oh 

gimme. Oh, you g o t  one!"

T h i rd ,  p r e t e n d e r s  u t i l i z e d  a g r e a t e r  p ro p o r t io n  of  t h e i r  

s o c i a l  speech to  e n a c t  a f a n ta s y ,  ( pre tend  procedure) ,  as  in  t h i s  

cooking f a n t a s y :

1. M: We need some c a r r o t s .

P: And we need to  p u t  some c e l e ry

2. M: Pu t  some s a l t  i n .  There ,  e a t  i t  a l l  up.

OK, I ' l l  e a t  i t  a l l  up.
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P: No. Somebody e l s e .  Pretend somebody e l s e

e a t s  i t .

(Boys, Mean Age, 57.5 months) .

Based on the a n a l y s i s  of  the p r e t e s t  p lay ,  the p i c t u r e  t h a t  

emerges i s  t h a t  peer  b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  d i s p la y  both  s im i ­

l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the behavior  and t a l k  which c o n s t i ­

t u t e s  t h e i r  symbolic per formances.  Peer b u i l d e r s  a r e  more 

s o l i t a r y ,  p r e te n d e r s  more c o l l a b o r a t i v e .  P re tende rs  were more 

l i k e l y  to  engage in  f a n ta s y  p lay ,  and b u i l d e r s  were more l i k e l y  

to  use the procurement of  play m a t e r i a l s  a s  an i n t e r a c t i v e  goal .

Both b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  engaged in o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c ­

t io n a l  p lay .  Although p re te n d e r s  had a h igher p ropo r t ion  of 

i n t e r v a l s  which were ca tego r ize d  as f a n t a s y ,  they d id  n o t  have 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more p re tend  s o c ia l  speech than b u i l d e r s .  F u r th e r ­

more, 8 of  the 24 pre tend  p a r tn e r s  had l e s s  than 4 u t t e r a n c e s  of  

soc ia l  speech in which they evoked or  mainta ined  a f a n ta s y  con­

t e x t .  In s h o r t ,  most o f  the s o c ia l  speech and behavior of  these  

4 and 5 -y e a r -o ld  pee r s  was d i r e c t e d  toward e x p l o r a t i o n s  and 

commentary on the p r o p e r t i e s  of  play  o b j e c t s .  For p r e t e n d e r s ,  

t h i s  changed in  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  play s e s s i o n .
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A Second Chance to  P lay

The changes which occurred  from the f i r s t  t o  second play 

s e s s io n s  were examined f o r  the e f f e c t s  of  play s e s s i o n ,  and the 

i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  s e s s io n  w i th  play t r a i n i n g  ( even t  m o d e l / c o n t ro l ) ,  

p lay c o nd i t ion  (b u i l d in g /p r e t e n d in g )  and the i n t e r a c t i o n  of  these  

f a c t o r s .  The s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  o f  each of  the se  f a c t o r s  on the 

s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  p lay  complexity,  s o c ia l  behav ior  c o n t e n t  

and s o c ia l  speech o f  p la y e r s  a r e  r e p o r te d .

Pre P o st  S o c ia l B ehavior o f  P layers

Changes in  s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n . In g e n e ra l ,  b u i l d e r s  and 

p r e t e n d e r s ,  model and con t ro l  group p l a y e r s ,  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

decreased the p ro p o r t io n  o f  play  time in  which peer behavior was 

n o n - i n t e r a c t i v e  (Table 5 ) .  Th is  i n c re a s e  in  peer  i n t e r a c t i o n  and 

decrease  in  one s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n  was a fu n c t io n  of  the i n t e r a c ­

t i o n  of  se s s ion  with  t r a i n i n g  group and play  c o n d i t io n .  As seen 

in Table 5, b u i l d e r s  continued to  engage in  more independent  

a c t i o n  than p re t e n d e r s  in  t h e i r  second play  s e s s i o n .  For p r e t e n ­

d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  had the e f f e c t  o f  dec reas ing  by o n e -h a l f  the 

p ro p o r t io n  o f  p lay tim e sp e n t  in  independent  a c t i o n .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

con t ro l  b u i l d e r s  showed a g r e a t e r  decrease  in  n o n - in t e r a c t i o n  

than d id  model b u i l d e r s .



TABLE 5
Mean Propor t ion of  Socia l  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  fo r  Pre and Post Play Sess ions  by Sess ion ,  Tra in ing Group,
and Play Condit ion 

Socia l  P a r t i c i p a t i o n

Session Builders Pre tenders S i g n i f i c a n t  E f fec t s

Model Control Model Control F Values*

No I n t e r a c t i o n Pre .29 .43 .21 .11 S: 8.28**
Post .23 .30 .11 .16 C: 6.76**

Social I n t e r a c t i o n
One Sided Pre .47 .52 .36 .33 C: 5.42*

Post .30 .48 .27 .22

Total  Col labora t ion Pre .55 .47 .64 .67
Post .68 .50 .77 .73

Col labora t ive  and Pre .55 .46 .63 .66
Col labora t ive  Teaching Post .65 .49 .62 .71

D i f f e r e n t i a l Pre .04 .01 .10 .06 S: 5.40*
Collabora t ion Post .07 .13 .12 .08

Note. S= Main E f f e c t  of Session ,  T= Session by Training  Group I n t e r a c t i o n ,  P= Session by Play 
Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n ,  C= Session by Tra in ing  Group by Play Condit ion In t e r a c t i o n .

"No in t e r a c t i o n "  s p e c i f i e s  the p ropor t ion  of the play sess ion  in which the p layers  did not 
i n t e r a c t .  All o the r  c a teg o r ie s  spec ify  the p roport ion  of a l l  the soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  of the 
p laye rs  which were in p a r t i c u l a r  soc ia l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  c a t e g o r ie s .

adf= (1,44) *p< .05 **p< .01
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The changes between s e s s i o n s  in  the mean p ropo r t ion  of  

one-s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  shown in  Figure 1. As can be seen,  

one-s ided  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  decreased  in  the p o s t t e s t  ses s ions  

fo r  a l l  groups,  and as  Table 5 shows-, th e re  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  

i n t e r a c t i o n  between s e s s i o n ,  t r a i n i n g  group and play  co n d i t io n .  

For p r e t e n d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  had no d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t  on the 

p ropor t ion  o f  time in  which one c h i ld  i n i t i a t e d  s o c ia l  i n t e r ­

a c t i o n .  Both model and con t ro l  p re te n d e r s  showed a comparable 

decrease  in  one-s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n .  However, the p ropo r t ion  o f  

one-s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n  fo r  model b u i l d e r s  decreased from .47 

( p r e t e s t )  to  .30 ( p o s t t e s t ) .  Control b u i l d e r s  d id  n o t  d i s p la y  

t h i s  s u b s t a n t i a l  dec rease .  In sum, fo r  b u i l d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  had 

the e f f e c t  of  decreas ing  the p ropo r t ion  of  time in  which one 

c h i ld  was r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  the i n i t i a t i o n  and maintenance of  

s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n .

As in  the  f i r s t  se s s ion  of  p la y ,  both b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n ­

ders  con tinued to  d i s p la y  a high leve l  o f  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  in  t h e i r  

p o s t t e s t  p la y .  Tra in ing  group,  play  c o n d i t io n ,  or  s e s s io n  d id  

no t  have a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on the  mean p ropo r t ion  of  c o l l a b o ­

r a t i o n .  In over one -ha l f  of  t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  a l l  groups of  

p laye rs  shared  in  the  development o f  a conversa t ion  or  in  the 

same play goal .

There was a main e f f e c t  of  s e s s io n  on d i f f e r e n t i a l  c o l l a b o ­

r a t i o n . In p o s t t e s t  p lay ,  i t  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more l i k e l y  t h a t
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Figure 1
Changes between sessions.-in the mean proportion of one-sidedinteraction for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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each member of  the dyad would work on s e p a ra t e  t a sk s  r e l a t e d  to  a 

common g o a l .

In sum, th e re  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and 

d i f f e r e n t i a l  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  in  the p o s t t e s t  play s e s s i o n s .  T ra in ­

ing had the e f f e c t  o f  dec re as ing  non-soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  fo r  p r e ­

te n d e r s  and one -s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n  f o r  b u i l d e r s .  All p l a y e r s ,  in 

both pre  and p o s t  s e s s i o n s  of  p la y ,  had more c o l l a b o r a t i v e  s o c ia l  

i n t e r a c t i o n  than  any o th e r  type o f  s o c ia l  behav ior .

Changes in  p lay com plex ity . As Table 6 r e v e a l s ,  t h e r e  were 

both  s i g n i f i c a n t  s e s s io n  and i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  on each  play 

complexity measure.  F igure  2 d i s p la y s  changes between s e s s io n s  

on the mean of  n o n - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  p lay  f o r  a l l  groups .  In the 

p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s ,  a l l  groups s i g n i f i c a n t l y  decreased the amount 

o f  non-goal d i r e c t e d ,  s o l i t a r y  o b j e c t  p la y .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t r a i n ­

ing decreased  the amount of  n o n - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  p la y ,  and the 

amount o f  change .on the se  v a r i a b l e s  v a r i e d  a s  a fu n c t io n  of  

whether the p l a y e r s  were b u i l d e r s  or  p r e t e n d e r s .  B u i lde r s  d i s ­

played a g r e a t e r  dec re ase  in  n o n - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  play  than did 

p re te n d e r s .

Figure 3 d i s p l a y s  the changes between s e s s io n  on the means 

of  j o i n t - s p e c i f c  o b j e c t  play  f o r  a l l  groups .  Bu i lde rs  inc re a sed  

and p r e te n d e r s  decreased  the frequency o f  c o o p e ra t iv e ,  g o a l -  

d i r e c t e d  play in  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s .  Model and con t ro l  

p re te n d e r s  decreased  j o i n t - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  play  to  an e q u i v a l e n t



TABLE 6
Means Number of  I n t e r v a l s  f o r  Each Complexity Measure of  Pre and Post  Play Sessions  by Session,  
Tra ining Group, and Play Condit ion

Session________ Builders____________Pre tenders___________S i g n i f i c a n t  E f fec t s

Play Complexity Model Control Model Control F Values3

Non-Specifi c Pre 4.0 2.75 1.00 .92 S: 12.85***
T: 6.07*

Post .5 2.00 .00

C
O

00« P: 4.53*

J o in t - S p e c i f i c Pre .75 .17 2.92 6.42 S: 46.32***
Post 12.25 1.83 .75 3.87 C: 17.00***

Ideat ional Pre 2.92 2.17 8.67 3.42 S: 10.12**
Post .75 3.83 14.42 7.58 P: 12.39***

Action Pre 3.08 1.75 4.92 .67 S: 9.29**
Post 6.92 2.25 8.92 1.08 P: 5.81*

Role Pre 0.00 0.00 2.00 3.25 S: 12.78***
Post 1.25 0.17 8.67 7.08 P: 7.43**

Note. S= Main E f f e c t  of Session,  T= Session by Training Group I n t e r a c t i o n ,  P= Session by Play 
Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n ,  C= Session by Tra in ing  Group by Play Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n .

P r e t e s t  b u i ld e r s  displayed no ro le  fan tasy .  Therefore ,  in order  to s t a t i s t i c a l l y  compare the 
groups on r o l e ,  the f igu re  .001 was ass igned as a r o l e  score fo r  p r e t e s t  b u i ld e r s .

adf= (1,44) *p< .05 **£< .01 ***p< .001
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Figure 2
Changes between sessions in the means, of non-specific objectplay for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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Figure 3
Changes between sessions in the means of joint-specific objectplay for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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e x t e n t .  However, a s  F igure  3 shows, t r a i n i n g  g r e a t l y  inc re ased  

the  frequency o f  j o i n t - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  play in  the model b u i l d e r  

group.

Regarding f a n ta s y  p la y  complexity measures, Table 6 r e v e a l s  

t h a t  the means in the p o s t t e s t  play s e s s io n s  were g e n e r a l l y  

h ighe r  than the p r e t e s t  means. However, f o r  each measure,  the re  

was a l s o  a s i g n i f i c a n t  s e s s io n  by play cond i t ion  i n t e r a c t i o n .  

P r e t e s t  p re te n d e r s  were i n i t i a l l y  more l i k e l y  to  v e r b a l i z e  t h e i r  

p lans  fo r  the  enactment of  a f a n ta s y .  In t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  p la y ,  

they a l s o  showed a g r e a t e r  inc re a s e  in i d e a t io n a l  f a n t a s y .  As 

Table 6 shows, model p re te n d e r s  in c reased  in  i d e a t io n a l  f a n ta s y  

to  a g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  than con t ro l  p r e te n d e r s .

T ra in ing  a l s o  had the e f f e c t  o f  in c re a s in g  the amount of  

f a n ta sy  which was c r e a t e d  p r im a r i ly  through a c t i o n ,  a s  seen in 

Figure 4.  Both model b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  showed marked 

in c r e a s e s  in the amount of  a c t io n  f a n ta s y .  Concomitantly,  con­

t r o l  b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  d isp layed  l i t t l e  between s e s s io n  

v a r i a b i l i t y  on t h i s  measure.

In t h e i r  second chance a t  p lay ,  p r e te n d e r s  g r e a t l y  exceeded 

b u i l d e r s  in  f a n ta sy  play  in  which they assumed an e x p l i c i t  or 

i m p l i c i t  f a n ta s y  r o l e .  However, a s  Table 6 shows, both  model and 

co n t ro l  p r e te n d e r s  in c re a s e d  r o l e  f an ta sy  to  an e q u i v a l e n t  

e x t e n t .
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Figure 4
Changes between sessions in the means of action pretensefor builders and pretenders, in the model and control groups
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In sum, th e re  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  n o n - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  

play  in  the  p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s .  For b u i l d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  in c re a s ed  

co o p e ra t iv e ,  goal d i r e c t e d  o b j e c t  play  and decreased  unfocused,  

s o l i t a r y  o b j e c t  p la y .  For p r e te n d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  inc re ased  id e a ­

t i o n a l  f a n ta sy ,  b u t  model and c on t ro l  p r e te n d e r s  inc re a sed  r o l e  

f a n ta s y  to  an equal degree .  T ra in ing  in c re as ed  the p h y s i c a l ,  

non-verbal  d i s p la y s  of  f a n ta sy  f o r  both  model b u i l d e r s  and p r e ­

te n d e r s .

Changes in behavior  c o n t e n t . The changes which occurred  in  

the p ropo r t ion  of  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  

w i th in  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t e n t  c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  d isp layed  in  Table 7.

For o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p lay ,  th e re  were s i g n i f i c a n t  

i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  of  both sess ion  by play cond i t ion  and se s s io n  

by t r a i n i n g  group by p la y  c o n d i t io n .  As shown in  F igure  5, a l l  

p r e t e s t  groups devoted approximate ly 302 of  a l l  s o c ia l  i n t e r ­

a c t i o n  to  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  o b j e c t  p lay .  However, the p o s t t e s t  

measures of  t h i s  form o f  play revea led  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  had the 

oppos i te  e f f e c t  on b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s .  Whereas model b u i l d ­

e r s  inc re ased  t h e i r  mean propor t ion  of  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  o b j e c t  play  

to  .59 ,  p r e te n d e r s  decreased  t h e i r  p ropo r t ion  of  o b j e c t /  

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play to  .07 .

There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  in c re ase  in  the mean p ro p o r t io n  of  

fan ta sy  play between s e s s i o n s ,  and the in c re a s e  v a r ie d  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t l y  a s  a f u n c t io n  o f  play c o n d i t io n .  As was s t a t e d  p r e v io u s ly ,



TABLE 7
Mean Proport ion of  Behavior Content  of  Pre and Post  Play Sessions by Session ,  Training Group, and
Play Condit ion 

Behavior Content

Session Bui lders Pretenders S i g n i f i c a n t  E ffec ts

Model Control Model Control F Values9

O bjec t /C ons truc t i  onal Pre .28 .28 .28 .32 P: 13.20***
Post .59 .27 .07 .24 C: 8.57**

Fantasy Pre .13 .18 .46 .28 S: 11.93***
Post .13 .29 .70 .42 P: 3.93*

Material  Ownership Pre .16 .14 .05 .05 S: 78.89***
Post .07 .19 .06 .08 P: 12.36***

Observe P rope r t i e s Pre .27 .22 .14 .18 S: 10.89**
Post .11 .16 .09 .14

Outside Reference Pre .05 .11 .01 .05
Post .14 .05 .01 .04

A ffec t  Displays Pre .08 .04 .03 .08
Post .05 .03 .02 .01

Whisper Pre .01 .002 .02 .01 S: 4.41*
Post .03 .03 .03 .05

Note. S= Main E f f e c t  of Session,  T= Session by Training Group I n t e r a c t i o n ,  P= Session by Play 
Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n ,  C= Session by Training  Group by Play Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n .

adf= (1,44) *£< .05 **£< .01 ***p< .001
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Figure 5
Changes between sessions in the mean proportion of object/constructional play for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups

1.0 

.9 

.8 

.7 

.6 

. .5 

.4  

.3  

.2 

.1 

0

A, Model 
BuiIders

A Control 
Builders

0 Model
Pretenders

O Control 
Pretenders

Pre Post
Sess i on



-67-

p r e t e s t  p re te n d e r s  had a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  p ropo r t ion  of  

s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to  symbolic play than d id  b u i l d e r s .  

This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  p e r s i s t e d  in  the p o s t t e s t  play s e s s ions  and 

model p re te n d e r s  showed a g r e a t e r  i n c re a s e  in symbolic play than 

the con t ro l  group. Second ses s ion  fantasy- themed i n t e r a c t i o n s  

account  f o r  .70 o f  model and .42 o f  con t ro l  p re te n d e r s  t o t a l  

s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n .

F igure 6 d i s p l a y s  the between s e s s io n  changes in the mean 

propor t ion  of  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to m a te r ia l  ownership. 

There was a main e f f e c t  o f  ses s ion  on t h i s  v a r i a b l e  and a s i g n i ­

f i c a n t  s e s s io n  by play c o n d i t io n  i n t e r a c t i o n .  As Figure 6 shows, 

model b u i l d e r s  decreased  the p ropor t ion  o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  

devoted to keeping or  o b ta in in g  play m a t e r i a l s .  In p o s t t e s t  

p lay ,  the mean p ro p o r t io n  o f  m a te r ia l  ownership was .07 fo r  model 

and .19 fo r  c on t ro l  b u i l d e r s .

As d isp layed  in Table 7, the re  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  

of  s e ss ion  on the ca tegory  o f  observe p r o p e r t i e s . All groups 

decreased  the amount o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  concerned with  examination or 

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  to y s ,  people and o b je c t s  in  t h e i r  play s e t t i n g .

For a l l  groups,  t h e r e  was a low p ropo r t ion  of  s o c ia l  i n t e r ­

a c t i o n  in  which p l a y e r s  r e f e r r e d  to  t h in g s  o u ts id e  the immediate 

c o n t e x t  (o u t s id e  r e f e r e n c e ) or  d isp layed  p o s i t i v e  a f f e c t  (a f f e c t  

d i s p l a y ) . There was a main e f f e c t  o f  s e s s io n  on w hisper .
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Figure 6
Changes between sessions in the mean proportion of materialownership for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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In sum, modeling events  f o r  play had a d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t  

on the play of  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s .  For model b u i l d e r s ,  

t r a i n i n g  def ined  the "towers" ta sk  as a c o n tex t  fo r  r e a l i t y  based 

p lay .  Model b u i l d e r s  inc reased  the p ropo r t ion  of soc ia l  i n t e r ­

ac t io n  devoted to o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  play from .28 to .59 

Concomitantly,  the p ropo r t ion  of s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to 

fan ta sy  remained a t  a low l e v e l ,  .13 in  both the pre and p o s t t e s t  

s e s s i o n s .  In c o n t r a s t ,  con t ro l  b u i l d e r s  inc re ased  the p ropor t ion  

of fan ta sy  i n t e r a c t i o n  from .18 to  .29  and did no t  show any 

p o s t t e s t  in c re ase  in o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p lay.

As p r e d i c t e d ,  t r a i n i n g  def ined  the "farmland" ta sk  a s  a 

c o n te x t  f o r  symbolic p lay .  Model p re te n d e r s  inc reased  the pro­

po r t io n  of soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  devoted to fan ta sy  play from .46 to  

.70 .  Control p re te n d e r s  a l s o  in c re as ed  f an ta sy  from .28 t o  .42.  

However, a n a l y s i s  of the p r e - p o s t  d i f f e r e n c e  scores  of model and 

con t ro l  p r e te n d e r s  revea led  t h a t  model p re te n d e r s  had a s i g n i f i ­

ca n t ly  g r e a t e r  in c re a s e  in f an ta sy  between s e s s i o n s ,  t (2 2 )=  3.56,  

p < .01.

In g e n e ra l ,  t h e re  were more c a t e g o r i e s  which changed a s  a 

fu n c t io n  of t r a i n i n g  fo r  model b u i l d e r s  than f o r  model p r e t e n ­

d e r s .  In sum, t r a i n i n g  had more of  an e f f e c t  on the behavior 

c o n t e n t  of b u i l d e r s  than p r e te n d e r s .

Changes in  P rod u ctive  Language

As Table 8 documents,  the re  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  change between



TABLE 8
Means fo r  Productive Language Measures from Pre and Post  Play Sessions by Session ,  Tra in ing  Group,
and Play Condit ion 

Product ive Language

Session Builders Pre tenders S i g n i f i c a n t  E f fec ts

Model Control Model Control £  Values^

Utterance Total Pre 81.58 58.50 86.33 74.50 S: 11.27**
Post 89.17 70.92 103.33 88.75

Conversat ional  Utterance Pre 56.92 36.75 53.66 46.42 S: 940.58***
Total Post 64.58 45.25 65.00 57.67

Social  Utterance Total Pre 73.58 48.12 80.25 71.67 S: 14.30***
Post 84.0 63.00 98.50 86.17

Number of Conversat ions Pre 7.42 5.25 5.83 6.50 S: 193.58***
Post 4.25 5.00 4.5 5.67

Mean Exchange Length Pre 2.08 2.08 3.17 2.50 S: 8.29**
Post 4.42 3.08 6.42 4.92

Maximum Exchange Length Pre 4.42 4.58 7.00 5.33 S: 9.74**
Post 8.33 5.42 11.08 7.75

Note. S= Main E f fec t  of Session ,  T= Session by Tra in ing  Group I n t e r a c t i o n ,  P = Session by Play 
Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n ,  C= Session by Training  Group by Play Condit ion I n t e r a c t i o n .

adf= (1,44) *p< .05 **p< .01 ***p< .001
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t h e  f i r s t  and second play  se s s io n  on a l l  measures o f  p roduc t ive  

language .  There was an i n c r e a s e  in  t h e  t o t a l  number o f  u t t e r a n ­

ces  and in t h e  number of  conve r sa t iona l  and s o c ia l  u t t e r a n c e s .  

Although th e  mean and maximum exchange l e n g th s  o f  c o n v e r s a t io n s  

i n c re a s e d ,  t h e  mean number of  c o n v e r s a t io n s  d ec reased ,  r e f l e c t i n g  

a dec rease  in  t o p i c  s h i f t s  w i th in  t h e  second p la y  s e s s i o n .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  change in  t h e  number of  c o n v e r s a t io n a l  u t t e r ­

ances r e s u l t e d  from t h e  p l a y e r s '  obse rva t ion  o f  adul t-modeled 

even ts  f o r  p l a y .  Indeed,  n e i t h e r  p lay  t r a i n i n g  nor play  condi­

t i o n  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  in c re as ed  t a l k a t i v e n e s s  o f  p l a y e r s  in  

t h e i r  second play s e s s i o n s .  However, i t  seems probab le  t h a t  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h e  f i r s t  peer  play  se s s io n  accounted f o r  the  

g r e a t e r  verbal  ou tpu t  of  p la y e r s  in  t h e i r  second se s s io n  of  

p l a y .  This  f a c t o r  cannot  be independently  e v a lu a te d  from the  

p r e s e n t  d a t a .

O v e ra l l ,  t h e r e  were few d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  p re  and pos t  

s e s s io n s  o f  play  in  t h e  p ro p o r t io n s  of  u t t e r a n c e s  w i th in  p a r t i c u ­

l a r  theme c a t e g o r i e s .  Table 9 d i s p la y s  t h e  mean p ro p o r t i o n  of  

co n v e r sa t io n a l  u t t e r a n c e s  f o r  b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s  and model 

and c o n t ro l  groups .

For c o n s t r u c t io n a l  procedure t a l k ,  t h e r e  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  

main e f f e c t  o f  s e s s io n  and s i g n i f i c a n t  s e s s io n  by play  c ond i t ion  

and s e s s io n  by t r a i n i n g  group by play c o n d i t io n  i n t e r a c t i o n s .  

F igure 7 d i s p l a y s  t h e  changes between s e s s i o n s  on t h i s  form of 

conve rsa t iona l  t a l k  in  which p la y e r s  d i scu ssed  t h e i r  p la n s  f o r



TABLE 9
Mean Proport ion fo r  All Conversat ion Thematic Measures of  Pre and Post Play Sessions  by Sess ion ,  
T ra in ing  Group, and Play Condition

Session Builde rs Pre tenders S i g n i f i c a n t  E f fec t s

Language Theme Model Control Model Control F_ Values3

Const ruc t iona l
Procedural Pre .14 .16 .16 .17 S 10.27**

P 8.42**
Post .36 .14 .07 .18 C 8.10**

Display Pre .13 .04 .01 .01
Post .04 .04 .05 .02

Observat ional Pre .17 .14 .08 .15
Post .09 .14 .07 .13

TOTAL Pre .44 .34 .25 .33
Post .49 .32 .19 .33

Pretend
Transformation Pre .03 .06 .03 .01

Post .01 .08 .02 .03
Procedure Pre .04 .05 .18 .07

Post .03 .09 .16 .16
Enactment Pre .01 .07 .07 .05 S 7.37**

Post .03 .07 .23 .10 P 4.78*
TOTAL Pre .08 .17 .28 .13 s 83.50***

Post .07 .24 .42 .30 p 9.32**
c 7.95**

Ownership
Se l f Pre .07 .07 .03 .02

Post .01 .05 .02 .03
Other Pre .03 .04 .01 .01

Post .01 .08 .01 .02
Reason Pre .03 .003 .005 .004

Post .01 .01 .02 .01
TOTAL Pre .13 .11 .04 .04

Post .02 .02 .02 .01
Outside Reference Pre .05 .02 .01 .04 s : 10.45**

Post .01 .04 .01 .03
Sound Play Pre .01 .08 .02 .03

Post .01 .01 .00 .02

I
-v j
roI

Note. S= Main E f fec t  of  Sess ion ,  T= Session by Tra ining  Group I n t e r a c t i o n ,  P= Session by Play 
Condition I n t e r a c t io n ,  C= Session by Training Group by Play Condition I n t e r a c t io n .

adf= (1,44) *£< .05 **£< .01 ***£< .001
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Figure 7
Changes between sessions in the mean proportion of constructionalprocedure language for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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c r e a t io n  o f  a c o n s t ru c t io n a l  product .  Both model groups showed a 

change in  the p ropo r t ion  of  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  procedure t a l k  between 

s e s s i o n s .  However, model b u i l d e r s  inc reased  the p ropor t ion  of  

t a l k  in  t h i s  ca tegory  from .14 to  .36.  Model p r e te n d e r s  

decreased  t a l k  in  t h i s  ca tegory  from .16 to  .07.  Although the re  

were no o th e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  o th e r  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  

c a t e g o r i e s ,  b u i l d e r s  g e n e r a l l y  had more o f  t h i s  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  

t a l k  than p r e te n d e r s .

There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  changes in  the p ropo r t ion  of  t a l k  

w i th in  the pretend  t r ans fo rm a t ion  and procedure c a t e g o r i e s .  

However, th e re  was a main e f f e c t  o f  ses s ion  and a s i g n i f i c a n t  

s e s s io n  by play c o n d i t io n  i n t e r a c t i o n  on the mean p ropo r t ion  of 

pre tend  enactment t a l k .  F igure 8 d i s p la y s  the changes between 

s e s s io n s  in  the mean p ro p o r t io n  o f  p re te n se  u t t e r a n c e s  which were 

devoted to  the enac tment o f  a f a n ta sy  r o l e .  In the p r e t e s t  s e s ­

s io n s ,  a l l  groups had a s i m i l a r  amount o f  p re tend  enactment t a l k .  

However, f o r  the model p r e t e n d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  had the e f f e c t  of  

in c re a s in g  the p ropo r t ion  of  t a l k  in  t h i s  ca tegory  from .07 to  

.23.  Control  p re te n d e r s  had a more moderate in c r e a s e  in  the pro­

p o r t i o n  of  t a l k  w i th in  t h i s  ca tegory .

For the t o t a l  amount o f  pre tend  t a l k ,  th e re  was a main 

e f f e c t  o f  s e s s io n  and a s i g n i f i c a n t  s e s s ion  by play  c o n d i t io n  and 

s e s s io n  by t r a i n i n g  group by play cond i t ion  i n t e r a c t i o n .  As 

F igure 9 d i s p l a y s ,  both model and con t ro l  p r e te n d e r s  inc reased



Me
an

 
P

ro
po

rt
io

n

-75-

Figure 8
Changes between sessions in the mean proportion of pretendenactment language for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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Figure 9
Changes between sessions in the mean proportion of all pretendlanguage for builders and pretenders in the modeland control groups
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t h e i r  p ropo r t ion  o f  t a l k  in which they evoked or  s u s t a in e d  a 

f a n ta sy  or  imag inat ive  c o n te x t .  The magnitude of  the  in c rease  

was nea r ly  equal f o r  both groups .  As with  p re tend  enac tm ent, the 

p ropo r t ion  of  t o t a l  pre tend  t a l k  of  model b u i l d e r s  was s t a b l e  and 

low between the  f i r s t  and second s e s s i o n s .

The only o th e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between pre and p o s t ­

t e s t  play  was the main e f f e c t  of  ses s ion  on language in the 

o u ts id e  r e fe re n c e  ca tegory .  As p la y e r s  became more involved  in 

p la y ,  they were l e s s  l i k e l y  to  e s t a b l i s h  to p ic s  which were unre­

l a t e d  to  the immediate phys ica l  c o n te x t .

In sum, p la y e r s  t a lked  more in  t h e i r  second play s e s s i o n .  

Although the pre and p o s t t e s t  play  s e s s io n s  were s i m i l a r  in  the 

p ropo r t ion  of  conversa t iona l  u t t e r a n c e s  w i th in  most c a t e g o r i e s  of  

thematic  language,  p la y e r s  d id  change the amount of  t o t a l  p r e ­

t e n d , p re tend  enactment, and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  procedure t a l k .

These a l t e r a t i o n s  were determined  by whether the s u b j e c t  was a 

b u i l d e r  or  p r e t e n d e r .  The p a t t e r n i n g  in  both the behav ior  con­

t e n t  and themat ic  language measures sugges ts  t h a t  in  t h e i r  second 

chance a t  p lay :  a)  p r e te n d e r s  came to  i d e n t i f y  the play  s e t t i n g

as  a c o n t e x t  f o r  f a n ta sy  play  and b) b u i l d e r s  came to  i d e n t i f y  

the p lay  s e t t i n g  a s  a c o n t e x t  f o r  the c r e a t i o n  o f  t h r e e -  

dimensional  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  The only e f f e c t s  o f  t r a i n i n g  were 

an in c re a s e  in  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  procedure t a l k  f o r  b u i l d e r s  and a 

i n c re a s e  in  pre tend  enac tment t a l k  f o r  p re te n d e r s .
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Despite the l i m i t e d  e f f e c t s  of  p l a y t r a i n i n g  on the conversa ­

t i o n a l  f e a t u r e s  o f  the p l a y e r s ,  even t  knowledge was u t i l i z e d  to 

s t r u c t u r e  the  t a l k  of  p l a y e r s .  The adu lt -modeled even ts  f o r  play 

were u t i l i z e d  in  d i f f e r e n t  ways by b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s ,  as  

w i l l  be seen in the n ex t  s e c t i o n .

E ventfu l C ontent o f  P retend er Play

The verbal  p ro to c o l s  of  a l l  the pre and p o s t t e s t  play  s e s ­

s ions  o f  both model and co n t ro l  groups were examined to determine 

what  kinds of  knowledge s t r u c t u r e d  the f an ta sy  t a l k  o f  the p r e ­

t e n d e r s .

Table 10 r e v e a l s  the percentage o f  dyads who had play s t r u c ­

tu red  by 4 d i f f e r e n t  types  o f  knowledge. I t  i s  a p p a re n t  t h a t  

model p la y e r s  i n i t i a l l y  had more even t -based  play than d id  con­

t r o l  p r e t e n d e r s .  In the f i r s t  play s e s s io n s ,  83? o f  the model, 

and 41? of  the con t ro l  p r e te n d e r s  u t i l i z e d  even t -based  f a n t a s y .  

For co n t ro l  p r e te n d e r s ,  58? o f  p r e t e s t  dyads were o b j e c t -  

e x p l o r e r s , who o r i g i n a l l y  def ined  t h e i r  p la y  s e t t i n g  as a c o n t e x t  

f o r  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  p la y .  I t  i s  probable  t h a t  the v a r i a b i l i t y  in  

the i n i t i a l  use of  e v e n t  knowledge between model and con t ro l  

groups decreased  the l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  t r a i n e d  p l a y e r s  would 

d i s p la y  g r e a t e r  co n v e r sa t io n a l  and i n t e r a c t i v e  competence than 

c o n t ro l  p la y e r s  in  the p o s t t e s t  s e s s ion .



TABLE 10
Percentage  of  P re te n d e r s  U t i l i z i n g  Type of  Knowledge t o  S t r u c t u r e  
Pre and Post  Play S ess io n s  f o r  Model and Control  Groups

Knowledge Type
Model Control

Pre Post Pre Post

Event 83 58 41 42

Modeled-Event 0 92 0 0

Novel-Event 0 0 0 25

O bjec t -Exp lo re rs 17 0 58 33

Note. Since Event and Modeled-Event c a t e g o r i e s  were not  mutual ly  
e x c l u s i v e ,  t h e i r  sum may be g r e a t e r  than  100%.
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The d i f f e r e n t  approaches  to  the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of  play 

through t a lk  sugges t  t h a t  p la y e r s  can u t i l i z e  both peer  genera ted  

even ts  f o r  p lay ,  adul t-modeled  even ts  f o r  p lay ,  and t h e i r  a c t i o n s  

or  o b j e c t s  as  a b a s i s  f o r  peer  i n t e r a c t i o n .  Examples of  these  

d i f f e r e n t  approaches revea l  how the p re te n d e r s  p layed.

Event . P re tende rs  in  both  pre and p o s t  p la y  se s s io n s  

engaged in  even t -based  f a n ta sy  around the even ts  of  cooking (9 

dyads) ,  d in ing  (4 dyads) ,  p rov is ion ing  (3 dyads) ,  r e p a i r i n g  (2 

dyads) ,  t r a v e l  (1 dyad) and a v e r t i n g  a t h r e a t  (2 dyads) .  This 

even t -based  play  was s t r u c t u r e d  by s c r i p t e d  co n v e r s a t io n s .  

Although the c o n te n t  of  the se  s c r i p t e d  d ia logues  was s i m i l a r  to  

p r ev ious ly  descr ibed  even t -based  play (Seidman, 1983; Nelson & 

Seidman, 1984),  these  co n v e r s a t io n s  were g e n e ra l ly  s h o r t e r  and 

l e s s  e l a b o r a t e  than the  f a n t a s y  based conversa t ion  o f  p la y e r s  who 

i n t e r a c t e d  in  more f a m i l i a r  p lay  co n te x t s .  Event-based conversa­

t i o n  dur ing  play  w i th  a sandbox,  toy te lephones ,  and playdough 

were much more d e t a i l e d  than t h i s  cooking d ia logue :

1. M: L e t ' s  h e a t  them up.

Post-Model Play

1. D: T h e re ' s  no food.
C: H ere ' s  some c a r r o t s  f o r  the bunny. [Walk over

and feed  bunny] Good, t h e y ' r e  f i n i s h e d .

2.  D: But the ch ickens  have no food.
C: But the chickens  have no food! I see a man

th e re .
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3. D: I see somebody coming.
C: Get i t .  A b ig  bowl of  chicken food from the

s to r e .

4. D: And here i t  comes! I 'm gonna open the pack.
Here ch ick ,  ch ick .  Here ch ick ,  ch ick .

C: Pick up the  ch ick .  I pick  up two ch icks .

5. D: Chick, ch ick ,  ch ick .  [C a l l s  ch ickens  to  h e r ] .
C: And then take the scoops.  Take some, take

some.

6. D: T h a t ' s  no t  the  way she did  i t .
C: I know, b u t  t h i s  i s  the way she d id  i t .  And

now the r a b b i t s  a r e  hungry. The r a b b i t s  a re  
hungry ag a in .  The r a b b i t s  a r e  hungry.  L e t ' s  
dig .  L e t ' s  keep d igging .

7. D: We have no food f o r  the bunnies!
C: Let  d ig .  D e l i c io u s ,  ju i c y  food f o r  the ? . I

gonna feed  my bunny.

8. D: I 'm gonna feed  my bunny.
C: Look what  you l e 7 t  here .  Here bunny, bunny,

bunny.

9. D: I 'm gonna feed  the  baby one.  Here baby, here
baby.

C: But we have noth ing  f o r  the c a t .

10. D: We have noth ing  f o r  the ch ickens .  I see some—
C: And noth ing f o r  the c a t .  Here c a t .  P s s t ,

p s s t ,  p s s t .

11. D: I see somebody coming.
C: see somebody coming.

12. D: I t  the ch icken  man.
C: Here he comes [C a r r i v e s  as  food s t o r e  man

ca r ry ing  an imaginary sack o f  food ] .

[ G i r l s ,  Mean age ,  55 months].

These p la y e r s  u t i l i z e d  both  the modeled e v e n t  f o r  p lay  and 

a l s o  expanded upon the e v e n t  s t r u c t u r e .  They n o t  only fed the 

r a b b i t  and chickens ,  b u t  a l s o  an imaginary c a t .  A f te r  they enac­
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ted the farm ev en t ,  they moved immediately i n t o  p lay ing  house,  

where they assumed the r o l e s  o f  a mother and c h i l d .  I t  appears  

t h a t  when p la y e r s  s u c c e s s f u l ly  modeled " farmland",  t h i s  def ined  

the  play  s e t t i n g  as  a c o n t e x t  f o r  f a n t a s y ,  and t h i s  f an ta sy  frame 

supported  f a n ta sy  which con ta ined  more d i v e r s i t y  in  pre tend  

themes.  Indeed f o r  402 of  the  p r e te n d e r s  in  the model group,  

t h e i r  "farmland" play led  d i r e c t l y  to  the development and expan­

sion o f  an e l a b o r a t e  f a n ta s y  which o f ten  inc luded  thematic  con­

t e n t  from more p ro to ty p ic  p la y  e v e n t s .  In sum, in both  pre and 

p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s ,  a higher percen tage  o f  model than con t ro l  

p re te n d e r s  e s t a b l i s h e d  e v en t  based f a n t a s y .  Tra ined  p re te nde rs  

had a g r e a t e r  v a r i e ty  of  f a n ta s y  themes in  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  play 

s e s s i o n s .

N ove l -even ts . Very r a r e l y ,  c h i ld r e n  e x p l i c i t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  

a novel e v e n t  f o r  p lay .  The s t r u c t u r i n g  o f  p r e t e n d e r s '  play 

through novel c rea ted  even ts  occurred  only tw ice ,  and both  occur­

rences  were in  the p o s t t e s t  play of  con t ro l  dyads.  Bob and Nick 

p resen ted  a v iv id  i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  how p la y e r s  c r e a te d  even t s  fo r  

p lay:

1. B: And I have the ch icken .  And you be i n s id e  [ t h e
farm].  And w e ' l l  be— And the ch ickens  w i l l  be 
pecking on the  ro o f .  And y o u ' l l  wonder what 
the noise  i s .  And then w e ' l l  keep on doing 
i t .  And you say "Hey, s top  i t  o u t  t h e r e . "  Ok?

N: Ok.
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2. B. We need t h a t  chicken [peck on roo f  w ith
ch icken] .

N: Hey s top  i t  o u t  th e re !  I t ' s  fun .  L e t ' s  do i t
ag a in .

3. B: Ok. [P laye rs  r e v e r s e  r o l e s ,  B goes in house, N
bangs on r o o f ] .

N: Hey! Stop i t  up t h e r e .  I 'm t ry in g  to r e s t .
Hey! Stop i t  up t h e r e .  I 'm t ry in g  to r e s t .

4. B: Again!

N: Ok. [P la y e r s  r e v e r s e  r o l e s ] .

5. B: Hey, s top i t  up the re !
N: No. You say "Stop i t  up t h e r e ,  I 'm t ry in g  to

r e s t . "

[Boys, Mean age ,  53 months] .

These p la y e r s  continued  in t h i s  fash ion  fo r  40 more u t t e r a n ­

c e s ,  exchanging r o l e s  and c o n s t a n t ly  r e - e n a c t in g  t h e i r  novel 

even t  f o r  p lay .

Despite the  v a r ious  ways in  which c h i ld r e n  u t i l i z e d  even t -  

knowledge in  t h e i r  p re tend  p l a y ,  some p re te n d e r s  never e s t a b l i s h ­

ed an even t -based  f a n t a s y .

O b je c t -E x p lo re r s . As shown in  Table 10, con t ro l  p re te n d e r s  

were more l i k e l y  to  be c a t e g o r iz e d  as  o b j e c t - e x p l o r e r s  in  both 

pre (58*) and p o s t  (33%) s e s s i o n s .  Only 172 o f  p r e t e s t  model 

p r e te n d e r s  engaged in  t h i s  type o f  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  i n t e r a c t i o n .  

O b je c t - e x p lo re r s  g e n e r a l l y  manipulated  play o b j e c t s  and commented 

on the  p r o p e r t i e s  of  o b j e c t s  or  t h e i r  own a c t i o n s :

1. S: Hey, y o u ' r e  w iggling  the  house when you laugh.
E: You're wiggl ing the  house when you laugh.



-8 4 -

2. E: Come on,  l e t ' s  b r ing  our  spoons.
S: Yeah.

3. E: Hey, l e t ' s  change ch ickens .
S: Yeah. Thank you.

4. E: You're welcome.
S: Hey l e t ' s  change spoons.

5. E: Ok. But n o t  the ch ickens .  Not the ch ickens .
S: Ok.

[Boys, Mean age ,  51 months]

In summary, s evera l  l a y e r s  of  even t  knowledge a r e  u t i l i z e d  

by p r e t e n d e r s .  P laye rs  employed p ro to t y p i c  ev e n t  schemas of  the 

s o r t  t h a t  were p rev ious ly  i d e n t i f i e d  by Garvey & Berndt (1977) as 

being the c o g n i t iv e  b a s i s  o f  peer  f a n ta s y  p la ns .  Peers a l so  

u t i l i z e d  adult -modeled even ts  in t h e i r  pre tend  play performances.  

P layers  r a r e l y  used language to  c r e a t e  novel even ts  f o r  p lay .

However, in  any play c o n t e x t ,  peers  always have the option  

o f  main ta in ing  the  r e a l  i d e n t i t y  o f  o b j e c t s  and people .  The 

f a c t o r s  t h a t  determine p e e r s '  d e c i s i o n s  to  i d e n t i f y  a s e t t i n g  fo r  

f a n ta sy  or  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  play  a re  no t  f u l l y  understood.  

El 'Konin (1966) repo r te d  t h a t  c h i ld r e n  who f i r s t  engaged in  

o b j e c t  p lay  with  blocks  and p l a t e s  s h i f t e d  to  f a n ta sy  a f t e r  an 

a d u l t  sugges ted a s u b j e c t  f o r  p la y  and ass igned  r o l e s  to  the 

p l a y e r s .  However, peers  must o f t e n  r e l y  on each o t h e r  to  f in d  a 

s u b j e c t  f o r  f a n ta sy  p lay ,  and i t  has been shown t h a t  p la y e r s  move 

in  and ou t  of  f an ta sy  (Seidman, 1983b). I t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t  both 

knowledge o f  the p r o p e r t i e s  o f  o b je c t s  and the kinds of  a c t io n s
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those o b j e c t s  a f f o r d  help p ee r s  determine the ev e n t  c o n te n t  of  

f a n t a s y .

C on stru ction a l Products o f  B u ild ers

Recall t h a t  f o r  b u i l d e r s ,  t r a i n i n g  had the e f f e c t  of  i n c r e a ­

s ing  j o i n t - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  p la y .  However, as  i s  shown in  Table 

11, the m a jo r i ty  of  b u i l d e r s  from a l l  groups made s p e c i f i c  con­

s t r u c t i o n a l  p roduc ts .  What d i s t i n g u i s h e d  model and con t ro l  

b u i l d e r s  was the use of  the adu lt -modeled e v e n t  f o r  b u i ld in g .

The t a l k  of  the p la y e r s  who were w i th in  p a r t i c u l a r  p roduc t  c a t e ­

g o r ie s  e x p l i c a t e s  the q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e  in  the p o s t t e s t  play 

o f  model and con t ro l  b u i l d e r s .

None. In the model group,  t h i r t y - t h r e e  p e r c e n t  of  p r e t e s t  

b u i l d e r s  and 11% o f  p o s t t e s t  b u i l d e r s  used the  b u i ld in g  ta sk  as  a 

c o n te x t  f o r  o b j e c t  e x p l o r a t i o n .  Talk accompanying t h i s  kind of  

o b j e c t  p lay  c o n s i s t e d  o f  d i s c o u r s e  on m a te r ia l  ownership and on 

the p r o p e r t i e s  of  o b j e c t s :

1. J :  I t  [ to y ]  w i l l  break?
T: No.

2. J :  I t ' s  breaking?
T: No, i t s  n o t  gonna break.

[ G i r l s ,  Mean age ,  51 months].

Most p l a y e r s ,  however, b u i l t  one or more p roduc ts  which they 

l a b e le d  in  the course o f  t h e i r  p lay .



-86-

TABLE 11

Percentage o f  B u i ld e r s  Producing Types o f  Knowledge to  S t r u c t u r e  
Pre and Post  Play S ess ions  f o r  Model and Control  Groups

Model___________________Control
Product Type Pre Post  Pre Post

None 33 17 0 17

S p e c i f i c 67 58 92 83

Model-Spec if ic 0 67 0 0

Note. S ince  S p e c i f i c  and Model-Speci f ic  c a t e g o r i e s  were not 
mutually  e x c l u s i v e ,  t h e i r  sum may be g r e a t e r  than 100%.
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S p e c i f i c . B u i lde rs  o f t e n  made more than one c o n s t ru c t io n a l  

p roduc t .  New c o n s t r u c t io n s  were c r e a te d  by changing the physical  

c o n f ig u ra t io n  o f  a s t r u c t u r e .  Then, p la y e r s  would observe what 

the c o n s t r u c t io n  p h y s ic a l ly  resembe led,  and name the product  

based on i t s  physical  appearance .  This  p rocess  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by 

the  fo l lowing conve r sa t iona l  exchange:

1. K: That  l o o k ' s  l i k e  an X-wing f i g h t e r .
G: I t  i s n ' t  an X-wing f i g h t e r .

2. K: I t  looks l i k e  one.  Is t h a t  a space s h u t t l e ?
G: No. I t s  an Ewok.

3. K: How come you changed i t ?
G: I p u t  i t  back wrong.

[Boys, Mean age ,  65 months].

Some c h i ld r e n  would produce a whole c o l l e c t i o n  of  products  

t h a t  were u n i f i e d  by a p a r t i c u l a r  f a n ta sy  theme. For example, 

one con t ro l  dyad made a c o l l e c t i o n  o f  S ta r  Wars p rops ,  a Night 

Rider Ship,  a Robot Ship and a l i f e s a v e r  (S ta r  Wars gun) .  With 

these  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  they o r c h e s t r a t e d  an e l a b o r a t e  o u te r  space 

d u a l .

Control b u i l d e r s ,  in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  o f t e n  produced many 

d i f f e r e n t  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p roduc ts  in  t h e i r  second play  s e s s io n ,  

inc lud ing  b o a t s ,  a j u i c e r ,  a c a s t l e ,  a bowling s e t ,  r i f l e ,  guns,  

telephone' ,  c a r s ,  s t r e e t  l i g h t ,  door ,  c r ab ,  a pond and a hammer.
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M odel-S pec i f ic . P laye rs  who observed the adul t-model  e v e n t  

f o r  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay  changed the  goal o f  t h e i r  p la y .  These 

p la y e r s  adopted the ta sk  o f  "b u i ld in g  towers" a s  the goal o f  

t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n .  The p l a y e r s '  t a l k  c o n s i s t e d  o f  p r o t r a c t e d  

conversa t ions  about  the  procedures  they should fo l low  to  accom- 

p l i s h  t h i s  g o a l :

1. R: Then you p u t  ano the r  one?
C: No t h i s .

2. R: Pu t  t h i s  here l i k e  th a t?  And p u t  one,  one
h e r e .

C: Look. One b a r .

3. R: And one more, and th e r e  we go.
C: And th e re  we go.

4. R: And you p u t—
C: No! Look. See ? Stupid!  You have to  p u t  them

to g e th e r .  Put  t h a t  th e re  and p u t  them l i k e  
t h i s .  And p u t  ano the r  one.

5. R: No, you d o n ' t  p u t  ano the r  one.
C: Yes, she d id  i t  l i k e  t h a t .  Put  on two b a r s .

6. R: No we have two. Now w e ' r e  s tuck  to g e t h e r .  You
f o rg o t  an o th e r  one.  No, i t s  the s i d e .  You 
d i d n ' t  do i t  y e t .  You have to  p u t  i t  l i k e  
t h a t .  Then ano the r  one and t h a t ' s  i t .

C: Here ' s  one.  I g o t  one more r i g h t ?

7. R: Yeah. Hey, t h e r e ' s  ano the r  one.
C: Another one.

8. R: Look g i r l ,  we d id  i t !
C: She p u t ,  she p u t  t h e s e ,  the se  r i g h t ?

9. R: Yeah, r i g h t .
C: Now we d id  i t  [Both c l a p ] .
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After the modeled construction  was completed, the players c o n t i -

to  work to g e th e r  on t h i s  c o n s t ru c t io n :

1. R: We d id  i t  n i c e ,  r i g h t ?
C: [Nods]

2. R: You wanna keep i t  l i k e  t h i s .  Look, we have a
few. L e t ' s  p u t  some on here ,  r i g h t ?

C: Then w e ' l l  make i t  more p r e t t i e r .

3. R: More p r e t t i e r .
C: Right?

4. R: More p r e t t i e r
C: More p r e t t i e r .

[ G i r l s ,  Mean age,  56 months]

In summary, knowledge o f  o b j e c t  p r o p e r t i e s ,  o b j e c t  combinations,  

phys ica l  s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  and procedural  knowledge a l l  c o n t r ib u ted  

to b u i l d e r s '  competence in  c r e a t i n g  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p roduc ts .  

Sometimes, the b u i l d e r s '  p la y  was focused on the ownership,  d i s ­

p lay ,  and d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the p r o p e r t i e s  o f  the play m a t e r i a l s .  

More o f t e n ,  b u i l d e r s  would exper iment with  v a r io u s  arrangements 

of  b u i ld in g  m a te r i a l s  u n t i l  they found a c o n f ig u r a t i o n  which was 

a s a t i s f a c t o r y  r e p l i c a  o f  a r e a l  world o b j e c t .  Peers were a l s o  

capable  of  working to g e th e r  to  produce a p a r t i c u l a r  co n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p roduc t .  Once p l a y e r s  had both a goal and a procedure fo r  

c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  they were ab l e  to  b u i ld  a p roduc t  and ev a lu a te  each 

o t h e r ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  toward the success fu l  completion of  the 

g o a l .
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Thus, peer  b u i l d e r s  u t i l i z e d  the m a te r i a l s  in  th ree  ways: 

a)  a s  o b j e c t s  to  manipu la te ,  exchange,  and d i s p l a y ;  b) f o r  

ex p lo ra t io n  o f  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and c) f o r  planned 

c r e a t i o n  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p roduc t .  Whether these 

d i f f e r e n c e s  r e f l e c t  developmental changes in  p e e r s '  a b i l i t y  to 

engage in  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y  i s  a ques t ion  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .

R e su lts  Summary

F i r s t  s e ss ion  p l a y . What b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  d id  and 

sa id  in  spontaneous p la y  d i f f e r e d  in  a number o f  ways. Bui lders  

were g e n e ra l ly  l e s s  s o c i a b l e  and more of  t h e i r  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c ­

t i o n s  were d i r e c t e d  by only one p la y e r .  In c o n t r a s t ,  p re te nde rs  

were more c o l l a b o r a t i v e  and shared an equal r o l e  in  ma in ta in ing  

s o c ia l  c o n t a c t .  Although p la y e r s  did n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in 

the p ro p o r t io n  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n s  devoted to  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p lay ,  t h e i r  o b j e c t  play was q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t .  Bui lders  

were more l i k e l y  to  engage in  s o l i t a r y  o b j e c t  p lay  in  which they 

did  n o t  communicate what  they were b u i ld in g .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

p re te n d e r s  more o f ten  manipulated  o b j e c t s  t o g e t h e r ,  and communi­

ca ted  the  purpose o f  t h e i r  o b j e c t  p lay .  Both behav iora l  and 

language measures of  m a te r i a l  ownership showed t h a t  b u i l d e r s  were 

more concerned w i th  o b ta in in g  play  m a te r i a l s  than p r e te n d e r s .  

Bu i lders  more o f ten  used language to  focus a t t e n t i o n  on t h e i r
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con s t r u c t !  onal p roduc ts ,  whereas p re te nde rs  more o f t e n  planned 

f a n ta sy  in  t h e i r  t a l k .

Changes in  symbolic per formances . There were a number of  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between the pre and p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s .  All groups of  

p o s t t e s t  p l a y e r s  were more s o c i a l ,  as  evidenced by t h e i r  g r e a t e r  

amount o f  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  soc ia l  speech,  and conversa t iona l  

speech.  P laye rs  were more focused on p lay ;  th e re  was a decrease  

in i n t e r a c t i o n  in  the non-play behav ioral  c a t e g o r i e s  of  observe 

p r o p e r t i e s  and o u t s id e  r e f e r e n c e . P o s t t e s t  p l a y e r s  planned more. 

They had l e s s  n o n - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  play and more d i f f e r e n t i a l  

c o l l a b o r a t i o n  in  which each c h i l d  performed a d i f f e r e n t  ta sk  

r e l a t e d  to  a common goa l .

There were a few dom a in -spec i f i c  changes which occurred  only 

in the p o s t t e s t  play o f  p r e t e n d e r s .  In these  i n s t a n c e s ,  both 

model and co n t ro l  groups d i s p la y ed  the same p a t t e r n  o f  change 

between the pre and p o s t t e s t  s e s s i o n s .  P o s t t e s t  p re te n d e r s  

inc reased  the amount and complexity of  f a n ta sy .  They d i sp layed  

more r o l e  t a k in g ,  more f a n ta sy -b a se d  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and more con­

v e r s a t i o n a l  speech devoted to  the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  and maintenance 

of  f a n t a s y .

The only common e f f e c t  o f  t r a i n i n g  on the p la y  o f  b u i l d e r s  

and p r e t e n d e r s  was an i n c r e a s e  in  a c t io n -b a s e d  p r e t e n s e ,  e . g . ,  

f l y i n g  l i k e  a b i r d .
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There were a number of  s p e c i f i c  e f f e c t s  of  t r a i n i n g  on the 

p o s t t e s t  play  o f  both b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s .  Model p re tenders  

were more s o c i a b l e .  They had l e s s  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  o b j e c t /  

c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play and l e s s  t a l k  abou t  procedures  f o r  o b j e c t  

p lay .  They expressed  more f an ta sy  id e a s ,  and t h e i r  t a l k  was more 

o f ten  devoted to  the enac tment  o f  a f an ta sy  r o l e .

Model b u i l d e r s  had l e s s  one-s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n .  Thei r  

o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  play was more d e l i b e r a t e .  They decreased 

n o n - s p e c i f i c  and inc re a sed  j o i n t - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  p la y .  They 

devoted more of  t h e i r  s o c i a l  speech and i n t e r a c t i o n  to  co n s t ru c ­

t io n a l  p lay .  Model b u i l d e r s  had a decrease in  m a te r ia l  owner­

s h ip ,  an in c re a s e  in o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p la y ,  and more of 

t h e i r  t a l k  was devoted to  d i s c u s s io n s  o f  procedures  f o r  b u i ld in g .

Knowledge f o r  s t r u c t u r i n g  p l a y . A q u a l i t a t i v e  a n a l y s i s  

revea led  t h a t  in  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  p lay ,  t r a i n e d  b u i l d e r s  and p re ­

t e n d e r s  were ab le  to  u t i l i z e  the  in form ation  modeled by the a d u l t  

in subsequen t  p lay .  In p o s t t e s t  p lay ,  p r e te n d e r s  s t r u c t u r e d  play 

by e i t h e r  t a l k in g  about  the  r e a l  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  the play env i ron­

ment or  by u t i l i z i n g  s p e c i f i c  a c t io n  formats or  s c r i p t s  f o r  

p lay .  In a d d i t i o n ,  model p r e t e n d e r s  u s u a l ly  inco rpo ra ted  the 

"farmland" e v e n t  i n t o  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  p lay .  All b u i l d e r s '  pos t ­

t e s t  p lay  was s t r u c t u r e d  by t a l k  o f  making s p e c i f i c  c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p roduc ts .  The m a jo r i t y  o f  model b u i l d e r s  u t i l i z e d  the
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procedure f o r  b u i ld in g  towers to  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  t a l k  and a c t io n  

in  t h e i r  second se s s io n  o f  p lay .

In summary, th e re  were s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and behaviora l  

c o n t e n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the spontaneous p lay  o f  b u i l d e r s  and p r e ­

t e n d e r s .  Between the f i r s t  and second s e s s i o n s ,  play changed as 

a fu n c t io n  o f :  a )  p r i o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  p lay ;  b) p lay ing  in  a

pre tend  c o n t e x t  and c) t r a i n i n g .  T ra in ing  had d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s  

on the  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and behavior  c o n t e n t  of  b u i l d e r s  and 

p r e te n d e r s .
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D isc u ssio n

In g e n e r a l ,  an i n t e r g r a t i v e  view of  symbolic development was 

suppor ted .  There were both unique f e a t u r e s  and commonali t ies  

between b u i l d e r s '  and p r e t e n d e r s '  p l a y .  In su p p o r t  o f  a domain 

s p e c i f i c  view o f  p lay ,  b u i l d e r s '  and p r e te n d e r s '  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c ­

t i o n  dur ing  t h e i r  f i r s t  s e s s io n  of  play  could be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  on 

a number o f  dimensions.  The c o n t e n t  of  b u i l d e r  and p re te n d e r  

play  r e v e a le d  t h a t  th e re  were im por tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the i n t e r ­

a c t i v e  goa ls  pursued by the two groups of  p l a y e r s .  However, 

c o n t ra ry  to  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  and in  suppor t  of  the sem io t ic  view of 

p la y ,  both groups had the same amount of  soc ia l  speech,  conversa­

t i o n a l  speech,  and mean and maximum exchange l e n g th  f o r  t h e i r  

c o n v e r s a t io n s .

The c e n t r a l i t y  of  e v en t  knowledge in  pre tend  p la y  and pro­

cedura l  knowledge in  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play was a l s o  suppor ted .  

Tra in ing  s h i f t e d  p lay i n t o  more p a r t i c u l a r  domains of  symboliza­

t i o n .  Model p re te n d e r s  engaged in more symbolic p l a y ,  b u t ,  con­

t r a r y  to  e x p e c t a t i o n ,  they d id  n o t  engage in  more c o l l a b o r a t i v e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  or  conversa t iona l  speech .  Model b u i l d e r s  engaged in 

more o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p la y  as  t h e i r  t a lk  and i n t e r a c t i o n  

became more governed by the domain o f  th ree-d im ensional  r e p re s e n ­

t a t i o n .
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The d is cu s s io n  i s  organized  by p re s en t in g  compara t ive des ­

c r i p t i o n s  o f  the  p r o p e r t i e s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  b u i l d e r s '  and 

p re te n d e r s  soc ia l  p lay .  R es u l t s  a r e  d iscussed  both  in  terms of  

what  they  c o n t r i b u t e  to  a i n t e r g r a t i v e  view of  play  and,  more 

more g e n e r a l ly ,  to  the study of  preschool  c h i l d r e n ' s  soc ia l  

symbolic performances.

S o c ia l In te r a c t io n  o f  B u ild e r s  and Pretenders

Pre tender  play i s  more s o c i a l ,  b u i l d e r  play more s o l i t a r y .  

Often,  when one b u i l d e r  i n i t i a t e s  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  the co­

p laye r  responds only minimally to  the s o c i a l  b id .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

p re te n d e r s  a r e  more l i k e l y  to  share  the i n t e r a c t i v e  load .  Both 

p re te nde rs  c o n t r i b u t e  to  the development of  a conversa t ion  and 

focus on the same i n t e r a c t i o n  goa l .

Although the s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  of  a t a r g e t  c h i ld  has been 

s tu d ie d  in  f r e e  play s e t t i n g s  (Pa r ten ,  1932; Rubin, Maionit  

Hornung, 1976), t h i s  i s  the only study which documents t h a t  the 

domain o f  p lay  employed has an e f f e c t  on p e e r s '  s o c ia l  p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n .  I t  i s  probable  t h a t  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e i r  p a t t e r n  of  

s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  r e f l e c t  t h e i r  p r i o r  exper ience  in  l e a rn in g  how 

to  p lay .  Researchers  have desc r ibed  how, when l e a rn in g  to  draw, 

c h i ld r e n  a r e  a l s o  l e a rn in g  to  d e f in e  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  as  an " i n d i v i ­

dual ta sk"  (Gearhear t  & Newman, 1980).  I t  i s  n o t  unusual f o r  an 

American preschool  c h i ld  to  be i n s t r u c t e d  to  " b u i ld  by y o u r s e l f ,
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using your own b loc ks . "  Through t h i s  message,  t e a c h e r s  and 

p a re n t s  r e i n f o r c e  a c h i l d ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  of  b u i ld in g  as  a c on tex t  

f o r  in d iv id u a l  a c t i v i t y .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  success in c o n s t ru c t io n a l  

play does n o t  r e q u i r e  c o l l a b o r a t i o n .  Most c h i ld r e n  can make an 

acc ep tab le  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p roduc t  w i thou t  involv ing  t h e i r  p a r t ­

ne r .  Pretend p la y ,  on the o th e r  hand,  i s  t i e d  to  in t e rp e r s o n a l  

exper ience  (Garvey, 1982).  T h ere fo re ,  p re te nd ing  in the company 

of  a peer  comes to  mean p re tend ing  with  a p ee r .  Successful  

symbolic p lay  r e q u i r e s  c o n s t a n t  a t t e n t i o n  to  the co -p la ye r  as 

p la y e r s  a d j u s t  and vary r o l e s  and a c t i o n  in accordance with  the 

behavior of  the p a r t n e r .  Perhaps success fu l  p r e te n se  i s  more 

dependent  on soc ia l  s k i l l  than success fu l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay .

There a r e  two im p l ic a t io n s  o f  the se  r e s u l t s  which should 

guide f u r t h e r  s tudy o f  peer  p lay .  F i r s t ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  

p re te nse  p lay  w i l l  g e n e ra l ly  su p p o r t  peer  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  

whereas p rovid ing  of  b u i ld in g  m a t e r i a l s  w i l l  g e n e r a l l y  le ad  to 

more independent  peer  p la y .  These p r e d i c t i o n s  w a r r a n t  f u r t h e r  

r e s e a r c h .  Second, s o l i t a r y  and c o l l e c t i v e  symbolism may have a 

d i f f e r e n t  developmental cou rse .  There i s  one study which sug­

g e s t s  t h a t  s o l i t a r y  and c o l l a b o r a t i v e  forms o f  p r e te n se  have a 

d i f f e r e n t  developmental course and t h a t  c o l l e c t i v e  i s  more d i f f i ­

c u l t  than s o l i t a r y  p re tence  (Fe in ,  Moorin & E ns le in ,  1983).  Any 

dom a in -spec i f ic  model o f  p la y  must cons ider  how s k i l l s  needed f o r
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symbolic competence may d i f f e r  in  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  versus  ind iv idua l  

symbolic a c t i v i t i e s .

C ontent o f  B u ild er  and Pretender Play

There were both s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the  propor­

t i o n  of  time b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  devoted to  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r ­

a c t i v e  g o a l s .  Both play  groups were a l i k e  in t h a t  o n e - t h i r d  of  

peer  s o c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  was comprised of  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p lay .  This  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s in g  a s  p r i o r  s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  

peer  play  s e s s io n s  move back and f o r t h  between f a n ta sy  and 

r e a l i t y  based i n t e r a c t i o n s  (Seidman, 1983; Garvey, 1982; Gottman,

1983).

P re te n d e r s ,  however, engaged in  more f a n t a s y ,  and more of  

t h e i r  s o c ia l  speech was devoted t o  spec i fy ing  p la ns  f o r  p re te n se .  

For b u i l d e r s ,  m a te r ia l  ownership t a l k  and behavior  was more p ro­

minent .  In keeping with  the in d iv id u a l  na tu re  of  b u i l d e r  p lay ,  

ex p re s s io n s  such as "Look what I made" were more l i k e l y  to  occur 

in  t h e i r  play t a l k .  These c o n t e n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  unders tandable  

in  l i g h t  o f  the d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r a c t i v e  p a t t e r n s  of  b u i l d e r  and 

p re te n d e r  p la y .  Builders  had a h igher  amount of  t a l k  abou t  mate­

r i a l  ownership—i t  func tioned  to  a l low them to  complete t h e i r  

so lo  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  P re te n d e r s '  engagement in  a h igher  amount of  

c o l l a b o r a t i v e  i n t e r a c t i o n  was a p r e r e q u i s i t e  to the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  

o f  f a n t a s y .  Sachs,  Goldman and C h a i l l e  (1984) documented t h a t
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preschool  c h i l d r e n ' s  planning in p re tend  play r e q u i r e s  the use of 

language to  develop a f a n t a s y .

These r e s u l t s  have t h e o r e t i c a l  im p l ic a t io n s  f o r  the  study of 

peer  p lay .  I t  appears  to  be of  q u es t io n ab le  u t i l i t y  to cons ider  

p r a c t i c e  or  f u n c t io n a l  p lay ,  games of  make-bel ieve,  and co n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  games as  e x i s t i n g  in a h i e r a r c h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  each 

o th e r  (P i a g e t ,  1946).  Rather ,  peer  p la y  i s  a heterogeneous 

a c t i v i t y  in  which both b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  engage in  a f a i r  

amount o f  o b j e c t  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p lay .  These da ta  suppo r t  an 

a l t e r n a t i v e  view o f  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between d i f f e r e n t  types of 

play forms.  For peers  in t h e i r  f i f t h  and s i x t h  y e a r s  o f  l i f e ,  

th e re  i s  a co o rd in a te ,  r a t h e r  than a h i e r a r c h i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between t h e i r  o b j e c t  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  and f an ta sy  p lay .

During symbolic per formances,  peers  have the op t ion  to  

e i t h e r  pursue r e a l i t y  or  f a n ta s y  based g o a l s .  Indeed,  some of 

the p re tender  dyads engaged in  l i t t l e  f an ta sy  th roughout t h e i r  

f i v e  minute p r e t e s t  s e s s i o n .  Thus,  t h e o r i e s  of  s o c i a l  p lay  must 

address  the i s s u e  of  what f a c t o r s  govern c h i l d r e n ' s  pe rcep t ion  of 

a c t i v i t i e s  as  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  f a n ta s y  or  f o r  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c ­

t i o n a l  p lay .  C er ta in  p lay  m a t e r i a l s  a r e  l i k e l y  to  a f f o r d  c e r t a i n  

types of  play ( i . e . ,  blocks f o r  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p l a y ) ,  b u t  any 

m a te r ia l  may t h e o r e t i c a l l y  be transformed and u t i l i s e d  in  fan tasy  

p lay .  A p a r t i a l  answer t o  t h i s  q u es t ion  emerges when the changes 

accompanying play  t r a i n i n g  a r e  desc r ib e d .
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S tru ctu re  o f  P la y ers ' S o c ia l Speech

Based on the ev idence ,  p roduc t ive  language does n o t  vary  as  

a fu n c t io n  o f  whether peers  a r e  engaged in  b u i l d e r  or  p re tender  

p lay .  In g e n e r a l ,  the mean and maximum exchange l e n g th s  of  the 

p la y e r s  conversa t ions  were much lower than when peer  t a l k  was 

recorded  during sandbox,  play k i t c h e n ,  and toy te lephone play 

(Seidman, 1983).  The f a c t  t h a t  c h i ld r e n  were u n l i k e ly  to have 

any p r i o r  peer  play exper ience  w i th in  the "farmland" and "tower" 

s e t t i n g s  accounted f o r  the d i f f e r e n c e  between the c u r r e n t  and 

p r i o r  a ssessm ent  of  young c h i l d r e n ' s  conversa t iona l  c a p a c i t i e s  

dur ing p lay .

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  the f in d in g  t h a t  th e re  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  

between the s t r u c t u r e  of  d i scou r se  b u i l d e r s  and p re te n d e r s  i s  

p rob lem at ic .  As was a l re ad y  d e s c r ib e d ,  both b u i l d e r s '  and 

p r e t e n d e r s '  play  o f t e n  conta ined  t a lk  devoted to  both  p re tend  and 

o b j e c t  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p lay .  T h ere fo re ,  even i f  t a lk  which 

accompanied and c r e a te d  symbolic play had d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c t u r a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  from c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play t a l k ,  the d i f f e r e n c e s  could 

be obscured by the  comparison o f  a l l  b u i l d e r  and p re te n d e r  l a n ­

guage.  However, i f  a l l  the  "pre tend"  t a l k  was compared to  a l l  

the  " c o n s t r u c t i o n a l "  t a l k ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  might  emerge from t h i s  

comparison.  When t h i s  s t r a t e g y  of  a n a l y s i s  was adopted ,  i t  was 

the  case  t h a t  peer  o b j e c t  play co n v e r s a t io n s  were s h o r t e r  and
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l e s s  e l a b o r a t e  than p re tend  c o n v e r s a t io n s  (Nelson & Seidman,

1984).

In conc lu s ion ,  these  r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the s t r u c t u r e  of  

t h e i r  d i s c o u r s e  does n o t  d i s t i n g u i s h  the symbolic performances of  

b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s ,  p rov id ing  su p p o r t  f o r  a s em io t i c  view of 

p lay .

The Micro Development o f  P lay

Pre p o s t  t e s t  ana ly ses  r e v ea led  in formation  on how knowledge 

and exper ience  a f f e c t  the symbolic performances o f  pee r s .

Although no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  p r e d i c t e d ,  th e re  were s i g n i f i c a n t  

changes in  the s o c ia l  behav io r ,  language ,  and i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  the 

peers  in  the  second s e s s io n s  of  p la y .  Shared e v e n t  knowledge and 

c o n s t r u c t io n a l  procedures  were c e n t r a l  to  c h i l d r e n ' s  a b i l i t y  to 

engage in  symbolic and c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay .  Contrary  to  e x p e c ta ­

t i o n ,  b u i l d e r s  and p r e te n d e r s  in  the  adul t-modeled group d id  no t  

d i s p la y  g r e a t e r  conversa t iona l  and i n t e r a c t i v e  competence than 

the  con t ro l  group p l a y e r s .  However, a n a l y s i s  of  i n t e r a c t i o n  

e f f e c t s  r evea led  t h a t  play t r a i n i n g  had a d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t  on 

the two play groups .  Bu i lde rs  focused more on c o n s t r u c t io n a l  

p la y ,  p r e te n d e r s  engaged in  more complex f an ta sy  p la y .  Both 

groups i n c o rp o ra te d  the adu l t-modeled  in formation  in t o  t h e i r  

second play s e s s i o n s .  These r e s u l t s  prov ide a d d i t i o n a l
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in formation  on the  common and unique q u a l i t i e s  and s k i l l s  which 

in f lu e n c e  peer  performances in  symbolic and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p lay.

Common P ro cesses  A ffe c t in g  B u ild ers  and Pretenders

All groups of  p la y e r s  engaged in  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more s o c ia l  

and conversa t iona l  speech in  t h e i r  second play s e s s i o n s .  Players 

were more s o c i a l ,  more d e l i b e r a t e  and more focused on p lay .

These was l e s s  n o n - s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t  p la y ,  and more high leve l  

c o l l a b o r a t i o n  in  which each c h i l d  performed a d i f f e r e n t  task 

r e l a t e d  to  a common goa l .

P r io r  to  the second play  s e s s i o n s ,  model and co n t ro l  p laye rs  

were a l i k e  in two r e s p e c t s .  F i r s t ,  both groups o f  p laye rs  p a r t i ­

c ip a ted  in a peer  play ses s ion  o f  equal l eng th  with  access  to the 

same play  m a t e r i a l s .  Second, a l l  p la y e r s  rece ived  an i n s t r u c t i o n  

which s e t  the goal f o r  the p o s t t e s t  p lay  a c t i v i t y .  Bui lders  were 

i n s t r u c t e d  "Build towers to g e th e r "  and p re te n d e r s  to  "Play farm­

land t o g e th e r " .  T here fo re ,  i t  seems lo g i c a l  to  i n f e r  t h a t  both 

exper ience  and having i goal f o r  play caused the observed 

changes.

The importance o f  the se  r e s u l t s  i s  t h a t  they i d e n t i f y  

cross-domain m od i f ie r s  of  peer  p lay  behav io r ,  and p rovide  suppor t  

f o r  a sem io t ic  view o f  p la y .  Recent ly ,  a number of  r e s e a r c h e r s  

emphasized t h a t  the  language s i t u a t i o n  can s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  mini­

mize or  maximize the language competence o f  young c h i ld r e n  (Cole,
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Dore, Hall & Dowley, 1978). In p a r t i c u l a r ,  the phys ica l  l o c a ­

t i o n ,  number o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  s e t t i n g  and ta sk  of  an i n t e r a c t i o n  

a l l  in f lu en ce  the d i s co u r s e  p roduc t ion  of  nursery  school c h i ld r e n  

(Dore, 1978). However, the way in  which any one f a c t o r  or  a 

combination o f  f a c t o r s  w i l l  a f f e c t  d i s co u r s e  p roduction  i s  no t  

s p e c i f i e d .  This s tudy provides  ev idence t h a t  having both a goal 

and p r i o r  exper ience  in  a p la y  s i t u a t i o n  w i l l  lead  to  a subse­

quent  i n c re a s e  in  preschool  p e e r s '  conversa t iona l  competence.

The e x t e n t  to  which the r e l a t i o n s h i p  g e n e r a l i z e s  to  o th e r  b u i l d e r  

and p re te n d e r  p lay t a sks  deserves  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .

P ro cesses  A ffe c t in g  A ll Pretenders

Pre tenders  were g e n e ra l ly  l e s s  in f luenced  by t r a i n i n g  than 

were b u i l d e r s .  The evidence f o r  t h i s  s ta t em en t  i s  t h a t  th e re  

were a number of  dimensions in  which p re te n d e r  play  changed 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  between s e s s i o n s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of  whether p re te nde rs  

were in the model or  con t ro l  groups .  More of  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  

speech was devoted to  the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  and maintenance of 

f a n t a s y .  The i r  behavior measures i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they had more 

f an ta sy -b a sed  i n t e r a c t i o n  and were more l i k e l y  to  assume a 

soc io -d ram at ic  r o l e .

These f i n d i n g s  provide i n s i g h t  on the f a c t o r s  which lead  

peers  to  d e f in e  an i n t e r a c t i o n  as  a c o n t e x t  f o r  f a n t a s i z i n g .  

El 'Konin (1966) d iscovered  t h a t  when c h i ld r e n  were ass igned  a
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ro l e  and a p re tend  theme, t h e i r  p lay  with  b locks  and small p l a t e s  

changed from manipu la t ive  o b j e c t  play  to  e l a b o r a t e  fan ta sy  p lay .  

The p r e s e n t  s tudy  was l i k e  E l 'K o n in ' s  in t h a t  con t ro l  p re te n d e r s  

were a l s o  provided with  a goal and a theme f o r  f a n t a s y ,  "play 

farmland."  Thus, sugges t ing  a theme and modeling a s c r i p t  fo r  

fan ta sy  were e qua l ly  e f f e c t i v e  in in c re a s in g  the f a n ta sy  and 

r o l e - t a k i n g  o f  the p r e t e n d e r s .

These f in d in g s  do n o t  mean t h a t  event-knowledge was unimpor­

t a n t  in the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  and maintenance o f  f a n t a s y .  As we 

s h a l l  see ,  th e re  were n o n - t r i v i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between model and 

con t ro l  p r e t e n d e r s .  However, r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  whi le  d i s ­

covery o f  an ev e n t  f o r  p r e te n s e  i s  necessary  f o r  support ing  f a n ­

t a s y ,  knowledge o f  a s p e c i f i c  way to play i s  no t .  As Corsaro 

(1983) i n d i c a t e d ,  successfu l  p re te n d e r s  must n e g o t i a t e  meaning 

with  o th e r  i n t e r a c t i v e  p a r t n e r s  u n t i l  a mutual unders tanding  of  

how to  "play out" an ev e n t  i s  reached .  Thus, p re te n d e r s  who 

observed the adul t-modeled s c r i p t  s t i l l  needed to  " t r a n s l a t e "  the 

farmland e v en t  i n t o  a s o c ia l  performance in which each p la ye r  was 

comfor table  with  h i s  or  her  r o l e  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the  even t .  

In f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  on the r o l e  o f  e v en t  knowledge i s  f an ta sy  

p lay ,  an a t t e m p t  should be made to  i n v e s t i g a t e  both  the p rocesses  

involved  in  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of  e v e n t s ,  and how the soc ia l  and 

l i n g u i s t i c  s k i l l  o f  the p la y e r s  a f f e c t s  t h e i r  n e g o t i a t i o n  of  

even t -based  p lay .
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E ffe c t s  o f  P lay T rain ing

The d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of  b u i l d e r s '  p l a y . As p r e d i c t e d ,  a d u l t -  

modeling o f  s p e c i f i c  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  procedures  moved b u i l d e r s '  

play more i n t o  the domain of th ree -d im ensiona l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  

and the  c o n t e n t  of  t h i s  play was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 

p re tender  p lay .  This s h i f t  i n t o  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play was marked 

by an i n c re a s e  in  both o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  and 

c o n s t ru c t io n a l  procedure-themed language.  Tra in ing  a l s o  led  to a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  decrease  in s o l i t a r y ,  manipu la t ive  play and an 

in c re a se  in  the p ropo r t ion  o f  p lay time in which b u i l d e r s  worked 

to g e th e r  to  c r e a t e  a s p e c i f i c  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p roduc t .  Trained 

b u i l d e r s  had l e s s  one-s ided  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and the changed d e f i n i ­

t i o n  of  b u i ld in g  as  a more s o c ia l  a c t i v i t y  was r e f l e c t e d  in  the 

decrease  in  t h e i r  a t t em p ts  to  hoard play m a t e r i a l s .  As a l ready  

d esc r ibe d ,  67? of  the model b u i l d e r s  u t i l i z e d  adul t-modeled  

b u i ld ing  procedure to  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  p o s t t e s t  p lay .  T here fo re ,  

i t  i s  l o g i c a l  to  assume t h a t  the b u i l d e r ' s  t r a i n i n g  was r e s p o n s i ­

b le  fo r  the d i f f e r e n t i a l  symbolic performances of  the model and 

con t ro l  b u i l d e r s  dur ing  t h e i r  second chance a t  p lay .

The r e s u l t s  i l l u m i n a te  some o f  the p rocesses  involved in  

p e e r s '  a b i l i t y  to  engage in  s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y .  The 

c r e a t i o n  o f  a c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p roduc t  i s  the essence  of  c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  p la y .  By d e f i n i t i o n ,  s o c ia l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  play e n t a i l s  

th ree-d im ensional  d e p i c t io n .  Model b u i l d e r s  were more ad e p t  a t
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c r e a t in g  b u i ld in g s  because they fol lowed p rocedures ,  or  p a r t i c u ­

l a r  "ways of  doing th ings"  (Mandler , 1983).  More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  

d i g i t a l  mapping was the primary c o g n i t i v e  r e sou rce  u t i l i z e d  in 

s o c ia l  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p lay .

In r e c o n s t r u c t in g  the  tower,  t r a i n e d  b u i l d e r s  were requ i re d  

to  use a p r e c i s e  number o f  p l a s t i c  ba r s  and tubes  and coord ina te  

the h o r izo n ta l  and v e r t i c a l  dimensions o f  the b u i l d in g .  In con­

f i g u r a t i o n ,  the  tower was s t e p - l i k e ,  w ith  i d e n t i c a l  l e f t  and 

r i g h t  towers connected by a h ig h e r ,  middle tower .  The s k i l l s  

r eq u i re d  fo r  success  a t  d i g i t a l  mapping emerge between the  ages 

of  fou r  and f i v e  (Gardner & Wolf, 1983). I t  was t h e r e f o r e ,  no t  

s u p r i s in g  t h a t  p laye rs  were ab le  to  b u i ld  tow ers .  What i s  

remarkable i s  t h a t  adul t-model ing  focused peer  play on c o n s t ru c ­

t i o n a l  a c t i v i t y ,  thus  r e v e a l in g  the  unique p a t t e r n s  o f  s o c i a l  

i n t e r a c t i o n ,  behav ior and language which accompany play w i th in  

the domain of  th ree-d imensional  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s .

The capa c i ty  to  engage in  focused c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p lay with  a 

peer  i s  a func t ion  o f  a c h i l d ' s  a b i l i t y  use the s k i l l  o f  d i g i t a l  

mapping in  b u i ld in g  with  a peer  in  s o c ia l  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p la y .  

F u r the r  r e s e a r c h  i s  needed to  t r a c e  the development o f  t h i s  s k i l l  

a c ro s s  the preschool  y e a r s .

The d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  p re te n d e r  p l a y . Model and con t ro l  

p r e t e n d e r s '  second ses s ion  o f  p la y  g e n e r a l l y  con ta ined  more 

fan ta sy -b a sed  p la y .  However, model p r e te n d e r s  showed a d d i t i o n a l
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movement i n t o  the domain of  symbolic p la y .  Tra ined  p re te n d e r s  

were more s o c i a l ,  and t h e i r  p la y  was l e s s - r e a l i t y  based .  They 

devoted l e s s  of  t h e i r  p layt ime to  o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  p lay  and 

had l e s s  t o t a l  cons t ru c t io n a l - th em e d  t a l k .  At the same t ime,  

more of  t h e i r  language involved the assumption of  a f a n ta s y  r o l e ,  

and t h e i r  f an ta sy  i n t e r a c t i o n s  con ta ined  more higher l eve l  id e a ­

t i o n a l  f a n t a s y .

Pas t  r e s e a r c h  r e v ea led  t h a t  adul t-modeled  s o c ia l  r o l e  scena­

r i o s  (Watson & F i s c h e r ,  1977),  a c t i o n  sequences (Fenson & Ramsay, 

1981) and s c r i p t  s cen a r io s  (Fenson,  1984; B re th e r to n ,  O 'Conne ll ,  

Bates & Shore, 1984) a l l  lead  to  more complex in d iv id u a l  f an ta sy  

p la y .  But s ince  the se  s tu d i e s  d id  n o t  inc lude  con t ro l  groups ,  i t  

i s  no t  s a fe  to  conclude t h a t  the modeling o f  the s c r i p t  was the 

cause o f  the observed changes.  The p r e s e n t  s tudy  prov ides  more 

d e f i n i t i v e  proof  t h a t  the adu l t-model ing  o f  even ts  fo r  play 

decreased  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  p la y ,  and inc re a sed  f an ta sy -b a sed  t a lk  

and a c t io n  in  the  dyadic play o f  p r e t e n d e r s .  The f a c t  t h a t  92% 

o f  the p re te n d e r s  inc o rpo ra ted  the "farmland" s c r i p t  in t o  t h e i r  

p o s t t e s t  play  s e s s io n s  provides  a d d i t i o n a l  assurance  t h a t  u t i l i ­

z a t io n  of  s p e c i f i c  ev en t s  t o  s t r u c t u r e  f a n ta sy  was r e s p o n s ib le  

f o r  the d i f f e r e n t i a l  changes in  the model pre tend  group.

Event modeling d id  n o t ,  a s  p r e d i c t e d ,  lead  to g r e a t e r  con­

v e r s a t i o n a l  and i n t e r a c t i v e  competence.  This  nega t ive  f ind ing  

underscores  the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no simple r e l a t i o n s h i p  between
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the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  an in d iv id u a l  and the use of  knowledge in 

conversa t ion  (Van Dijk ,  1981).  E sp e c i a l l y  in  p lay ,  where given 

meaning may change c o n s t a n t l y ,  a s h o r t - p e r i o d  o f  adul t-model ing  

o f  a s p e c i f i c  even t  does n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  improve general  

capa c i ty  to share  knowledge in  a c t i o n  and t a l k .  As a l re ad y  

d e s c r ib e d ,  p re te n d e r s  n e g o t i a t e  in fo rm at ion  in f a n ta s y  p lay .

This sugges ts  t h a t  s k i l l  in  peer  i n t e r a c t i o n  in f lu e n c e s  c h i l d ­

r e n ' s  a b i l i t y  to  share  s c r i p t e d  f a n t a s y .

The d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of  play t a l k . Some of the v a r io u s  ways 

in  which c h i ld r e n  used words to  d e f in e  b u i l d e r  and p re te nde r  play 

have a l re a d y  been d e s c r ib e d .  In g e n e r a l ,  p o s t t e s t  p re te n d e r s  

used language f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  and m ain ta in ing  f a n t a s y .  Trained 

p r e te n d e r s '  r e a l i t y - b a s e d  play t a l k  was a l s o  i n h i b i t e d .  Tra ined  

b u i l d e r s '  s o c ia l  speech was s p e c i f i c a l l y  t i e d  to  the t a s k - a t -  

hand, b u i ld in g  towers .  While they t r i e d  var ious  bar and tube 

ar rangements ,  they d i scu ssed  whether what  they d id  looked 

" r i g h t " .  Pretend play  t a l k  was f l u i d ,  the emphasis was on c r e a t ­

ing and developing a p a r t i c u l a r  theme. In c o n t r a s t ,  b u i l d e r  play 

t a lk  was focused and d i d a c t i c ,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  s e l f - e v a l u a t i o n s  and 

c o -p a r t n e r  judgments o f  the b u i ld in g  e f f o r t s .  I t  i s  recognized  

t h a t  a more sy s tem a t ic  a n a l y s i s  o f  the  t r a n s c r i p t s  i s  necessary  

to  document the se  d i f f e r e n c e s .  However, the unique s t y l e  and 

func t ion  of  the  p l a y e r s '  t a l k  su g g es t  t h a t  o ld e r  peers  have well 

developed r e p e r t o i r e s  o f  both p re tend  t a l k  and ta sk  t a l k .
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Whether th e re  a r e  boundar ies and /o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  between " task  

t a l k "  and " c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play t a l k "  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  unknown.

Knowledge fo r  S tru c tu r in g  Play

In sum, the r e s ea rch  r e v e a l s  t h a t  in  p la y ,  peers  d i s p la y  

s o c ia l  behavior  d i r e c t e d  to  both f a n ta sy  and r e a l i t y - b a s e d  g oa l s ,  

and t h a t  the form o f  soc ia l  behavior v a r i e s  with  the play t a s k .  

Bu i lde rs  a s s o c i a t e ,  p re te n d e r s  c o l l a b o r a t e .  P re schoo le r s '  play 

changed when p la y e r s  had a play  goal and p r i o r  exper ience  p laying 

with  a peer  in  a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n te x t .  For t r a i n e d  b u i l d e r s ,  play 

became more of  a c o n te x t  f o r  3-dimensional  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .

Trained  p re te n d e r s  subsequent ly  engaged in more symbolic p lay .  

This  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  symbol iza t ion was marked by s h i f t s  in the 

p ropo r t ion  of  i n t e r a c t i v e  goa ls  w i th in  p a r t i c u l a r  c a t e g o r i e s  of 

s o c ia l  speech and behav ior .

There were a l s o  cross-domain modifers  o f  peer  p lay .  For 

both b u i l d e r s  and p r e t e n d e r s ,  conversa t iona l  competence inc reased  

when p la y e r s  had p r i o r  exper ience  in  a play s i t u a t i o n  and a goal 

f o r  p la y .  These da ta  suppor t  the  sem io t ic  view of  p la y ,  and lead  

to  the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  a common process  i n f lu e n c in g  symbolic 

performance in both p lay  forms.

In a d d i t i o n ,  the  study p rov ides  evidence t h a t  both peer 

genera ted  and adu lt -modeled  s c r i p t s  f o r  play  suppo r t  f a n t a s y ,  

whereas the c r e a t i o n  o f  c o n s t r u c t io n a l  p roduc ts  i s  more dependent
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upon u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  procedural  knowledge and d i g i t a l  mapping 

s k i l l s .

C onclusion

This study i d e n t i f i e s  th ree  p r i n c i p l e s  which apply to  the 

s tudy of  s o c ia l  symbolic performance.  F i r s t ,  a d u l t s  can drama­

t i c a l l y  change the c o n te n t  o f  peer  p la y .  Much of  the p r i o r  

t r a i n i n g  r e s ea rch  has focused on how to  change play r a t h e r  than 

what to  change in p lay  (Gottman, 1983).  This  s tudy provides  

evidence t h a t  a d u l t s  can change the r e l a t i v e  amounts of  both 

f an ta sy  and o b j e c t / c o n s t r u c t i o n a l  a c t io n  and t a lk  of  peer  

p l a y e r s .  This sugges ts  t h a t  e a r l y  ch i ldhood educa to rs  can 

a c t i v e l y  f a c i l i t a t e  the play of  peers  who do n o t  spontaneously 

engage in  f a n ta sy  or  c o n s t ru c t io n a l  p lay .

Second, the re  a r e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  p a t t e r n s  of  behav ior which 

accompany competent  symbolic performances in  p a r t i c u l a r  domains 

o f  symbol iza t ion .  F u r th e r ,  d i f f e r e n t  domains o f  symboliza t ion  

r e l y  on d i f f e r e n t  s k i l l s .  For o ld e r  p r e s c h o o le r s ,  the d i f f e r e n ­

t i a l  f e a t u r e s  of  p re tend  and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play have a l re ady  

been d esc r ibe d .  I t  i s  expected t h a t  between 2 and 6 y e a r s  of  

age ,  peer  a c t i o n  and t a l k  in p re tend  and c o n s t ru c t io n a l  play  

a c t i v i t i e s  becomes more d i s t i n c t i v e .  I t  i s  probable  t h a t  ac ross  

t h e i r  preschool  y e a r s ,  peers  l e a rn  to  c o n s t r u c t  s e p a ra t e  domains 

o f  p lay .  This achievement r e f l e c t s  the development o f  more d i f -
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f e r e n t i a t e d  systems of  symbolic fu n c t io n in g  (Werner & Kaplan, 

1963).

Thi rd ,  th e re  a r e  general  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  the d i s p la y  of 

symbolic performance r e g a r d l e s s  o f  the domain o f  symbol izat ion 

employed. In p a r t i c u l a r ,  having both a goal f o r  a c t i v i t y  and 

p r i o r  play  exper ience  with  a peer  w i l l  i n c re a s e  s o c ia l  and 

i n t e r a c t i v e  competence in p lay .
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