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ABSTRACT

SOCIAL PLANS AND SOCIAL EPISODES:

THE DEVELOPMENT OF COLLABORATION IN ROLE PLAY

by

MARYL GEARHART

Advisor: Dr. Joseph Glick

A developmental model of the  so c ia l -co g n i t iv e  and communicative 

a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  ch a rac te r ize  ro le  play between peers was constructed 

and t e s t e d .  The domains of competence analyzed included the  ways 

peers negot ia te  agreements,  frame pre tense ,  and motivate charac ter  

p o r t ray a ls .  A complementary developmental ana lys is  of the  ' s c r i p t  

knowledge1 underlying ro le  play in te ra c t io n s  was produced.

The va r iab les  examined were (1) experience with a p a r t i c u la r  

'  pa r tne r  in  th e  play context and (2) age. G ir ls  in groups of same-aige, 

f a m il ia r  playmates (s ix  3 1 /2 -year-o lds ,  four 5 1 /2 -yea r -o lds ,  four  6 

1 /4-year-o lds)  were paired within age group. Pa irs  were videotaped 

playing toge ther  in a novel play context (a minia ture  grocery s to re )  

fo r  15 minutes on 2 success ive days. On a t h i r d  day, g i r l s  were re ­

par tnered within age group.

Analyses of c h i ld r e n ' s  negot ia t ions  indicated  t h a t  chi ldren 

worked harder  a t  communicating with par tners  1n sess ions  1 and 3, but 

they almost never negot ia ted t r u l y  c o l lab o ra t iv e  agreements on plans 

for  play or on symbolic pretense transformations .  Analyses of 

c h i ld r e n ' s  por t raya ls  revealed th a t  much of the 3 -yea r-o lds '  ro le  play 

and v i r t u a l ly  a l l  of the  o lder  su b jec ts '  ro le  play was sequent ia l ly  

and i n t e r a c t iv e ly  organized and thematical ly  c o n s is t e n t .  All chi ldren



portrayed the  customer 's  motives in occasional formulations of "want"

or "need" for  food items as well as in complete episodes (customer

se lec ts  foods which c lerk  bags).  However, sub jec ts  appeared to  

understand l i t t l e  of the  c l e r k ' s  motives, and, in the younger

sub jec ts '  ro le  p lay ,  the  motivations of the customer were also

sometimes not apparent in t h e i r  r i t u a l  r ep e t i t io n s  of ro le  play 

sequences and t h e i r  g rea te r  frequency of incomplete s to r e  episodes.

The w e l l - s t ru c tu red  play context appeared to  support su b jec ts '  

coordinat ion of ro le-played behaviors with l i t t l e  need for  

representa t ion  and coordinat ion of e i t h e r  p a r tn e rs '  or cha rac te r s '  

perspect ives .  Much of su b jec ts '  ro le  play could be explained by 

a t t r i b u t in g  to  them a simple s c r i p t  knowledge of sequences of s to re  

events and a l imited recognit ion t h a t  a peer may not share plans fo r  

por trayal .  These competences enable peers t o  cons truc t  together  

in t e ra c t iv e  contexts  fo r  learning about the ra t iona l  bases for  

in te ra c t io n s .
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CHAPTER I

OVERVIEW

Role play in t e r a c t io n s  are  important data  fo r  t h e  study of 

c h i ld r e n ' s  developing soc ia l  competences. In ro le  p lay ,  ch i ld re n  

reveal t o  us t h e i r  competence a t  coordinat ing i n t e r a c t io n s  and, in 

t h e i r  p o r t r ay a l s  of persons, t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of o th e r s '  

i n t e r a c t io n s .

Much of  the l i t e r a t u r e  on peer ro le  play i s  addressed t o  

con trovers ies  regarding young c h i l d r e n ' s  "egocentrism11 in  t h e i r  

in t e r a c t io n s  with peers .  C lass ic  re p o r t s  by Piaget  (1926/1955) and by 

Parten (1932) ind ica ted  t h a t  young ch i ld ren  were not i n t e r e s t e d  in 

t h e i r  peers or  able  to  i n t e r a c t  competently with them. P iaget  

explained c h i l d r e n ' s  apparent  d i s i n t e r e s t  and incompetence in 

in t e r a c t io n s  in terms of "egocentrism" — a funct ional  tendency to  

i n t e r p r e t  o th e r s '  experiences in terms of  the  s e l f ' s .  He argued t h a t  

t r u e  communication — "co l labo ra t ion  1n a b s t r a c t  thought” and "genuine 

argument" — requ i res  the  development of  the  understanding t h a t  o thers  

have thoughts ,  f e e l in g s  and In te n t io n s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  s e l f ' s ,  th e  

capaci ty  t o  represen t  o th e r s '  mental s t a t e s ,  and th e  log ica l  a b i l i t y  

t o  coordinate  d i f f e r e n t  perspec t ives  in  the  se rv ice  of a j o i n t  goal ,  

and he provided both observat ional  and in terv iew evidence t h a t  these  

developments do not occur un t i l  7 or  8 years  of age. However, recent  

s tud ies  do not support c e r t a i n  a spec ts  of  P i a g e t ' s  arguments and h is  

data .  There i s  now considerable  evidence t h a t  preschool ch i ld ren

-  l  -
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i n t e r a c t  with t h e i r  peers with grea t  i n t e r e s t .  There i s  a l s o  evidence 

th a t  th e  preschool c h i ld  i s  more competent in i n t e r a c t io n s  than Piaget  

be l ieved ,  but the  na ture  of ea r ly  i n t e r a c t iv e  competences and the  

course of t h e i r  development are mat ters  of controversy.  What a re  the  

young c h i l d ' s  c a p a c i t i e s  fo r  c e r t a in  forms of  in t e r a c t io n  and f o r  the  

a b i l i t i e s  presumed t o  u n der l ie  such i n t e r a c t io n s ,  and how do th e se  

develop over t ime?

V ir tu a l ly  a l l  m idd le -c lass  preschoolers  engage in ro le  play and 

do so approximately 1 - 25% of  t h e i r  f r e e  play time (Fein , 1981).

Role play da ta  have been o f fered  as evidence of preschool c h i l d r e n ' s  

non-egocentric  soc ia l  competences. The arguments are t h a t  ro le  

p o r t raya ls  reveal t h e  young c h i l d ' s  knowledge of persons o th e r  than 

him- or  h e r s e l f ,  and th e  successful  co-product ion with a peer  of 

coordinated p o r t r a y a l s  reveals  a b i l i t i e s  to  'd e cen te r '  from h i s  or  her 

own fantasy plan and coord ina te  i t  with the  fantasy  of another .  

However, t h e r e  i s  p resen t ly  no d e t a i l e d  evidence of what ch i ld ren  do 

in  ro le  p lay .  Such evidence i s  needed t o  inform th e  complex debates 

over th e  P iage t ian  view of c h i l d r e n ' s  developing soc ia l  knowledge and 

i n t e r a c t iv e  competence.

The study reported  here i s  an in v e s t ig a t io n  of c h i l d r e n ' s  ro le  

play with peers which addresses  th e  ques tion of  young c h i l d r e n ' s  

developing c a p a c i t i e s  fo r  coopera t ion ,  f o r  t r u e  “c o l la b o ra t io n  1n 

a b s t r a c t  thought" as  P iaget  o r ig i n a l l y  def ined  i t .  The purpose of the 

p ro jec t  was t o  c o n s t ru c t  a model of peer ro le  play and a s e t  of 

methods for  the  developmental a n a ly s is  of ro le  play i n t e r a c t io n s .  The 

usefu lness  of  the  a n a ly t i c  approach t h a t  was cons truc ted  was examined 

fo r  a small sample of ch i ld ren  videotaped playing 'grocery s t o r e '  in
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pa irs  a t  tn re e  ages (3,  5 ,  and 6 years)  and in th re e  communicative 

contexts  represent ing  v a r i a t io n s  in f a m i l i a r i t y  of play and of role 

play pa r tne r ,  contexts  which requ ire  adjustments  in c o l la b o ra t iv e  

work. Reported here are  t h e  model developed, th e  methods developed, 

q u a n t i t a t i v e  r e s u l t s ,  examinations of i l l u s t r a t i v e  t r a n s c r i p t  

exce rp ts ,  and d iscuss ions  of methodological i s sues  as a l l  of these  

inform th e  usefu lness  of the  an a ly t i c  approach proposed here .

The l i t e r a t u r e  which serves as background t o  th e  research i s

reviewed in Chapters I I  and I I I .  Chapter II  i s  a summary of

developmental s tu d ie s  of  peer i n t e r a c t io n ,  and Chapter I I I  i s  a more 

focused examination of developmental s tud ies  concerned with 

i n t e r a c t iv e  role  p lay.  Chapter IV conta ins  a p re sen ta t io n  of th e  ro le  

play model and a t e n t a t i v e  model of th e  development of ro le  play.  

Chapter V i s  a p re sen ta t io n  of th e  purpose of the  p ro je c t  and th e  

research des ign.  Chapter VI i s  a desc r ip t ion  of the  methods used. 

Chapters VII,  VIII ,  IX, and X are repo r ts  of r e s u l t s ,  and Chapter XI

conta ins  summary, d iscuss ion ,  and conclusions .



CHAPTER I I

THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMPETENCE IN PEER INTERACTIONS

In his  ear ly  work on language and thought ,  P iaget  (1926/1955) 

argued t h a t  young ch i ld ren  a re  "egocentr ic"  1n t h e i r  communications 

with o the rs .

[A] ch i ld  does not bother  t o  know t o  whom he i s  speaking nor 
whether he i s  being l i s t e n e d  t o .  He t a l k s  e i t h e r  fo r  
himself or f o r  th e  p leasure  of a s so c ia t in g  anyone who 
happens to  be t h e r e  with th e  a c t i v i t y  of  the  moment. This 
t a l k  i s  egocen tr ic  . . .  because he does not a ttempt to  place  
himself a t  th e  poin t of view of his  hearer  . . . .  [H]e has the 
i l l u s i o n  . . .  of being heard and understood. He f ee l s  no 
d e s i r e  to  in f luence  h is  hearer  nor t o  t e l l  him aiiything.
(P. 32)

Piaget reported t h a t  approximately 44 -  47% of  th e  u t te rances  of

ch i ld ren  as old as 6 and 1 /2 ,  observed 1n a school s e t t i n g ,  could be

charac te r ized  as  egocen t r ic :  r e p e t i t i o n s  of  o th e r s '  u t te rances

("e ch o la l ia  . . .  a remnant of baby p r a t t l e " ) ,  monologues ("th inking  '

a loud") ,  and c o l l e c t i v e  monologues (where "an o u t s id e r  . . .  Is

a ssoc ia ted  with the  ac t ion  or  thought  of  the  moment but is  expected

n e i th e r  to  a t ten d  nor t o  unders tand") .  P iaget  a t t r i b u t e d  such speech

t o  young c h i l d r e n ' s  i n a b i l i t i e s  both t o  rep resen t  o th e r s '  mental

s t a t e s  as  d i f f e r e n t  from the  s e l f ' s  and t o  reason by deduction — in

s h o r t ,  t o  t h e i r  i n a b i l i t i e s  t o  rep resen t  and coord ina te  d i s t i n c t

viewpoints.  He argued t h a t  even tua l ly  ch i ld ren  are  able  t o  c o n t r ib u te

t o  genuinely " so c ia l i z e d  exchanges":

Here the  c h i ld  r e a l l y  exchanges h is  thoughts  with o th e r s ,  
e i t h e r  by t e l l i n g  h i s  hearer  something t h a t  w i l l  i n t e r e s t  
him and in f luence  h is  a c t i o n s ,  or by an ac tua l  in terchange 
of ideas  by argument or  even by co l lab o ra t io n  in  p u rsu i t

-  4 -



of a common aim. (p. 33)

Recent s tud ies  have provided data  which are in co n s i s t e n t  with 

P i a g e t ' s  da ta  and h is  arguments. Even in fa n ts  have been shown to  

i n i t i a t e  soc ia l  engagements with t h e i r  peers (Mueller & Vandell ,

1977), and th e r e  have been co n s is ten t  f ind ings  of  f a i r l y  high leve ls  

of  adapted speech f o r  ch i ld ren  considerably  younger than th o se  Piaget  

observed. Mueller (1972) repor ted ,  from observat ions  of  dyads of 

preschool ch i ld ren  in a laboratory  playroom, t h a t  62% of  the  

u t te rances  of ch i ld ren  3 1/2 t o  5 1/2 rece ived  a c l e a r ly  contingent  

response, and Garvey and Hogan (1973) reported t h a t  59% of  th e  speech 

of p a i r s  of ch i ld ren  3 1/2 t o  5 was responsive and th em at ica l ly  

cont ingent .  As a r e s u l t ,  young ch i ld ren  have been charac te r ized  as 

" soc iocen tr ic"  (Garvey & Hogan, 1973) r a th e r  than egocen t r ic .  The 

meaning o f  the  term "sociocentr ism" and i t s  implica t ions  fo r  our 

understanding of th e  development of  socia l  s k i l l s  remain unc lear ,  

however. The demonstration t h a t  c e r t a in  soc ia l  s k i l l s  are in  evidence 

a t  younger ages than Piaget bel ieved does not remove th e  need f o r  an 

explanat ion of the  development of those  s k i l l s .  Furthermore, i t  i s  

not c l e a r  t h a t  the  demonstrated s k i l l s  of  i n i t i a t i n g  and maintaining 

peer engagement requ ire  t h e  kind of perspect ive  tak ing  and perspect ive  

coordina t ion  which was P i a g e t ' s  e s se n t i a l  concern.

In t h i s  ch ap te r ,  I t  w i l l  be argued t h a t  t h e r e  e x i s t s  no 

convincing d isconf irmation  of P i a g e t ' s  an a ly s is  of  the  development of 

communicative competence in  peer I n te r a c t i o n .  Rather ,  most 

in v es t ig a t io n s  produce f ind ings  co n s i s t e n t  with a P iage t ian  account.

The f i r s t  h a l f  of the  review t h a t  follows i s  a summary of 

research on young c h i l d r e n ' s  developing i n t e r a c t io n  s k i l l s .  The
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second h a l f  i s  a summary of the P iage t ian  framework and an examination 

of evidence fo r  p reschoo le rs '  developing c a p a c i t i e s  f o r  pe rspec t ive-  

taking and perspec t ive  coordinat ion in peer i n t e r a c t io n s .  The s tu d ie s  

reviewed provide evidence tha t*  cons is ten t  with a P iage t ian  an a ly s is ,  

development of competence in  peer i n t e r a c t io n  begins with mastery of 

' l o c a l , 1 sequen t ia l ly -o rgan ized  rou t ines  and progresses t o  more 

f le x ib ly  organized and goa l -d i rec ted  in t e r a c t io n s  requ ir ing  th e  use of 

perspec t ive  tak ing .

Age- Related Changes ijj Peer In te ra c t io n  S k i l l s  

I n i t i a t i n g  Engagement with a Peer

In fan ts  as young as 6 months of age are observed t o  d i r e c t  

social behaviors  toward t h e i r  peers and t o  respond t o  th ese  peer 

behaviors.  In fan ts  are successful in  t h e i r  i n i t i a t i o n s  about 50% of  

th e  time (group mean) (Vandell,  1980), and preschoolers  3 to  5 1/2 

years  old are successful  in  approximately 50-70% of  t h e i r  a ttempts  

(Garvey & Hogan, 1973; Gearhart & Shatz,  1978; Gre i f ,  1977; Mueller, 

1972).

Young in f a n t s  i n i t i a t e  with v o ca l i z a t io n s ,  touches ,  and smiles 

(Vandell ,  1980). Toddlers 12 to  24 months of  age i n i t i a t e  b r ie f  

social 'games' — r i t u a l  i m i t a t iv e ,  r e c ip ro c a l ,  o r  complementary 

i n t e r a c t io n  sequences — conveying “n o n l l t e r a l i t y  of  in t e n t "  (e .g .  

smiles or  l a u g h te r ) ,  " i r re levancy of  ac t ion"  (e .g .  non-1nstrumental 

ac t ions  such as fo o t - ta p p in g ) ,  r e p e t i t i o n ,  and f a m i l i a r  game contents  

of ten  involving some object  (Goldman & Ross, 1978; Hay & Ross, 1979) .1

1 To a n t i c i p a t e  the review of ro le  play s tud ies  in Chapter I I I ,  these



Objects are in c reas in g ly  in teg ra ted  in soc ia l  g es tu res  with age 

(Jacobson, 1981; Mueller & Brenner, 1977; Mueller & Lucas, 1975; 

Vandell ,  Wilson, & Buchanan, 1980). Wellman and Lempers (1977) 

examined 2 -y e a r -o ld s '  e f f o r t s  t o  communicate about p resen t  ob jec ts  

( " n a t u r a l i s t i c  r e f e r e n t i a l  communication") t o  ad u l t s  and t o  peers .

They reported  78% success in t o d d l e r s '  r e f e r e n t i a l  communications to  

t h e i r  peers ,  where th e se  communications usual ly  cons is ted  of some 

combination of looking a t  the  Intended l i s t e n e r ,  commenting about the  

object  r e fe r red  t o ,  showing th e  o b je c t ,  and po in t ing  t o  t h e  o b jec t .  

Furthermore, when th e se  todd le rs  received Inadequate  responses to  

t h e i r  i n i t i a t i o n s ,  they v i r t u a l l y  always (97%) t r i e d  again ,  evidence 

of t h e i r  in te n t io n  t o  secure  engagement with th e  peer  and not simply 

to  d i r e c t  a soc ia l  behavior  towards the  peer .

Young ch i ld ren  have a g reat  deal t o  lea rn  about t h e  s k i l l s  of  

i n i t i a t i o n .  For example, precursors  of the  ad u l t  rou t ine  of  summons- 

answer-message (Schegloff ,  1968) (e .g .  "hey" — "yeah?" — "wanna play 

with me?") a re  I n e f f i c i e n t  and poorly organized. Lucas and Mueller 

(1973) reported  a t o d d le r  summons-answer rou t ine  whose components 

appeared in  aqy order  on most any occasion,  in d ic a t in g  an 

u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  understanding of  th e  funct ions  of t h e  components of 

the  ro u t in e .  For example, A might al ready have B's  v isual  a t t e n t i o n ,  

and then say "da?"; or  A might show B something ( the  equ iva len t  of the  

message content)  and then use th e  "da?" summons. Gearhar t  and Shatz 

(1978) analyzed i n i t i a t i o n  s k i l l s  as used by 5 nursery school ch i ld ren  

in t h e i r  classroom a t  38 months and a t  41 months. Children commonly

ea r ly  peer games reveal emerging a b i l i t i e s  t o  t ransform th e  
i n t e r a c t iv e  context  i n to  one of play.
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used a r ig id  and i n e f f i c i e n t  i n i t i a t i o n  procedure which cons is ted  

simply of  communicating some message and, i f  uptake did not fo l low,  

repeat ing t h a t  message. However, over the  3 month time period 

examined, sub jec ts  made progress  in adding th e  l i s t e n e r ' s  name to  t h a t  

r e p e t i t i o n ,  so t h a t  the  r e p a i r  now combined summons and message.

Garvey and Hogan (1973) reported t h a t  s l i g h t l y  o lder  ch i ld ren  (42 to  

66 months) d id  use th e  separable  components of the  adu l t  summons- 

answer rou t ine  y e t  s t i l l  d id  not d isp lay  a c o n s is ten t  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  

of  a t t e n t i o n - g e t t e r s  in the  f i r s t  tu rn  from message on th e  t h i r d  tu rn ;  

sub jec ts  o f ten  included some message on th e  f i r s t  t u rn .

Forbes and Lubin (1981a) examined th e  techniques of persuasion 

young ch i ld ren  use t o  gain entry in to  o th e r s '  a c t i v i t i e s  in a 

classroom in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e se  c h i l d r e n ' s  b e l i e f s  about t h e i r  pee rs '  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of t h e i r  entry  techniques .  Children 5 years  of age 

were found l i k e l y  t o  express  t h e i r  d e s i r e  or I n te n t io n  t o  j o in  the  

group e x p l i c i t l y  and simply repeat  t h e i r  I n te n t io n  and "ignore and 

move in" i f  rebuffed .  Older c h i ld re n ,  7 years  o ld ,  were l ik e ly  t o  

express  i n d i r e c t l y  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  1n jo in in g  and, i f  rebuffed ,  t o  

appear d i s i n t e r e s t e d  or  t o  make an apparently  voluntary e x i t .  The 

data  are  i n t e rp r e t e d  by Forbes and Lubin as evidence t h a t  c h i l d r e n ' s  

motivat ions  when i n i t i a t i n g  group entry change with development.

Older ch i ld ren  d e s i r e  not only t o  j o i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i v i t y  but a l so  

t o  be well regarded by t h e i r  peers .  Achievement o f  peer regard 

requ i res  t h a t  t h e  ch i ld  make accura te  In ferences  about his  peers! 

a t t i t u d e s  toward h i s  en try . techniques and towards him, and, indeed, 

Forbes and Lubin report  a r e l a t i o n  between s u b je c t s '  s t r a t e g i c  entry  

techniques and t h e i r  psychological in fe rence  a b i l i t i e s  (as revealed in



in terv iews regarding t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of s tandard  entry 

s i t u a t i o n s ) .

In summary, i t  appears from th e  research to  date  t h a t  ch i ldren  

learn  only gradual ly  t o  approach t h e i r  peers with f l e x ib l e  i n i t i a t i o n  

s t r a t e g i e s  intended t o  accomplish a d ive rse  s e t  of I n te r a c t iv e  goals.  

Consistent  with P i a g e t ' s  arguments concerning th e  growth of 

perspec t ive  t ak ing ,  I n i t i a t i o n  s k i l l s  t h a t  r equ i re  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

o th e r s '  i n t e n t io n s ,  b e l i e f s ,  and f ee l in g s  develop very gradual ly  

during th e  preschool y e a r s .  Research on the  o rganiza t ion  of young 

c h i l d r e n ' s  peer i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  reviewed nex t ,  reveals  a s im i la r  

i n f l e x i b i l i t y  in the  o rganizat ion  of ea r ly  to d d le r  in t e r a c t io n s  and a 

gradual emergence of multiply  g o a l -d i r ec te d ,  h i e r a r c h i c a l ly  organized 

i n t e r a c t io n s .

Maintaining and S truc tu r ing  Peer Engagement

There i s  considerable  evidence t h a t  ea r ly  peer in t e r a c t io n s  

co n s is t  pr imar i ly  of  lo c a l ly  organized sequent ia l  rou t ines  and 

r i t u a l s .  Topically  organized dialogues and f l e x l b i l y  organized goal-  

d i rec ted  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  observed with increas ing  frequency among o ld e r  

preschoolers .

From h is  observat ions  of to d d le r  peer i n t e r a c t io n s  in  laboratory  

playgroups,  Mueller (Mueller & Lucas, 1975; Mueller & Vandell ,  1977) 

noted t h a t  to d d le r  socia l In te ra c t io n s  of th ree  or more t u r n s ,  when 

they occurred,  were usual ly  susta ined  by an Im i ta t iv e  rh y th m ld ty  

r a th e r  than  p la n fu l ,  coordinated socia l  behaviors.  Bronson (1975) has 

a l so  described unacquainted to d d le r s  " in te rm i t t e n t ly  echoing each 

o t h e r ' s  voca l iza t ions  or  r e f l e c t i n g  each o t h e r ' s  ges tu ra l  p a t t e r n s . "
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S im i la r ly ,  Keenan's (Keenan, 1974; Keenan & Klein,  1974) re p o r t s  of 

r e p e t i t i o n  procedures fo r  sound play between twin boys age 33 months 

and Garvey's (1974a, 1974b, 1977) and Newman's (1978) d esc r ip t io n s  of 

r i t u a l  round s t r u c tu r e s  construc ted  from sequent ia l  r e p e t i t i o n s  and 

e labo ra t ions  of tu rn  contents  among s l i g h t l y  o lde r  ch i ld ren  a l l  

suggest  t h a t  young ch i ld ren  have d i f f i c u l t y  s t r u c tu r in g  complex 

engagements. By r i t u a l i s t i c a l l y  repeat ing  one a n o th e r ' s  u t t e ra n ce s ,  

ch i ld ren  display an o r ie n ta t i o n  t o  the  o th e r  and t o  t h e i r  j o i n t  

e f f o r t s  as well as  a committment to  continue but without  much 

e labo ra t ion  of  content  poss ib le  (Newman, 1978; S h ie ld s ,  1976).

Goldman and Ross (1978) reported  evidence t h a t  some of t h e i r  todd le rs  

knew general tu rn - t a k in g  procedures — e .g .  looking a t  p a r tn e r ,  

wait ing fo r  p a r tne r  — and o the rs  t h a t  were s p e c i f i c  t o  a game — e .g .  

repeat ing one 's  tu rn  t o  prompt th e  p a r t n e r ' s  next move in t h a t  game. 

There were occasional problems in tu rn  tak ing  (simultaneous t u r n s ,  one 

t o d d le r  tak ing  two tu rn s  in  a row), only some of which were 

su ccess fu l ly  rep a i red .  Maqy re su l t e d  in  f a i l u r e  of the I n t e r a c t i o n ,  

or  a new game was cons truc ted  from t h e  tu rn - t a k in g  v i o l a t i o n ,  both 

in d ic a t in g  t h a t  todd le rs  a re  cons t ruc t ing  tu rn -b y - tu rn  rou t ines  r a th e r  

than j o i n t l y  accomplishing an i n t e r a c t iv e  goa l .  A notable  f e a tu re  of 

s eq u en t ia l ly  organized rou t ines  l i k e  these  even i f  ' r e c i p r o c a l l y ' 

coordinated i s  t h a t  th e re  i s  no purpose t o  them o th e r  than  th e  doing 

of  them.

These same in v e s t ig a to r s  a l so  repor t  some r e c ip ro c a l ly -  

coordinated behaviors which would appear t o  be more complex 

i n t e r a c t iv e  achievements.  Mueller (Mueller & Lucas, 1975; Mueller & 

Vandell ,  1977), and Goldman and Ross (1978) reported  t h a t  such
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d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  was unusual in t h e i r  to d d le r  da ta ,  but Mueller

never the less  noted a longi tudina l  progression from what he c a l l ed  a

“ro le  s t r u c tu r e "  in  which socia l  behaviors across  p a r t i c ip a n t s  are

r e l a t e d  e i t h e r  a r b i t r a r i l y  or im i ta t iv e ly  t o  a "role  s t r u c tu r e "  in

which socia l behaviors  across  p a r t i c ip a n t s  are coordinated

complementarily. Bronson (1975) a l so  reported t h a t  her to d d le r

su b je c t s ,  toward th e  end of  t h e i r  second y e a r ,  engaged in

periods of contingent exchanges re fe r red  t o  as  ‘work 
together* . . .  ac t ions  t h a t  a re  mutually responsive and thus  
require  both perception of what the  o ther  i s  doing and use 
of  t h i s  Information in shaping one 's  a c t io n s .  In the  
majori ty  of ins tances  th e re  i s  a commonly perceived goal t o  
be j o i n t l y  achieved;  sometimes mediated by th e  toy . . .  
sometimes by the  reenactment of commonly perceived events .
(P. 149)

Garvey (Garvey, 1974a, 1974b, 1977; Garvey & Hogan, 1973) 

reported t h a t  her  young preschool sub jec ts  produced r i t u a l i s t i c  

a l t e r n a t in g  behaviors ,  more complex than reported  fo r  to d d le r s  and 

susta ined  in success ive ly  more complex t u r n s .  Older c h i l d r e n ' s  

conversations  d isplayed an Increas ing resemblance t o  ad u l t  

conversa t ions ;  o ld e r  peers  were able t o  coordinate  tu rn - t a k in g  and 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  thematic  content  without  use of r e p e t i t i o n s  in 

successive or  a l t e r n a t in g  u t te rances .

In co n t ra s t  to  s equen t ia l ly  organized rou t ines  and r i t u a l s ,  

t o p i c a l ly  organized dialogues  put f a r  g rea te r  demands on c h i ld r e n ' s  

c a p a c i t i e s  f o r  perspec t ive  tak ing  and perspec t ive  coord ina t ion ,  in 

t h a t  p a r t i c ip a n t s  must keep t rack  of what each p a r t i c ip a n t  has said  

and make inferences  about what each knows as bases fo r  f u r th e r  

con t r ibu t ions  to  t h e  dialogue.  Thus, as Ervln-Tripp and Mitchell-  

Kernan (1977) descr ibe  i t ,  o lder  preschoolers  are lea rn ing  t o  produce 

" ra t io n a l ly "  organized dia logues.  Their  account of peer dialogue
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development i s  co n s is ten t  with P i a g e t ' s  (1926/1955) account,  as 

described next.

P e rs p e c tiv e  Taking and Peer In te ra c t io n

In th e  c l a s s i c  works of Piaget  (1926/1955) and Parten (1932), 

the  socia l  cogni t ive  a b i l i t i e s  t o  rep resen t  th e  pe rspec t ives  of 

playmates and th e  i n t e r a c t i v e  a b i l i t y  t o  coordinate  th ese  perspec t ives  

in the  s e rv ice  of a common group goal — in th e  se rv ice  of ' r a t io n a l*  

peer dialogue — emerge slowly with soc ia l  exper ience.

According t o  P iage t ,  genuine conversation ("co l lab o ra t io n  in 

a b s t r a c t  thought" and "genuine argument") emerges as a r e s u l t  of 

successively  developing a b i l i t i e s  f o r :  "monologue" (Stage I ) ,

"conversa t ional a s so c ia t io n "  and "quarre l"  (Stage I I ,  f i r s t  t y p e ) ,  

"co l labora t ion  in  ac t ion  or  non-abs t rac t  thought" and "pr imit ive  

argument" (Stage I I ,  second ty p e ) ,  and "co l labo ra t ion  in  a b s t r a c t  

thought" and "genuine argument" (Stage I I I ) .  The ca p a c i t i e s  fo r  

represent ing  o the r  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  pe rspec t ives  — t h e i r  i n t e n t io n s ,  

b e l i e f s ,  and f e e l in g s  — and fo r  purposeful ly  cons t ruc t ing  a 

r ep re sen ta t io n  of  o t h e r s '  pe rspec t ives  in .o r d e r  t o  achieve a socia l  

goal do not emerge u n t i l  Stage I I I .  Stage I and Stage I I  c o n s t i t u t e  

the  i n t e r a c t iv e  contexts  in which Stage I I I  a b i l i t i e s  develop. P iaget  

supported h i s  scheme with observat ions  and a t a b l e  containing the  

f requencies  of  these  conversational  types  among ch i ld ren  ages 3 1/2 t o

7.  The f inding t h a t  only 3% of these  s u b je c t s '  conversat ions  could be 

c l a s s i f i e d  as  Stage I I I  was taken as evidence t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  use of 

perspect ive  tak ing  in peer d ia logue does not emerge un t i l  a f t e r  age 7.

According t o  P a r t e n ' s  "genet ic  soc io logy ,"  group cooperat ion
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"unoccupied behavior ,"  " s o l i t a r y  p lay ,"  "p a ra l le l  p lay ,"  " a ssoc ia t ive  

p lay ,"  and "cooperat ive p lay ."  Her c r i t e r i a  fo r  d i s t in g u ish in g  

between th e  two i n t e r a c t iv e  c a teg o r i e s ,  a s so c ia t iv e  and cooperat ive  

play,  appear t o  be co n s is te n t  with P i a g e t ' s  concern with t h e  emergence 

of the  a b i l i t i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  and coord ina te  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  

pe rspec t ives :  presence of a common goal (only In cooperative p lay ) ,

group membership (w el l -def ined  only in cooperative p la y ) ,  and d iv is ion  

of labor  (only in cooperat ive p lay ) .  The sca le  was v a l ida ted  on the  

bas is  of 60,  1 minute classroom observat ions  of  42 ch i ld ren  ages 2 to  

4 1/2 years .  As p red ic ted ,  age was p o s i t iv e ly  c o r re l a t e d  with 

frequency of social play ( a s so c ia t iv e  and cooperat ive play combined), 

negat ively  c o r re la t e d  with frequency of  s o l i t a r y  play and unoccupied 

behavior.  She observed very l i t t l e  cooperat ive play in t h i s  sample. 

Rubin (1976a) o f fe r s  evidence t h a t  P a r t e n ' s  developmental scheme 

represen ts  a growth in pe rspec t ive  tak ing  s k i l l .  Based on classroom 

observat ions  of preschool ch i ld ren  and c h i l d r e n ' s  performances on a 

b a t te ry  of perspect ive  tak ing  t a s k s ,  he found th e  p red ic ted  p o s i t iv e  

r e l a t i o n  between a s s o c i a t i v e  play ( the re  was l i t t l e  cooperat ive  play)  

and perspec t ive  tak ing  s k i l l  and the  p red ic ted  negat ive  r e l a t io n  

between p a r a l l e l  and onlooker /  unoccupied behavior  (combined) and 

perspec t ive  tak ing  s k i l l .

There have been a number of recen t  e f f o r t s ,  l i k e  Rubin 's  (1976a),  

t o  demonstrate a r e l a t i o n  between pe rspec t ive  tak ing  s k i l l s  and socia l  

s k i l l s  in peer i n t e r a c t i o n ,  but i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  

problematic .  Shatz and Gelman (1973) argue t h a t  most measures of 

perspect ive  tak ing  s k i l l  are t e s t i n g  s p a t i a l  o r  c l a s s i f l c a t o r y
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r e l a t io n s  not y e t  in th e  r e p e r to i r e s  of young ch i ld ren  and t h a t  

th e re fo re  i t  i s  no s u rp r i se  t h a t  young ch i ld ren  appear "egocentr ic"  on 

these  t e s t s .  They p red ic t  no r e l a t io n  between p reschoo le rs '  

competence in  peer i n t e r a c t io n  and t h e i r  performance on perspect ive  

taking t a s k s .  Shatz and Gelman provide evidence t h a t  4 -y ea r -o ld s ,  

when ta lk in g  t o  2 -y ea r -o ld s ,  t o  4 -year-o ld  p ee rs ,  or  to  ad u l t s  about a 

f a m i l i a r  toy a d ju s t ,  ap p rop r ia te  t o  t h e i r  l i s t e n e r s '  c a p a c i t i e s ,  the  

sy n tac t i c  and semantic complexity of  t h e i r  u t te rances  and the  

frequency of a t t e n t io n a l  devices .  They argue t h a t  th ese  communicative 

adjustments are evidence of pe rspec t ive - tak ing  a b i l i t i e s  even though 

sub jec ts  did poorly on two pe rspec t ive  tak ing  p r e t e s t s .  The Shatz and 

Gelman paradigm has been used 1n several  s tu d ie s  with comparable 

r e s u l t s  (Masur, 1978; Menig-Peterson & McCabe, 1978; Sachs & Devin, 

1975). I t  has been debated,  however, whether t h e  young c h i ld  a d ju s t s  

t o  t h e  needs of  her l i s t e n e r  — and I s  thus  taking th e  perspec t ive  of 

her l i s t e n e r  — or t o  l i s t e n e r s  of t h a t  type ( ' b a b i e s , '  ' f r i e n d s , '  

'mommies'). Forbes (1978) reviews Sachs & Devin's (1975) f inding t h a t

4-year-o lds  have been shown t o  a d jus t  t h e i r  communication to  a baby 

doll  as well as  to  a real  2-year-o ld  baby as po ten t ia l  support f o r  a 

social lea rn ing  theory  p o s i t io n .  On th e  o the r  hand, 4-year-o lds  have 

been shown t o  a d ju s t  t h e i r  communications more e f f e c t iv e ly  when th e  

2-y ea r -o ld  p a r tn e r  provides more feedback and more complex feedback 

(high mean length  of u t te ra n ce )  r a th e r  than le s s  (low mean length  of 

u t t e ra n c e ) ,  and thus  4-year-o lds  a re  capable of using c e r t a in  

Information provided by a p a r t i c u l a r  l i s t e n e r  (Masur, 1978). There i s  

evidence,  th en ,  t h a t  preschool ch i ld ren  can rep resen t  a t  l e a s t  an 

elementary d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between knowledge s t a t e s  in speakers and
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l i s t e n e r s  and t h a t  Piaget exaggerated the  egocentrism o f  the  young 

ch i ld .

Despite Shatz and Gelman's (1973) content ion t h a t  researchers  

should expect no r e l a t i o n  between competence in peer i n t e r a c t io n s  and 

performance on pe rspec t ive - tak ing  t a s k s ,  a number of co r re la t io n a l  

s tud ies  do repor t  a p o s i t iv e  r e la t io n s h ip  (B a r re t t  & Radke-Yarrow, 

1977; Connolly & Doyle, 1981.; Emmerich, Cocking & S ig e l ,  1979; 

Eisenberg-Berg & Hand, 1979; Gottman, Gonso & Rasmussen, 1975;

Jennings & Suwalsky, 1981; Kurdek, 1977; Marcus, Telleen & Roke, 1979; 

Rubin, 1976a, 1976b). In these  s tud ies  (as in the  Shatz and Gelman, 

1973, and Rubin, 1976a, s tu d ie s  described above),  sub jec ts  are 

administered a b a t t e ry  of perspec t ive  tak ing  t e s t s  and sub jec ts  are  

observed in  peer i n t e r a c t io n s .  Perspec t ive  tak ing  scores a re  then 

c o r re la te d  with e i t h e r  observers '  judgments of  s u b je c t s '  competence in 

i n t e r a c t io n s  or  with f requencies  of c e r t a in  c r i t i c a l  soc ia l  behaviors ,  

such as peer c o n ta c t s ,  help ing ,  shar ing ,  comforting, and soc ia l  

problem solv ing .  The b a t te ry  of  pe rspec t ive  taking t a s k s  genera l ly  

includes  measures assumed t o  tap  th e  kind of perspec t ive  tak ing  needed 

in competent i n t e r a c t io n s  — i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t io n s ,  

o r  of persons'  f e e l i n g s ,  thoughts  and In te n t io n s .  Assessments of 

socia l  competence a re  determined on th e  bas is  of P a r t e n ' s  (1932) 

socia l  i n t e r a c t io n  s c a le  or  Smilansky's (1968) play sca le  (an 

adap ta t ion  of P i a g e t ' s  1951/1962 a n a ly s is  of play development 

cons is t ing  of  a sequence of "functional  p lay ,"  "cons t ruc t ive  p la y ,"  

"dramatic p la y ,"  and "games with ru le s" )  or  observed frequencies  of 

prosoc1a*l behaviors in i n t e r a c t io n s .  Although perspec t ive  tak ing  

measures c o r r e l a t e  weakly among one another  (Ford, 1979; Hudson, 1978;
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Kurdek, 1977; Rubin, 1973, 1978), most c o r re la t io n a l  s tu d ie s  repor t  a 

r e l a t io n  between a t  l e a s t  one perspec t ive  taking measure and one 

socia l cogni t ive  measure. Such f indings  provide some evidence t h a t  

perspec t ive  tak ing  i s  r e la t e d  t o  competence in peer i n t e r a c t io n s ,  

though they do no t ,  in t h a t  they are  c o r re la t io n a l  d a ta ,  inform the  

developmental d i r e c t io n  of t h a t  r e l a t i o n ,  nor do they reveal in  what 

way perspect ive  tak ing  i s  used 1n peer  In te r a c t io n .

There i s  very l i t t l e  research which considers  the  socia l  

cogni t ive  a b i l i t i e s  which u n der l ie  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r a c t i v e  competences. 

Shatz and Gelman (1973), as reviewed above, described t h e  s p e c i f i c  

adjustments 4-year-o lds  made to  d i f f e r e n t  l i s t e n e r s  when explaining a 

toy .  Nucci and Turiel  (1978) observed t h e  responses o f  ch i ld ren  2 1/2 

to  5 1/2 t o  t h e i r  pee rs '  "moral t r a n sg re s s io n s"  ( “invo lv [ ing ]  th e  

j u s t i c e ,  welfare ,  or  r ig h t s  of  in d iv idua ls  or groups") .  Ch i ld ren 's  

responses f requen t ly  included " in ju ry  and loss  s ta tements"  and 

"emotional r e a c t i o n s , "  evidence th a t  ch i ld ren  recognized th e  need to  

j u s t i f y  t h e i r  accusa t ions  of wrongdoing with d e sc r ip t io n s  of physical 

and emotional f e e l in g s  and wanted th e  wrongdoer t o  take  the 

perspect ive  of th e  wronged and recognize  th e  e f f e c t s  of  h i s / h e r  a c t  on 

the  f e e l in g s  of  th e  wronged. Similar  research by Much and Schweder

(1978) in  which k indergar teners  were observed in  “s i t u a t i o n s  of 

acco u n tab i l i ty "  in  t h e i r  classroom In d ic a te s  t h a t  kindergarten  

ch i ld ren  have acquired  some s k i l l  a t  i n t e r p r e t i n g  and descr ib ing  

mental s t a t e s  re levan t  t o  th e  d isputed a c t s ,  including in t e n t io n s .  

Although q u a n t i t a t i v e  data  a re  not p resen ted ,  k indergar teners  (but  not 

nursery school ch i ld re n )  a re  reported as f requent ly  j u s t i f y i n g  f a i l u r e  

t o  follow in s t r u c t io n s  with an explanation of  the  accused 's  in te n t io n .
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Conclusions

Although much of the  research on peer i n t e r a c t io n  1s intended 

to  disconfirm P ia g e t ' s  model of the development of c o l l a b o ra t io n ,  in 

fac t  th e re  i s  su b s tan t ia l  evidence fo r  t h e  model 's e s sen t ia l  

appropria teness .  While very young chi ldren  a re  f a r  more competent in 

peer i n t e r a c t io n s  than P i a g e t ' s  o r ig ina l  f ind ings  would p r e d i c t ,  th e  

course of development of i n t e r a c t iv e  competence revealed in  recent  

inv es t ig a t io n s  resembles his  model. As reviewed in  th e  f i r s t  ha l f  of 

t h i s  chapter ,  the  development of competence in  peer  i n te ra c t io n s  can 

be described as a gradual s h i f t  from s e q u e n t i a l ,  local  i n t e r a c t iv e  

routines  t o  inc reas ing ly  r a t i o n a l ,  h i e r a r c h i c a l ly  organized 

in t e r a c t io n s .  Growing competence in  i n t e r a c t io n s  requ ires  the  

development of th e  capacity  fo r  represent ing  goals and in te ra c t io n s  

among p a r t i c i p a n t s '  goals a t  a h igher  level  of complexity than  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  local  ac t io n .  Thus communicative competence requires  

perspec t ive - tak ing  and pe rspec t ive  coord ina t ion ,  and, as reviewed in 

the  second h a l f  of t h i s  chap te r ,  th e r e  i s  evidence t h a t ,  with age, 

ch i ld ren  are  increas ing ly  tak iny  th e  pe rspec t ive  of o thers  in 

i n t e r a c t io n s .

Most of the  l i t e r a t u r e  on peer i n t e r a c t io n  reviewed in  t h i s  

chapter  can be regarded as pr imar i ly  d e s c r ip t iv e .  Cross-age 

comparisons are used to  reveal  developmental d i f f e re n c es  in th e  forms 

and funct ions  of  peer i n t e r a c t io n s .  Other than a few c o r re la t io n a l  

s tu d ie s  which provide some evidence of the soc ia l  cogni t ive  a b i l i t i e s  

re la te d  t o  these  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  th e r e  are  few s tud ies  which are  focused 

examinations e i t h e r  of  the  socia l  knowledge required 1n competent 

i n t e ra c t io n s  or  of th e  mechanisms which can expla in  how th e  socia l
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cogni t ive  a b i l i t i e s  enabling r a t iona l  i n t e r a c t io n  develop.

In th e  next chap te r ,  research on c h i ld r e n ' s  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play 

i s  reviewed. In t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e ,  the  r e l a t io n  between socia l  

cognit ion and social i n t e r a c t io n  i s  f requent ly  d iscussed ,  a l though,  as 

in th e  l i t e r a t u r e  j u s t  reviewed, i t  1s not n ecessa r i ly  adequately 

researched.  The argument i s  o f ten  made t h a t  I n t e r a c t i v e  ro le  play 

demands th e  use of  perspec t ive  tak ing  and i s  t h e r e fo re  a context  fo r  

the  development of perspec t ive  t ak in g .  Since ch i ld ren  engage in ro le  

play pr imari ly  with peers ,  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play with peers becomes an 

important context  fo r  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  development of socia l  

cogn i t ion ,  soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n .



C H A P T E R  I I I

THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERACTIVE ROLE PLAY

Although i t  has been reported t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  preschoolers  ( a t  

l e a s t  western ,  middle-c lass  preschoolers)  engage, in ro le  play and do 

so f o r  a su b s tan t ia l  por t ion  of t h e i r  f r e e  play time (Fein,  1981), 

th e r e  has been l i t t l e  research t h a t  shows j u s t  how young ch i ld ren  do 

ro le  p lay.  The s tu d ie s  t h a t  e x i s t  a re  described in t h i s  chapter .  In 

a d d i t io n ,  th e r e  are  o the r  l i t e r a t u r e s  which provide some in d i re c t  

evidence of the  nature  of ro le  play and i t s  developmental course ,  and 

th e se  are a l so  summarized; c o r re la t io n a l  s tu d ie s  examining the  

r e l a t i o n  between pe rsp ec t iv e - tak in g  s k i l l s  and sociodramatic play; 

t r a in i n g  s tu d ie s  examining th e  e f f e c t s  of sociodramatic  play t r a in in g  

on soc ia l  s k i l l s  ( e sp e c ia l ly  perspec t ive  t a k in g ) ;  s tu d ie s  of 

c h i l d r e n ' s  n a r r a t i v e s ,  s ince  in  s t o r y - t e l l i n g ,  as in ro le  p lay ,  

ch i ld ren  must c rea te  and maintain coherent p re tense ;  s tu d ie s  of 

c h i l d r e n ' s  s o l i t a r y  ro le  play with d o l l s .  In in t e g ra t i n g  these  

var ious  l i t e r a t u r e s  in t h e  l a s t  s ec t ion  of t h i s  chapter ,  i t  i s  argued 

t h a t  t h e  co n s t ru c t  of a s c r i p t  (Schank & Abelson, 1977) may o f f e r  an 

explanation f o r  p reschoo le r s '  ea r ly  successes a t  coord ina t ing  ro le  

play.  Shared s c r i p t  knowledge of everyday i n t e r a c t i v e  sequences of  

behavior may enable ch i ld ren  t o  coord ina te  socia l  behaviors and 'play  

r o l e s '  without  th e  necess i ty  t o  represen t  one a n o th e r ' s  plans  fo r  play 

and c o l l a b o ra te  in cons truc t ing  a shared plan f o r  play (c f .  Nelson & 

Gruendel,  1981).

-  19 -
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In te ra c t iv e  Role P lay :

Three Domains Representational Communicative. Competence

There are two c l a s s i c  analyses o f  play which have g rea t ly  

influenced th e  study of  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay .  Gregory Bateson, in an 

i n f l u e n t i a l  paper e n t i t l e d ,  “The message, 'This 1s p l a y , ' "  described 

play as a form of  communication (Bateson, 1976): in p lay ,  he argued,

p a r t i c ip a n t s  communicate n o n - l i t e r a l  i n t e n t  and c r e a t e  and maintain 

the  d e l i c a t e  boundary or "frame" between real and pre tend.  El 'Konin 

(1966) has aryued t h a t  ch i ld ren  i n i t i a l l y  merely happen upon ob jec ts  

in  t h e i r  play environments and then do with them as  they have observed 

others  use them; with development, ch i ld ren  lea rn  t h a t  words can 

transform (re-"frame" as in Bateson 's  ana lys is )  the  meanings of 

ob jec ts  and a c t io n s ,  and o b je c t s  become incorporated as  symbolic 

veh ic les  fo r  in c reas in g ly  complex play themes e laborated  1n d iscourse .  

In ro le  p lay ,  El 'Konin argued, ch i ld ren  i n i t i a l l y  simply engage in the  

in te r -b eh av io rs  which th e  play o b jec ts  suggest  to  them (e .g .  one child  

puts a s te thoscope on an o th e r ' s  ches t )  and only l a t e r  le a rn  to  

represent  the  goals motivat ing such behaviors  and symbolical ly portray 

motivated “soc ia l  r e l a t io n s h ip s  . . .  between adu l t s "  (e .g .  th e  

' p a t i e n t '  comes t o  th e  'doctor* with a 'symptom' he wants her t o  

r e l i e v e ) .

According t o  Bateson and t o  El 'Konin, successful  and coherent 

i n t e r a c t iv e  role  play requires  t h e  development of two domains of 

r e p re sen ta t io n a l  and communicative competence — th e  capacity  to  

"frame" or  t o  t ransform symbolically one 's  nominal r e a l i t y  in to  one of 

p re tense  and the  capaci ty  t o  I n t e r p r e t  and rep resen t  th e  behaviors of 

the  persons being por trayed in terms of t h e i r  underlying in te n t io n s  in
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order  t o  motivate  the  p o r t r a y a l .  More recent  analyses of I n te r a c t iv e  

ro le  p lay ,  within  the  peer i n t e r a c t io n  l i t e r a t u r e ,  are examinations of 

t h i r d  domain of competence, the  capacity  fo r  achieving shared 

agreement among th e  ro le  p layers  regarding th e  meaning of  t h e i r  

a c t io n s ,  a capacity  which requ ires  th e  rep re sen ta t io n  and coordina t ion  

of playmates'  pe r spec t ives .  Research examining th e  development of 

each of these  th re e  domains of communicative competence — co- 

cons truc t ing  shared agreements,  framing p re tense ,  and motivat ing a 

por trayal  — are  reviewed below.

I t  must be noted t h a t ,  while th e se  domains are d is t ingu ished  in 

the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  th e r e  a re  competences in  common across  domains. The 

a b i l i t i e s  to  d i s t i n g u i s h  r e a l i t y  from pre tense  and t o  communicate 

e i t h e r  s t a t e  t o  another  in order  t o  reach shared agreement regarding 

th a t  s t a t e  requ i re  an ' o b j e c t i v e 1 understanding of the  conventional 

nature of a symbol. The a b i l i t i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  both a p laymate 's  

in ten t io n s  and the  in te n t io n s  of the  person to  be por trayed  are  kinds 

o f  perspec t ive  t ak in g .  Although th ese  t h r e e  domains rep resen t  some 

common socia l  cogn i t ive  a b i l i t i e s ,  they a re  h e u r i s t i c a l l y  useful bases 

fo r  l i t e r a t u r e  review and f o r  l a t e r  data  analyses .

Collabora t ion  1n I n te r a c t iv e  Role Play

Because young ch i ld ren  appear t o  be successful  a t  ro le  p lay ,  

observers  have argued t h a t  young ch i ld ren  a re  capable of coordinat ing 

p a r t i c i p a n t s '  pe rspec t ives  in  order  t o  reach agreement on plans  fo r  

and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of t h e i r  p lay:  I t  i s  assumed t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e

ro le  play n e c e s sa r i ly  requ ires  p e rspec t ive - tak ing  and pe rspec t ive  

coordina t ion  — "co l labo ra t ion  in a b s t r a c t  thought" (P iage t ,
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1926/1955). Avai lable repo r ts  of young c h i l d r e n ' s  c a p ac i t i e s  fo r  t r u e  

co l lab o ra t io n  in ro le  play are reviewed below and found t o  be 

unconvincing. ' There i s  b e t t e r  evidence t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play i s  

a context fo r  th e  development of c o l la b o ra t iv e  s k i l l s ,  and evidence 

bearing on t h i s  issue i s  reviewed next.

Reports of Col laborat ion  i n  I n te r a c t iv e  Role Plav

Rubin (1980; Rubin & Pepler ,  1981) and Garvey and Berndt (1977)

argue t h a t  even th e  e a r l i e s t  dyadic ro le  play (which i s ,  according t o

Garvey, mother and baby and occurring around 3 years)  i s  evidence of

perspect ive  tak ing  a b i l i t i e s .  For evidence, Garvey provides

i l l u s t r a t i v e  observat ions  of ch i ld ren  as young as 3 years  s h i f t i n g

c re a t iv e ly  from event to  event while maintaining complementarity of

ro les  across  events  and d isplaying s e n s i t i v i t i e s  to  the  needs and

fee l ings  of  "baby" shown by "mother". Rubin and Pepler  (1980),

reviewing c e r t a i n  of Garvey's d a ta ,  note t h a t  even young preschoolers

mark play-nonplay in t h e i r  t a l k  and c o r rec t  and d i r e c t  one another  in

ro le  p lay ,  s k i l l s  which they i n t e r p r e t  as evidence of understanding a

p a r t n e r ' s  i n te n t io n s  and understanding t h a t  one must communicate one's

own. There are  a l so  rep o r t s  t h a t  preschoolers  nego t ia te  agreements on

t h e i r  r o le  p lay .  Cook-Gumperz and Corsaro (1977) observed t h a t  the

ro le  play in t e r a c t io n s  of some preschoolers  observed in  a playhouse

s e t t i n g  proceeded through four  phases — claim of  a rea ,  a l lo c a t io n  of

ro le s ,  s e t t i n g  up of the  scene,  and ro le  p lay .

The ch i ld ren  . . .  r e l i e d  on communicative s t r a t e g i e s  l i k e  tag  
ques t ions ,  in tona t ion  and s t r e s s  p a t t e r n s ,  and membership- 
ca te g o r iz a t io n  devices [ e .g .  " k i t t i e s " ]  t o  In s t r u c t  one 
another  regarding what they were doing, while t h e  
i n t e r a c t io n  flows within  a general framework based on shared 
conventionalized expec ta t ions ,  (p. 422)
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Both Sachs, Goldman, and Chai l le  (1982) and Garvey and Berndt (1977) 

reported t h a t  plans fo r  ro le  play were negot ia ted  a t  a l l  ages , 

although negot ia t ion  of a j o i n t  plan (vs.  one 's  own plan) was more 

l ik e ly  among o lde r  su b jec ts .

These repo r ts  of c h i ld r e n ' s  communicative e f f o r t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  the  

fantasy i d e n t i t i e s  of o b jec t s ,  ro les  and s e t t i n g s  provide some 

convergent evidence of young c h i l d r e n ' s  concerns to  cons t ruc t  shared 

meaning. The f indings  are co n s is te n t  with those  of Shatz and Gelman 

(1973; Gelman & Shatz ,  1977) and o th e r s ,  reviewed in  Chapter I I ,  t h a t  

young preschoolers  can recognize a t  l e a s t  an elementary 

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between th e  knowledge s t a t e s  of  s e l f  and l i s t e n e r ,  

inform one another  of t h e i r  i n t e n t i o n s ,  and make some genera l ly  

appropria te  adjustments in t h e i r  communications. However, t h e  data  

are not persuasive as evidence of perspect ive tak ing  and perspec t ive  

coord ina t ion .  Analyses by example or by global codings are  not 

adequate as evidence of the  complex n ego t ia t ion  t h a t  co l labo ra t ion  in  

a b s t r a c t  thought must e n t a i l .

In te ra c t iv e  Role Play as a Context fo r  Social Development

Because the  i n t e r a c t iv e  coordina t ion  of ro le s  1n ro le  play 

seems to  demand p e rsp e c t iv e - tak in g ,  i t  has been hypothesized as  a 

context  1n which th ese  competences a re  acquired (Garvey & Berndt,

1977; Rubin & Pepler ,  1980; Smilansky, 1968). Corre la t iona l  s tu d ie s  

have demonstrated a t  l e a s t  a r e l a t io n s h ip  between frequency of 

in t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play and perspec t ive  taking s k i l l s  or competences 1n 

peer in t e r a c t io n s  Rubin and Maioni (1975) reported a co r re la t io n  

between frequency of dramatic play (from an adapted version of
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Smilansky's 1968 play sca le )  and s p a t i a l  ro le  tak ing  a b i l i t y .  Rubin 

(1976a) reported  a c o r r e l a t i o n  between a s so c ia t iv e  play (Par ten ,  1932) 

and pe rsp ec t iv e - tak in g  s k i l l s .  Connolly and Doyle (1981) found a 

r e l a t io n  between frequency of socia l p re tense  and soc ia l  competence as 

judged by teachers  and as evidenced in  observations  of  g re a te r  socia l  

i n i t i a t i v e n e s s  and more ex tens ive  and successfu l peer  i n t e r a c t io n s .

There have a l so  been a number of demonstrations  t h a t  t r a in i n g  

ch i ld ren  in  sociodramat ic  play r e s u l t s  in improvements in pos t ­

t r a in in g  assessments  of socia l  and cogn i t ive  s k i l l s ,  including various 

p e rspec t ive - tak ing  assessments .*  Children given t r a in i n g  in ro le  play 

have improved in  socia l  ro le - t a k in g  (Burns & Brainerd,  1979; I a n n o t t i ,  

1978; Rosen, 1975), cooperat ive  s k i l l s  (Rosen, 1975), group socia l  

a c t i v i t y  (Smith & Sydal l ,  1978), and knowledge of k inship  r e l a t io n s  

(Fink, 1976).

Conclusions

There i s  evidence t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play supports  the  

development of perspec t ive  tak ing  s k i l l s  necessary t o  c o l l a b o ra t io n .  

However, t h e  course of socia l  development in t h i s  context  has not been 

examined in d e t a i l .  One purpose of th e  present  research 1s t o  produce 

d e ta i l e d  d esc r ip t io n s  of p re sc h o o le r s1 ro le  play t h a t  permit

1 However, as Smith and Sydall (1978) d i s c u s s ,  t r a in i n g  s tu d ie s  
confound th e  e f f e c t  of  adu l t  t r a in i n g  with th e  e f f e c t s  of ro le  p lay;  
th e  ro le  play experience i s  not t h a t  of the  spontaneous Invent ion of 
young peers .  How se r ious  t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  i s  an empirical  ques t ion .  
I t  has been argued t h a t  th e  p r o c l iv i t y  fo r  p lay,  or  a t  l e a s t  fo r  
complex and sus ta ined  p lay ,  whether with a d u l t s ,  peers ,  or a lone ,  has 
i t s  o r ig in s  1n th e  encouragements of a d u l t s ,  and t h a t  t r a in i n g  s tu d ie s  
merely supply the  adu l t  support l e s s  p resen t  in c e r t a in  cu l tu ra l  
groups (Smilansky, 1968; Sutton-Smith & Heath, 1981).



25

infe rences  regarding preschoolers '  i n t e r a c t iv e  competences and t h e i r  

development.

Framing Pretense

There has been very l i t t l e  in v e s t ig a t io n  of  c h i l d r e n ' s  

developing c a p a c i t i e s  f o r  communicatively marking or  "framing" 

pre tense  in ro le  p lay .  Sachs, Goldman, and Chai l le  (1982) r e p o r t ,  

from observat ions  of preschool dyads in a labora tory  playroom, a 

developmental inc rease  in proportion of pre tense  u t te ra n c e s ,  a 

developmental inc rease  in  e x p l i c i t  pretend s ta tements  (e .g .  "make 

b e l i e v e . . . "  o r  " I ' l l  p r e t e n d . . . " ) ,  a developmental inc rease  in 

t ransformation  of the  dramatic context  (e .g .  " h o s p i t a l , "  "home," 

" c a r " ) .  Sachs e t  a l .  (1982), as well as  Garvey and Berndt (1977) from 

s im i la r  labora to ry  playroom observa t ions ,  repor t  developmental 

increases  in r o le ,  a c t io n ,  and object  t ransfo rm at ions .

In d i rec t  Evidence: C h i ld ren 's  Narra t ives

As in i n t e r a c t i v e  ro le  p lay ,  the  t e l l i n g  of  a s to ry  requ ires  the  

cons truc t ion  of a fan tasy  frame, a " s to ry  world" ( S c a r l e t t  & Wolf, 

1979). S c a r l e t t  and Wolf reported ,  on th e  b a s is  of  play n a r ra t iv e s  

(supported with d o l l s  and props) ,  c o l l e c te d  from a sample of ch i ld ren  

followed lo n g i tu d in a l ly  from age 2 y ea r s ,  t h a t  young ch i ld ren  often 

did not frame t h e i r  s t o r i e s .  Language funct ions  were not 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  f o r  n a r r a t i v e ,  d ia logue ,  and "metanarra t ive" .  As an

There was no developmental increase  in  the  frequency of pretense  
u t te rances  which were planning (57%) vs. enactment (23%) (the 
remaining 20% of  u t te rances  were ambiguous), a f ind ing  which was not 
in te rp re te d  by the  au thors .
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example of the lack of  m e tanar ra t ive ,  th e  symbolic use fo r  a prop 

often did not get e x p l i c i t l y  defined (e .g .  "Le t ' s  pretend . . . “).

Events did not get marked as fantasy  within conventional n a r r a t i v e  

frames. Beginnings and endings were not necessa r i ly  marked as such 

with conventions such as "once upon a time . . . "  and "happily ever 

a f t e r . "  Botvin and Sutton-Smith (1977) r epo r ted ,  based on analyses  of 

c h i l d r e n ' s  s t o r i e s ,  t h a t  conventional boundary markers ("once upon a 

time’ . . .  th e  end") were not used by many young ch i ld re n  and those  who 

did did not nec e s sa r i ly  use than c o n s i s t e n t ly .

S c a r l e t t  and Wolf (1979) a l so  showed how th e  work of maintaining 

th e  s to ry  world, once i n i t i a t e d ,  c o n s i s t s  of the  cons t ruc t ion  of  a 

coherent s to ry .  Their  su b jec ts  did not i n i t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  story 

events and real even ts .  A prop, designated as a l i o n ,  might then be 

feared f o r  i t s  b i t e .  Early s tory  l in e s  had "permeable boundar ies ,"  in 

t h a t  elements of th e  s to ry  ( ch a ra c te r s ,  s e t t i n g ,  purpose of ac t ion )  

were added or dropped unpredic tably .

Conclusions

I t  appears from th e  s tu d ie s  j u s t  reviewed t h a t  although 'framing' 

of p re tense  c o n s is t s  of the  use of c e r t a i n  'meta-communicative'  

dev ices ,  t h e  ongoing work of  maintaining a pretend s t a t e  c o n s i s t s  

pr imar i ly  in cons t ruc t ing  a coherent symbolic p o r t r a y a l .  To date  

th e r e  has been some developmental In v e s t ig a t io n  of c e r t a in  l i n g u i s t i c  

devices ( e x p l i c i t  pretend reques ts  such as  “Make b e l i e v e . . . "  o r  " L e t ' s  

pretend . . . " )  providing evidence t h a t  th e se  a re  used in c reas in g ly  with 

age. A purpose of t h i s  p ro je c t  i s  t o  id e n t i fy  add i t ional  

communicative means fo r  framing pre tense  and t o  i n v e s t ig a t e
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developmental changes in th e  contexts  of  use of framing devices .

Po r t ray a ls

Consistent  with E l 'Kon in 's  ana lys is  {El 'Konin, 1966), c h i ld r e n ' s  

ea r ly  ro le  p o r t r ay a l s  are  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  por t raya l  of  motivated 

socia l  i n t e r a c t i o n s .  Garvey and Berndt (1977) reported  t h a t  t h e  ea r ly  

ro le  p o r t r a y a l s  of  t h e i r  youngest su b je c ts  (2 1/2 t o  3 1/2) were of ten  

s te reo typed ,  having a r i t u a l  c h a rac te r  co n s is t in g  o f  sequences of 

i n t e r a c t i v e  rou t ines  analogous to  p r e sc h o o le r s 1 ea r ly  conversational  

ro u t in es .  I t  appears t h a t  ch i ld ren  a re  of ten  por traying s i t u a t i o n -  

appropr ia te  behaviors which th ey ,  as p a i r s ,  cons truc t  as i n t e r a c t i v e
m

r i t u a l s .  The r i t u a l  play s t r u c tu r e s  of Garvey and Berndt 's  sub jec ts  

cons is ted  minimally of a b r i e f  almost sk e le ta l  and def in ing  "case" 

s t r u c tu r e  (e .g .  a "mommy" screams fo r  help and a “fireman" runs to  put 

out th e  f i r e ) ,  and sometimes these  performances were repeated much 

l i k e  rhythmical conversat ional  rounds are  with l im i ted  kinds of 

thematic  modif ica t ions  ( e .g .  t h e  f i r e  breaks out success ive ly  in 

d i f f e r e n t  rooms o f  th e  house) or  procedural modif ica t ions  (ch i ld ren  

take  tu rns  playing each r o l e ) .

The presence of s te reotypy and r i t u a l  and t h e  absence of cha rac te r  
motivat ion i s  typ ica l  of young c h i l d r e n ' s  s t o r i e s  as w e l l .  Botvin and 
Sutton-Sinith (1977) repor ted  t h a t  only t h e  s t o r i e s  of o ld e r  ch i ld ren  
could a p p rop r ia te ly  be termed "p lo t  s t o r i e s . "  S c a r l e t t  and Wolf
(1979) observed t h a t  ch i ld ren  were able to  c r e a te  cons is tency  in s to ry  
pre tense  by por traying  "pro to types ,  or  stock c h a r a c t e r s ,  and s c r i p t s , "  
but what was missing was the  por t raya l  of  a problem a s  perceived and 
resolved by th e  ch a rac te r s  and not by t h e  c h i ld .  M il le r  (1979) 
reported t h a t  ch i ld ren  ages 4 through 10 progressed through 4 s tages  
of understanding c h a ra c te r  c o n f l i c t  in  s t o r i e s .  When t o l d  s tereotyped 
s to r i e s  with unresolved c o n f l i c t s ,  preschoolers  e i t h e r  could not 
d i s t in g u i s h  t h e  in te n t io n s  of th e  cha rac te r s  o r ,  a more advanced 
response, produced some re so lu t io n  and be l ieved  i t  t o  be th e  ' t r u e '  
s to ry  ending.



Sachs, Goldman & Chai l le  (1982) suggest t h a t  the  concept of a 

ro le  does not emerge un t i l  3 1/2 . They repor t  t h a t  the  proport ion of 

t h e i r  preschool dyads'  planning u t te rances  concerned with ro les  (vs. 

ac t ions  or o b je c t s )  increased from 9% a t  age 2 t o  18% a t  age 3 1/2 and 

then decreased to  8% a t  age 5. They in t e rp r e t e d  t h e i r  f inding  as 

evidence t h a t  the  concept of a ro le  emerged a t  3 1 /2 ,  ye t  ch i ld ren  a t  

t h i s  age did not necessa r i ly  share these  concepts and, as a r e s u l t ,  

engaged in  a grea t  deal more ro le  negot ia t ion  than 5-year-o lds .

(Direct  evidence of ro le  nego t ia t ion  and c o n f l i c t  was not reported,  

however). Consis tent with t h e i r  argument, 3-year-o lds  and 5-year-olds  

were equal ly engaged in th e  planning of  ro le  “c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s "  

(2-year-olds  0%; 3-year-o lds  13%; 5-year-o lds  12%), even though

5-year-o lds  were no longer  as involved in  planning ro le s  per  se.  

S im i la r ly ,  Garvey and Berndt (1977) reported t h a t ,  with age, ro le s  

increas ing ly  included more d ive rse  a c t i v i t i e s .  The f indings  of Sachs 

e t  al and of  Garvey and Berndt t h a t  suggest ions fo r  j o i n t  ro le  play 

Increase with age was in t e rp r e te d  by both as evidence of increased 

a b i l i t i e s  to  take  the  perspec t ives  of t h e i r  peers  and t o  agree on 

plans for  ro le  p lay ,  but,  as  discussed in  th e  l a s t  sec t ion  of t h i s  

chap te r ,  th e se  f indings  may ins tead  r e f l e c t  inc reas ing ly  shared 

" sc r ip t "  knowledge of i n t e r a c t iv e  sequences of ro le  behaviors.

In d i re c t  Evidence: C h i ld ren 's  S o l i t a ry  Pol 1 Play

Watson's (1979; Matson & Fisher ,  1980) examinations of  c h i l d r e n ' s  

developing "social ro le  concepts" from observat ions  of semi-s t ruc tured  

s o l i t a r y  doll  play have produced data  co n s is ten t  with s tud ies  of 

c h i l d r e n ' s  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play and c h i l d r e n ' s  s t o r i e s .  Matson
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repor ts  th a t  the  s o l i t a r y  doll  play of  ch i ld ren  ages 1 to  7 years  can 

be scaled  in  terms of  a sequence of:  (1) a c t iv e  o ther  agent/1 abeli.ng

s p e c i f i c  persons (no combination of doll  behaviors which resembles a 

r o l e ) ,  (2) behavioral ro le  (no complementary r o l e ) ,  (3) soc ia l  ro le  

(complementary t o  another  socia l  r o l e ) ,  (4) compounded soc ia l  

r o le / s o c ia l  ro le  with two complementary ro le s  ( ro le s  change with 

ag e / th ree  ro les  i n t e r a c t  in  a s cen a r io ) ,  (5) i n t e r s e c t io n  of ro le s  for  

the  same agent,  (6) i n t e r s e c t io n  of th ree  socia l ro les  fo r  th e  same 

agent .  Although Matson has not examined c h i l d r e n ' s  concepts of the 

goals motivat ing soc ia l  r o le  behaviors ,  doll  play assigned t o  “socia l  

role"  ( level  3 ) ,  represen t ing  ro le -a p p ro p r ia te  i n t e r a c t iv e  behaviors ,  

may include some motivated in t e r a c t io n s .  (No doll  play a t  leve ls  1 

and 2 cou ld .)  This level  of doll  play was achieved by most 

preschoolers  in Matson's samples by mean age 4.6 yea rs .  This age i s  

o lde r  than the  age of 3 years  reported fo r  e a r ly  successes in 

I n te r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay .  S o l i t a ry  doll  play may well be a more 

d i f f i c u l t  t a sk  context f o r  preschoolers  to  represen t  socia l  

i n t e r a c t io n s .

Conclusions

There i s  some empirical support fo r  E l 'K on ln 's  view t h a t  

the  capaci ty  t o  i n t e r p r e t  o th e r s '  behaviors  in  terms o f  t h e i r  motives 

and t o  por t ray  motivated soc ia l  i n t e r a c t io n  emerges gradual ly  during 

th e  preschool y e a r s .  A purpose of the  present  research i s  to  descr ibe  

developmental changes in c h i l d r e n ' s  p o r t r a y a l s ,  as th e se  reveal 

emerging understandings o f  persons '  goals  in i n t e r a c t io n s .
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C hi ld ren 's  Developing Scr ip t  Knowledge

As reviewed above, young ch i ld ren  do not usually  portray

charac te r s  in motivated i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  and c h a ra c te r  p o r t r a y a l s  are

of ten  s te reotyped and r i t u a l i s t i c .  Young ch i ld ren  do not appear t o  be

represent ing  t h e i r  c h a r a c t e r s 1 goals  or  th e  r e l a t io n  among c h a r a c t e r s '

goals in i n t e r a c t i o n .  S im i la r ly ,  as reviewed e a r l i e r ,  th e re  i s

p resen t ly  no persuas ive  evidence t h a t  young ch i ld ren  a re  capable of

represent ing  t h e i r  pee rs '  pe rspec t ive  and coord ina t ing  perspec t ives  to

achieve co l la b o ra t iv e  play agreements.  An a l t e r n a t iv e  explanation fo r

ea r ly  successes a t  ro le  play i s  o f fered  here .  Children may share

" s c r i p t ' 1 knowledge of sequences of behaviors app rop r ia te  t o  a given

ro le  play theme, knowledge which enables  them t o  produce coordinated

sequences of i n t e r a c t io n s  without  need f o r  represen t ing  t h e i r

c h a ra c te r s '  goals or  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  pe r spec t ive .

A s c r i p t  has been def ined by Schank and Abel son (1977) as

a s t r u c tu r e  t h a t  describes  app rop r ia te  sequences of events  
in a p a r t i c u l a r  con tex t .  A s c r i p t  i s  made up of  s l o t s  and 
requirements about what can f i l l  those  s l o t s .  The s t r u c t u r e  
i s  an in terconnected  whole, and what i s  in one s l o t  a f f e c t s  
what can be in  another .  S c r ip t s  handle s ty l i z e d  everyday 
s i t u a t i o n s . . .  Thus a s c r i p t  i s  a predetermined,  s tereotyped 
sequence of ac t ions  t h a t  def ine  a well-known s i t u a t i o n .
(p. 41)

Schank and Abel son o f f e r  a t e n t a t i v e  c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  of. s c r i p t  

development, supported by argument and case s tu d ie s  of  Schank's two 

ch i ld ren .  Early s c r i p t s  are  argued t o  be organized as  a s e r i e s  of 

events ;  even tua l ly  s c r i p t s  are organized in  terms o f  goals .  Schank 

and Abelson descr ibe  t h i s  s h i f t  as a s h i f t  from a " sc r ip t -b a se d "  t o  a 

"plan-based" system. Such a s h i f t  i s  c o n s is te n t  with a s h i f t  from 

ro le  play as sequent ia l  rou t ine  or r i t u a l  t o  motivated , g o a l -d i r ec ted
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p o r t r a y a l .

Katherine Nelson has been in v e s t ig a t in g  c h i l d r e n ' s  developing 

s c r i p t  knowledge (1981; Nelson & Gruendel, 1979a, 1979b, 1981), and 

she has produced f ind ings  which can be in te rp r e te d  as  support fo r  a 

slowly developing understanding t h a t  socia l i n t e r a c t i o n s  a re  (or can 

be) mot ivated . She repo r ts  t h a t  even young preschoolers  respond t o  

ques tions l i k e ,  "What happens when you ea t  lunch a t  school?" with 

"event d esc r ip t io n s  which are  very genera l ,  very s k e l e t a l ,  and which 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  employ both the  neutral 'you1 as sub jec t  and the  

present tense"  (Nelson & Gruendel, 1979b). Order of events 

mentioned, regard less  of how many or  which events ,  correspond with the  

order  determined by th e  in v e s t ig a to r  from observat ions  of the  event .  

These kind of data provide evidence t h a t  ch i ldren  have ab s t r a c t  

rep resen ta t ions  of everyday socia l  events  which encompass the  same 

kind of socia l  u n i t  as do a du l t  s c r i p t s .  But, fo r  t h e  younger 

preschool s u b je c t s ,  these  rep re sen ta t io n s  are more l i k e l y  t o  lack 

d e t a i l ,  c e r t a in  condi t ions  on a c t s ,  embedded a c t s  and rep re sen ta t io n  

of  causal r e l a t io n s  among a c t s .  Nelson and Gruendel (1979b) report  

t h a t ,  while most 4 -year-o lds  did o f f e r  "simple sequences" as event 

d e s c r ip t io n s ,  a few o f fe red  only "s ing le  a c t s , "  a response which never 

occurred among 6- and 8 -year -o lds ;  condi t ional  sequences were very 

unusual among 4 -y ea r -o ld s ,  while act  embedded sequences never 

occurred. There was an inc rease  with age In t o t a l  a c t s  mentioned, in 

level  of commonality (shared knowledge), in  soc ia l  focus ( inc lus ion  of 

a c t s  requir ing  i n t e r a c t io n ,  such as i n v i t a t i o n s ,  playing games), in 

sequencing agreement, and a dec l ine  with age in  "episodic" (personal 

and id io sy n c ra t i c )  pro tocols  and in  ep isod ic  i n t ru s io n s .  There was a
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developmental dec l ine  in simple sequences and a developmental inc rease  

in complex, condit ional  sequences and act-embedded sequences, 

suggesting t h a t  event r ep resen ta t ions  were increas ing ly  h i e r a r c h i c a l ly  

organized. Their  data  suggest t h a t  soc ia l  event r ep re sen ta t io n s  of 

young preschoolers  may be d i f f e r e n t  from o ld e r  preschoolers  and from 

ad u l t s .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e i r  f indings  of  an increase  in 

r ep resen ta t ion  of causal and condi t ional  r e l a t i o n s  among a c t s  and in 

socia l  focus a re  co n s is ten t  with E l 'K on in 's  view t h a t  th e  capacity  to  

understand soc ia l  behaviors as motivated soc ia l  ac t ion  emerges with 

development.

Nelson 's  f indings  t h a t  most young c h i l d r e n ' s  d e sc r ip t io n s  of 

everyday events  were i n t e r n a l l y  co n s is ten t  (without In t ru s io n  of 

events ap p ro r i a t e  only t o  o the r  con tex ts )  and s e q u en t ia l ly  organized 

may explain  young c h i l d r e n ' s  ea r ly  successes a t  i n t e r a c t i v e  ro le  play: 

I f  peers share ( a t  l e a s t  some) knowledge of co n tex t -ap p ro p r ia te ,  

i n t e r a c t iv e  sequences of behavior ,  they should be able t o  ro le  play 

socia l behavior even i f  they are  not por tray ing  motivated soc ia l  

ac t ion .  A purpose of th e  p resen t  work i s  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  young 

c h i l d r e n ' s  developing r ep re sen ta t io n s  of soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  and th e  

ways in which young ch i ld ren  use t h e i r  knowledge in t h e  co­

cons truc t ion  of ro le  play ep isodes .

Summary and Conclusions

In t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on i n t e r a c t i v e  ro le  play t o  d a te ,  th re e  

domains of communicative competence have been examined: the  

cooperat ive es tab li shment  of shared plans fo r  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of 

play,  th e  communicative "framing'' o f  the  s t a t e  of p re ten se ,  and the
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b e l i e f s  and f e e l in g s ) .  Although the  l i t e r a t u r e  on I n te ra c t iv e  ro le  

play i s  small,  and claims are supported more of ten by anecdote than 

an a ly s is ,  the  f indings  t h a t  do e x i s t  ind ica te  t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  

play i s  a context which places demands on i t s  p a r t i c ip a n ts  fo r  the 

development of successful cooperation — fo r  "co l labora t ion  in 

a b s t r ac t  thought" as Piaget o r ig in a l ly  defined 1t .

The demonstration t h a t  very young chi ldren  have knowledge of 

s c r i p t s  may help explain very young c h i ld r e n ' s  competences 1n 

in te r a c t iv e  ro le  play with peers (Nelson & Gruendel, 1979a). Piaget 

o r ig in a l ly  argued t h a t  a t r a n s i t i o n a l  category of  in t e ra c t iv e  

competence i s  “co l labora t ion  in non-abstrac t  thought" — the  co­

cons truc t ion  of  immediate, p rac t ica l  a c t i v i t i e s  not requir ing  the  

rep resen ta t ion  of o th e r s '  perspect ives  or of top ics  and In ten t ions  not 

supported by the  immediate context .  These in t e ra c t io n s  are successful 

because p a r t i c ip a n t s  share knowledge about t h e i r  immediate a c t i v i t y  

even though the  ' fac t*  of  t h e i r  shared knowledge has not been co­

e s ta b l i shed .  S c r ip t s  for  socia l  i n te ra c t io n s  appear to  be a 

p a r t i c u la r ly  useful kind of knowledge fo r  f a c i l i t a t i n g  successful 

in t e r a c t io n s ,  in  t h a t  they specify  a sequence of in tercoordinated 

social, behaviors appropria te  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  context ,  a context  which 

i s  necessary t o  and supports th e  In te rac t io n s  (Nelson & Gruendel, 

1979a). A cen tra l  question fo r  the  present  research i s  whether the  

ear ly  successes of peers in i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play may cons is t  of 

"co l labora t ion  in  non-abs t rac t  thought" o r  the  coordinated production 

of s c r i p t  sequences poss ib le  because peers share knowledge about the 

social behaviors appropria te  to  a p a r t i c u l a r  context .
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Much more needs to  be known about the  nature of c h i ld re n ' s  

communicative e f f o r t s  in i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play.  Review of the 

l i t e r a t u r e  ind ica tes  th a t  the re  remains disagreement regarding the 

social cognit ive and communicative a b i l i t i e s  necessary to  well -  

organized in te r a c t iv e  role p lay .  Careful descr ip t ions  of c h i ld re n ' s  

i n t e ra c t iv e  role play will  help resolve disagreements regarding 

preschool c h i ld r e n ' s  competences, and the  function of ro le  play in 

t h e i r  development. Accordingly, in t h i s  p ro je c t ,  descr ip t ion  of role 

play in te ra c t io n s  are  used as evidence of c h i ld re n ' s  developing 

competence in the  th ree  domains reviewed: co l labora t ing  in  the

negot ia t ion of agreements,  framing in t e r a c t iv e  pre tense ,  and 

portraying of motivated persons in In te ra c t io n .  In add i t ion ,  the  

p o s s ib i l i t y  th a t  s c r i p t  knowledge enables chi ldren to  coordinate 

social behavior without complex perspect ive  taking — t h a t  1t enables 

“co l labora t ion  1n non-abstract  thought" — i s  examined by comparing 

the  contents of the  s c r i p t s  portrayed t o  the  success of the  role  play 

in te ra c t io n s .  Thus a Piagetian  model of the development of 

i n t e ra c t iv e  ro le  p lay ,  one which incorpora tes  s c r ip t  knowledge as an 

explanat ion fo r  P i a g e t ' s  t r a n s i t i o n a l  s tage ,  i s  t e s te d  aga ins t  age 

d i f ferences  in th e  nature of ro le  play in te ra c t io n s .

The s c r ip t  hypothesis 1s a provocat ive one and one important to  

pursue. However, given what i s  present ly  known about ro le  play as a 

t a sk ,  the  s c r i p t  knowledge hypothesis is  not an obvious reso lu t ion  of 

d iscrepant  claims regarding c h i ld r e n ' s  successes in ro le  p lay .  While 

shared s c r i p t  knowledge should f a c i l i t a t e  coordinat ion of social 

behavior in everyday contexts  ( fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  of any age) ,  ro le  play 

is  d i f f e r e n t  from ' r e a l , '  everyday in te ra c t io n s ,  in t h a t  the  context
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must be co-estab l ished  symbolically before I t  can funct ion as a 

support fo r  any fu r th e r  In te ra c t io n s .  How cogni t ively  and 

In te rac t iv e ly  complex such framing agreements are  1s not c l e a r .  They 

would appear to  require  socia l  cognit ive a b i l i t i e s  more complex than 

those necessary to  many mundane In te ra c t io n s .  Whether young ch i ld ren  

make such agreements as e f f e c t iv e ly  as has been noted anecdotal ly  1s 

an Important ques tion to  be addressed 1n t h i s  p ro je c t .



CHAPTER IV

A MODEL OF THE COGNITIVE AND INTERACTIVE DEMANDS 

OF COLLABORATIVE ROLE PLAY

The present  in v es t ig a t io n  of i n t e ra c t iv e  role play was guided by 

an a p r i o r i ,  endpoint model of the cognit ive and in te r a c t iv e  demands 

of social  i n t e r a c t i o n s , 1 and by a P iagetian  model of the development 

of these  i n t e r a c t iv e  competences. On the  basis  of the endpoint model, 

cooperative role  play i s  represented as a kind of  social in te ra c t io n  

organized as two, embedded leve ls  of i n t e ra c t iv e  organizat ion .  The 

f i r s t  level i s  t h a t  of cooperative i n t e ra c t io n s .  The second level  i s  

t h a t  of the embedded, dramatized scenario .  A de ta i led  descr ip t ion  of 

these  two levels  follows presen ta t ion  of a general ana lys is  of 

cognit ive processes demanded 1n the course of social i n t e ra c t io n s .  

During th e  p r e sen ta t io n ,  the  reader  may find i t  useful t o  r e fe r  to  

Table 1 (Components of the socia l  p lan /soc ia l  episode model).

Following p resen ta t ion  of the ro le  play model, a Piaget ian account of 

the  development of co l lab o ra t iv e  role play i s  ou t l ined  as the 

framework fo r  the  in v e s t ig a t io n .

Sod a! Plans and Social Episodes: Introduct ion

Each p a r t ic ip a n t  in a socia l a c t i v i t y  cons truc ts  a plan fo r  the

1 The model of cooperat ive ro le  play used 1n th e  present  research is 
adapted from an ana lys is  of teacher -ch i ld  in te rac t io n s  (Newman & 
Gearhart,  1980). I t ,  in tu rn ,  was motivated by M il le r ,  Gal lan ter  & 
Pribram's (1960) c l a s s i c  ana lys is  of a "public p lan."

-  36 -



37

Table 1

Components of the  Social Plan/Social Episode Model

Soc1al p lan : 

S f lS l a l  .gP.i.Sode:

Role re la t ions  

'With' o lan :

Cooperative
eo.isQ.de:

Any p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  representa t ion  of the socia l  
episode

Coordinated social a c t i v i t y  by a p a r t i c u la r  s e t  of 
Individuals  1n a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t i n g  (e .g .  a dinner ,  
l e c tu r e i  meeting, party)

In ten t  to  worn toge the r  with another believed to  
intend t o  work toge ther  to  achieve same goal

Social episode constructed by persons having 
'w i th '  plans

'Get '  p lan : In te n t  to  use another  t o  accomplish one's own goals

Complementary/
instrumental Social episode constructed by persons, one of

episode: whom has a get p lan ,  the  others are wil l ing  to
comply

Reciprocal
*qet '  p l a n : In ten t  t o  use another  who intends to  use you

Complementary/
reciprocal  Social episode constructed by persons having

reciprocal  ' g e t '  plansepisodes :

Competitive
plan:

Competitive
ep isode:

In ten t  to  accomplish a goal before another who 
intends the same thing

Social episode constructed by persons having 
competitive plans

Organization of social episodes

Arrangement Social preplanning of c r i t i c a l  components of the
phase: episode (e .g .  episode goals ,  s e t t i n g ,  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,

p a r t i c ip a n t  r o le s ,  procedures,  necessary too ls  and 
procedures,  ru les  of in te ra c t io n )

Accomplishment Getting th e  task done (which may require  resumption 
phase: of planning negot ia t ions)

Finish phase: Agreeing t h a t  the  ta sk  is  f in ished ,  r e f le c t in g  on
episode accomplishments, cleaning up, closing the  
in te ra c t io n
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a c t i v i t y .  Such a plan i s  termed here a ' s o c ia l  p l a n , '  s ince  1t i s  a 

plan fo r  a socia l  a c t i v i t y  and s ince t h a t  plan includes  a 

rep resen ta t ion  a t  l e a s t  of other  persons '  behaviors i f  not of o ther  

persons '  b e l i e f s  and in t e n t io n s .  A social plan i s  both a plan fo r  

what i s  t o  be done and an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of what i s  going on and has 

been done. Each p a r t i c ip a n t  cons truc ts  a socia l  p lan ,  and thus  a 

socia l plan i s  the  content  of each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  'p e rsp ec t iv e '  on 

h i s /h e r  i n t e r a c t io n s .

A social plan,  as a cogni t ive  r ep resen ta t ion ,  i s  d is t ingu ished  

from a ' soc ia l  ep isode , '  which i s  an observable socia l product ,  the  

outcome of In te ra c t iv e  work. During any episode, th e  r e l a t io n  between 

the  socia l production which Is  the  episode and each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  plan 

f o r  ( in t e r p r e t a t i o n  of) 1 t  1s cont inual ly  a problematic one fo r  each 

p a r t i c ip a n t .  P a r t i c ip a n t s  are l ik e ly  to  encounter disagreements and 

misunderstandings, whose reso lu t ions  of ten — but not necessar i ly  ~  

requ ire  the  complex cogni t ive  and i n t e r a c t iv e  work of  in fe r r in g  the 

o t h e r ' s  plan (perspect ive  t a k in g ) ,  formulating one 's  own plan, 

comparing one an o th e r ' s  p lans ,  and cons truc t ing  some e f fec t iv e  

compromise. However, p a r t i c ip a n ts  do not engage in cognit ive or 

i n t e r a c t iv e  work a t  such depth throughout an i n t e r a c t io n .

P a r t i c ip a n ts  assume they share in t e rp r e t a t i o n s  of what i s  happening by 

v i r tu e  of t h e i r  common membership in some reference group. As long as 

each p a r t ic ip a n t  perceives  coordinated in te r a c t io n  and os ten s ib le  

agreement, s /he continues contr ibu t ing  t o  the  in t e ra c t io n  guided by 

her own social plan and her reasonable assumption th a t  i t  i s  probably 

shared (c f .  Newman, 1978). However, the  contingencies  inherent  1n 

social i n t e r a c t io n  are  such t h a t  successful  coordinat ion must
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sometimes be in ten t io n a l ly  negot ia ted ,  and a t  l e a s t  some of these  

negot ia t ions  require  e f f o r t s  to  assess  other  p a r t i c ip a n t s '  plans .

The cons truc ts  of ' s o c ia l  episode* and ' so c ia l  plan '  are Intended 

to  represent a p a r t i c u l a r  level of ana lys is  in the  organizat ion of 

socia l  l i f e .  A social episode can be located in a day's stream of 

a c t i v i t i e s  wherever there  1s coordinated a c t i v i t y  by a p a r t i c u l a r  se t  

of ind iv iduals  1n a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t i n g .  Examples of  an episode are a 

play (c f .  Goffman, 1974), a t a lk  (Frake, 1977), a lesson (Erickson & 

Shultz,  1977; Mehan, 1979), , a dinner ,  a meeting, a p a r ty ,  a shopping 

t r i p .  Episodes can a t  t imes be d i f f i c u l t  to  lo ca te ,  fo r  the 

p a r t ic ip an t  as well as an observer .  There may be s h i f t s  in 

pa r t ic ip a n t  composition (two c le rks  change s h i f t s  in the  middle of 

serving a customer),  in purpose ( ce r ta in  facu l ty  members persuade 

others  to redefine  the  purpose fo r  t h e i r  meeting),  or in s e t t in g  

( a f t e r  dinner ,  guests and hosts  r e t i r e  t o  another  room fo r  co f fee ) ,
4

and these  s h i f t s  pose problems fo r  both in v e s t ig a to r  and p a r t i c ip a n t  

in locat ing the  episode, in in te rp r e t in g  'what ' s  happening. '  As 

resources for  i n te rp r e t in g  and planning socia l ep isodes,  persons have 

knowledge about episodes in general as well as knowledge about 

sp ec i f ic  kinds of episodes ( t a lk s ,  meetings, d inners ,  p a r t i e s ) .  A 

general concept of a social episode Includes the  knowledge th a t  social 

ac t ion  i s  usual ly  motivated,  t h a t  persons normally gather  in a given 

se t t in g  to  accomplish some se t  of i n t e r r e l a t e d  goa ls ,  t h a t  commonly 

the  s e t t in g  f a c i l i t a t e s  the  accomplishment, of those goals ,  t h a t  

commonly these i n t e r r e l a t e d  goals are d i s t r ib u te d  across  p a r t i c ip a n ts  

and c o n s t i tu t e  t h e i r  roles  within the episode, and th a t  usually  role  

organizat ion f a c i l i t a t e s  accomplishment of episode goals.  Knowledge



of social  episodes thus includes knowledge of the goals motivating 

episodes and the  means by which p a r t i c ip a n ts  accomplish those  goals — 

c r i t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a c r i t i c a l  number of p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  e s sen t ia l  

p a r t ic ip a n t  ro les  ( d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  a l lo c a t io n  of episode goa ls ) ,  

necessary ob jec ts  and fea tu res  of th e  s e t t i n g .  A sp e c i f i c  social plan 

may be constructed fo r  a p a r t i c u l a r  episode on th e  bas is  of such 

general knowledge, and on the  bas is  of knowledge about episodes of 

th a t  p a r t i c u l a r  type (e .g .  shopping 1n grocery s to res  ra the r  than in 

department s to res  or chain drug s to re s  or  c lo thing boutiques) .  Social 

plans may a lso  be constructed of pre-packaged socia l  routines  (c f .  

Harr! & Secord 's ,  1973, notions of " r i t u a l "  and " l i tu rg y " )  which are 

known by the  planner to  be appropria te  fo r  t h a t  episode y e t  whose 

funct ion in accomplishing episode goals Is not necessar i ly  understood. 

(Although the  socia l  plan construc t  1s concerned primari ly  with the 

ra t iona l  bases of  socia l  i n t e r a c t io n ,  i t  i s  recognized here t h a t  a 

great deal of socia l in t e ra c t io n  i s  not r a t i o n a l . )

Role Relat ions

Social plans and socia l episodes can be categorized in terms of 

four  bas ic  ro le  r e l a t io n s .  A 'w i th '  plan Is the  construct ion  of a 

planner who Intends to  work cooperat ively with another who i s  believed 

to  share the same plan; the  episode co-constructed  by p a r t ic ip a n ts  

having 'with* plans is  a cooperative episode. A ' g e t '  plan 1s the 

construct ion of a planner  who intends to  use another  t o  accomplish h is  

own goals;  the  episode co-constructed by g e t t e r  and ge t tee  1s a 

complementary/ instrumental episode. A ‘reciprocal  ge t '  plan i s  the 

construct ion of a planner  who intends to  use another t o  accomplish his
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own goals and understands t h a t  the  other  1 s t complementarity,  using 

his to  accomplish her own goals ;  the  corresponding episode type i s  

complementary/reciprocal. A 'competi t ive '  plan i s  the  construct ion  of 

a planner who intends to  accomplish a goal before another  who has the  

same in ten t ion  and who shares with the  other  the  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h i s  i s  

the  case; the  corresponding socia l  episode type i s  competition. 

Although the  present  research 1s concerned j u s t  with the  development 

of cooperat ion (in i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay ) ,  th e  desc r ip t ions  below of 

o ther  ro le  r e l a t io n s  serve t o  c l a r i f y ,  through c o n t r a s t ,  what i s  and 

i s  not meant by cooperat ion. They a lso  serve as models of kinds of 

ro le  r e l a t io n s  which get portrayed 1n ro le  play.

'With* plans  are  plans fo r  cooperat ive a c t i v i t y .  Each par tner  

intends th a t  the  goals be shared and th e  outcomes be j o i n t l y  produced. 

Each p a r t ic ip a n t  in a cooperat ive episode has a 'w i th '  plan, but 

because each knows t h a t  the  plan may not be shared and because each 

intends t h a t  i t  be shared,  they both make e f f o r t s  to  communicate t h e i r  

plans,  t o  a sce r ta in  one an o th e r ' s  p lans,  and t o  negot ia te  a shared 

plan. However, both p a r t i c ip a n ts  know t h a t  public  re so lu t ion  i s  no 

guarantee of shared understanding.  Therefore both a n t i c ip a te  possible  

problems during th e  episode t h a t  will  require  fu r th e r  nego t ia t ion .

'Get* plans are plans fo r  the  instrumental use of another person 

for  the accomplishment of t h e  p lan n e r ' s  own goals .  The accomplishment 

of 'get* plans requires  requests  by the  planner  t o  th e  g e t te e .  In 

complementary/Instrumental episodes,  g e t t e r  and ge t tee  do not need to  

a sce r ta in  one an o th e r ' s  plans beyond th e  local goal represented in the  

task t o  be done by the  g e t t e e ,  and th e  wil l ingness  of the get tee  to  do 

th e  ta sk .  These episodes can thus  be coordinated without ongoing
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concern fo r  the  r e l a t io n  between p a r t i c ip a n t s '  mental s t a t e s .

Reciprocal ' g e t '  plans are plans for  th e  Instrumental use of 

another person who Is  believed by th e  planner to  have a plan fo r  the  

instrumental use of him. A clerk-customer in te ra c t io n  i s  an example 

of a complementary/ rec iprocal  ro le  r e l a t io n .  A c le rk ,  in order  to  do 

her job ,  must serve customers.  She uses her customers to  accomplish 

her f inancia l  and work (e .g .  exper ience,  advancement) goals .  A 

customer, in order  to  purchase needed i tems,  must get  a clerk to  serve 

him. He uses the  c lerk  t o  accomplish his  goal t o  obta in  goods. In a 

complementary/reciprocal ep isode,  i t  i s  not necessary t h a t  e i t h e r  

p a r t ic ip a n t  have a rep resen ta t ion  of the  o th e r ' s  plan 1n order  fo r  

each to  get accomplished what s /he  needs to .  One p a r t ic ip a n t  or both 

. may have only a ' g e t '  plan fo r  t h a t  episode. But th e re  are c e r t a in  

kinds of events within r e c ip ro c a l /  complementary episodes which, i f  

they occur,  cannot be in te rp re ted  unless  each p a r t ic ip a n t  understands 

the  complementary r e l a t io n s  between t h e i r  ' g e t '  plans.  For example, 

i f  a c lerk  i s  rude and unhelpful,  the  customer may th rea ten  to  report  

her behavior t o  her supervisor;  he reminds her of her goal of 

employment 1n order t o  remind her  of his  goal of serv ice .  Thus where 

both p a r t i c ip a n ts  have a reciprocal 'get* plan (or one or both 

perceives the  other  as having such a p lan) ,  the  coordinat ion of these  

episodes may involve, on occasion, appraisal of the re la t io n s  between 

p a r t i c ip a n ts '  social p lans ,  although shared understanding of 

p a r t i c ip a n t s '  goals i s  not a goal f o r  e i t h e r  p a r t ic ip a n t  in these  

episodes.

Competitive plans are plans fo r  the accomplishment of a goal 

before, or in s p i t e  o f ,  ano ther 's  plans for  the  accomplishment of the
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same goal.  Successful competition general ly  requires  cons truc t ing  and 

making use of a model of the  com pet i to r ' s  plan. However, in 

competition a p a r t i c ip a n t  cannot assume, as she can in cooperat ion,  

t h a t  plans are shared, and thus  competition, of the four  episode 

types ,  may requ ire  cons truc t ion  of the  most complex perspect ives  and 

the  most ongoing use of perspect ive  tak ing  of the  four episode types .  

(Cf. Bruce & Newman, 1978, and Newman, 1980, fo r  t h e i r  analyses of 

" in te rac t in g  plans" in episodes of deception.)

"Social Plan" vs. "Script"

As described in  Chapter I I I ,  a " sc r ip t"  1s “a s t ru c tu re  t h a t  

describes  appropria te  sequences of events in a p a r t i c u l a r  context" 

(Schank & Abelson, 1977). A socia l  plan can be considered to  be a 

category of s c r i p t  types  — any s c r i p t  t h a t  contains represen ta t ions  

of th e  in te ra c t in g  goals of two or more persons engaged in a 

purposeful a c t i v i t y  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  and completed within a p a r t i c u l a r  

s e t t i n g .  Thus a socia l  plan represen ts  (a) sequences containing 

social behaviors,  (b) sequences containing r a t io n a l ly -o rg an ized ,  

purposeful socia l  a c t io n s ,  (c) motivated ac t ions  and in te ra c t io n s  in 

p a r t i c u l a r  everyday contexts  which organize and support those  act ions  

and i n t e r a c t io n s .  'S c r i p t '  i s  a f a r  more general term.

There appears to  be a t  l e a s t  two kinds of socia l  knowledge, and 

s c r i p t  re fers  ambiguously to  e i t h e r  or  both of them. There 1s 

knowledge of social events (what 1s done in a p a r t i c u l a r  context)  and 

social event sequences (in what o rd e r ) ,  and th e r e  i s  knowledge of the  

ra t iona l  bases fo r  those  events ,  knowledge t h a t  enables persons to  

construc t  social plans. People do not necessar i ly  know why a
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p a r t i c u l a r  behavior i s  appropria te  and, indeed, th e re  may of ten be no 

ra t iona l  bas is  f o r  i t .  The social plan/soc1al episode model i s  an 

e f f o r t  to  o u t l ine  how knowledge of the  ra t iona l  bases of social 

in te ra c t io n s  con tr ibu tes  to  socia l  I n te ra c t io n s .  The model i s  not 

Intended t o  represent  the  only form of  knowledge t h a t  adu l t s  have, or 

should have.

The Function of Discourse ijn Social Episodes

Since language i s  a system of  rep resen ta t ion ,  i t  provides a 

means of represent ing s t a t e s  and events ,  including mental s t a t e s  and 

social r e l a t io n s h ip s ,  which cannot be perceived as such and must be 

in fe r red  from perceivable  behaviors.  Language can thus  be used to  

represent  social p lans .  Language 1s a means of communication, a means 

of  conveying content  ( e .g .  socia l  plans)  t o  another or  fo r  s o l i c i t i n g  

content from another .  L in g u is t i c  communications the re fo re  enable 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  recognize one ano ther ' s  ' p e r s p e c t i v e s ' ,  one ano ther 's  

i n t e rp r e ta t io n s  of the  ongoing episode. Language i s  a tool fo r  social 

cons truc t ion  through discourse:  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  in te ra c t io n s  co-

e s ta b l i s h  public  agreements about what i s  happening or  what has been 

accomplished. Through d iscourse ,  p a r t i c ip a n ts  can coordinate 

perspec t ives .  However, 'everyone knows' t h a t  public  agreements are 

d i s t i n c t  from p r iv a te  in ten t io n s  and in t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  What has been 

publ ica l ly  negotia ted  i s  l i k e ly  t o  be d i f f e r e n t  from what i s  

separa te ly  understood. The problem of  I n te r s u b je c t iv i ty  i s  a f a c t  of 

socia l l i f e .

The re la t io n sh ip  of t a lk  t o  ta sk  depends 1n par t  on the  na ture  of 

the episode goal.  Are people gathered t o  bake bread? fo r  group



therapy? to  soc ia l ize?  I f  the  goal i s  to  produce {or a l t e r ,  or 

maintain) some physical s t a t e  (e .g .  build  a house, bake bread) ,  then 

t a l k  usually funct ions  primarily  to  enable goal completion. 

P a r t i c ip a n ts  request ac t ions  of one another ,  or inform one another of 

t h e i r  in ten t ions  or progress ,  in  order t o  get  the  work done. Hands do 

the  work, and t a lk  f a c i l i t a t e s  the  coordinat ion of labor .  I f  the goal 

i s  to  produce (or a l t e r ,  or maintain)  some psychological s t a t e  ( e .g .  

therapy,  or a l e c t u r e ) ,  t a lk  a l so  funct ions to  enable goal completion, 

although now t a l k  (not hands) does the  work, and the  episode cons is ts  

almost e n t i r e ly  of t a l k  and o the r  nonverbal means of communication. 

Completion of the goal can be determined only through ta lk  ( i . e .  

t h e r a p i s t  Inquires  of her p a t i e n t ' s  mental s t a t e  or professor  inquires  

of his s tu d en ts '  understanding) or  some a rb i t r a ry  external c r i t e r i o n  

such as t ime. I f  the  goal i s  t o  produce (or a l t e r ,  o r  maintain) some 

socia l s t a t e  (e .g .  a p a r ty ,  a wedding), then t a lk  ac tua l ly  c o n s t i tu t e s  

the  episode goal i t s e l f .  Talk does the  work and i s  the  work.

In the  co-construction of a socia l  episode, t a l k  1s used to  reach 

agreements on a social  plan ( i . e .  th e  public version of a social 

p lan ) ,  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  ongoing coordinat ion of the episode, and to  reach 

agreements on the  completion of the episode. Social episodes often 

contain recognizable phases corresponding t o  I n i t i a l  planning, 

accomplishment and goal completion, and c los ing .  The in te rna l  

organizat ion of an episode d i f f e r s  for  cooperative,  complementary, and 

competitive episodes.  In a complementary episode, the re  Is  a b r ie f  

arrangement when the  g e t t e r  i ssues  her request t o  the g e t te e  (as when 

the  boss in an instrumental episode requests  t h a t  the  secre ta ry  take 

d ic t a t io n )  and a b r ie f  f in i s h  when the g e t t e r  Ind ica tes  s a t i s f a c t io n



with the work requested. In a competitive episode,  the  function of 

the  arranyement i s  to  agree on ru les  fo r  the game, and, i f  a team 

competi tion, team huddles t o  plan s t r a t e g y .  Arrangement may be j u s t  a 

handshake representing agreement to  follow the  ru le s .  During play ,  

the re  may be disputes  over ru le  v io l a t i o n ,  and, 1f a team competit ion,  

team huddles to rev ise  s t r a t e g y .  The f in i s h  Is  ty p ic a l ly  but a b r ie f  

congratulatory  acknowledgment from th e  lo se r  t o  the  winner. In 

cooperative arrangement n ego t ia t ions ,  the  goals of each p a r t i c ip a n t  

are  to  determine th e  o t h e r ' s  plan fo r  the  a c t i v i t y ,  t o  ensure t h a t  the  

o ther  i s  informed of his  own p lan ,  and t o  achieve j o i n t l y  a 

co l labo ra t ive  compromise 1n the  construct ion of a j o i n t  p lan,  

t h e r e a f t e r  believed t o  be shared u n t i l  unexpected discrepancies  and 

c o n f l i c t s  Indica te  otherwise.  In the  course of accomplishing the  

t a s k ,  i f  p a r t i c ip a n ts  discover  t h a t  t h e i r  I n te rp re ta t io n s  of t h e i r  

os tens ib ly  j o i n t  plan d i f f e r  or  t h a t  t h e i r  planning was incomplete,  

socia l planning resumes, although not necessar i ly  a t  the h ighest  level 

of  the  p lan.  Thus the  funct ions of discourse in cooperation include:  

in the  arrangements,  j o i n t  planning; in the accomplishment of the 

t a s k ,  addit ional planning, i n s t r u c t io n ,  and reminder t o  organize the  

accomplishment of local  goa ls ,  and a s se r t ions  of In tent  and 

d esc r ip t ions  of  current  or  completed work (which may be I n i t i a t e d  or 

s o l i c i t e d )  t o  keep one another informed of task progress.

Perspect ive  Taking in  Social Episodes

In t h i s  ana lys is  of the  cogni t ive  demands of in t e r a c t io n s ,  

the  emphasis i s  upon th e  need of p a r t i c ip a n ts  1n socia l  episodes to  

represent  other  p a r t i c ip a n t s '  socia l  plans.  'Pe rsp ec t iv e - tak in g '  tnus
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re fe rs  here to  th e  represen ta t ion  and coordinat ion of perspectives 

with p a r t i c u la r  (and p a r t i c u la r ly  complex) contents .

Cooperative Role Play

There are  two leve ls  of organizat ion in cooperative ro le  play 

episodes: the  h igher ,  ' r e a l '  cooperative level (as described above) 

and the  embedded, pretend level whose ro le  re la t io n s  are determined by 

what i s  being portrayed. These leve ls  are depicted in  Figure 1.

In te rac t iv e  ro le  play requires  the  cooperative establishment and 

maintenance of agreement among p a r t i c ip a n ts  (and, where app l icab le ,  

among players  and observers)  concerning the  n o n - l i t e ra l  i d e n t i t i e s  of 

s e t t i n g ,  r o le s ,  and ob jec ts  and the  n o n - l i t e r a l  meanings of ac t ions  

and u t te rances .  In th e  model used in the  present research,  the 

c r i t i c a l  components of the fantasy  social episode — s e t t i n g ,  ob jec t ,  

and p a r t i c ip a n t  ro le  i d e n t i t i e s  — as well as fantasy act ions  and 

discourse are pu b l ica l ly  preplanned outs ide  t h e  fantasy in  the  

arrangement phase of  the cooperative episode, and th e  fantasy  then 

enacted .2 I f  problems a r i s e  during th e  p lay ,  th e  fantasy 'frame' i s

2 In t h a t  the model i s  a rep resen ta t ion  of a social preplanning of  a 
complete fantasy episode, i t  1s a represen ta t ion  of the  ra t iona l  
aspects  of i n t e r a c t iv e  role  play and not a representa t ion  of the  
ongoing spontaneous nature of play.  I t  i s  recognized t h a t  a high 
level goal of p a r t i c ip a n t s  in ro le  play may be p layfu lness ,  the 
c rea t ive  modificat ion of the planned scenario or the  ongoing crea t ion  
of  the scenario a l l  fo r  th e  fun of i t  and even i f  the  r e su l t in g  
production i s  l e s s  than fu l ly  coherent.  In a context of p layfu lness ,  
i t  may well be t h a t  only c e r ta in  i d e n t i t i e s ,  actions  and ut terances  1n 
some way considered def ining and c r i t i c a l  are  ever  e x p l i c i t l y  
prearranged,  and even then th ese  plans may be Ignored o r  abandoned i f  
what l a t e r  happens proves to  be more fun. Perhaps n e i th e r  coherence 
of  portrayal  or maintenance of fantasy frame are goals fo r  persons a t  
play. Framing may thus  not be a local event a t  th e  i n i t i a t i o n  of the  
pretend scenario  but an ongoing process of c rea t ing  margina lly ,  
lo ca l ly  coherent n o n - l i t e r a l i t y .  Perhaps even successful ro le  play by
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■ — social  planning: {“*
negotia t ion of shared socia l  plan

15

A(AB) B(AB)

comolementarv socia l eDisoae
clerk SUStPfflSC

en te r  s to re
(serve other get basket
customer) se lec t  items

go to  counter
pr ice  Items
inform to t a l cos t

pay
give change
bag
hand bag
thanks thanks

----------------- exit.

ARRANGEMENT PHASE:

negot ia t ion  of 
s e t t i n g ,  ro le ,  and 
ob jec t  i d e n t i t i e s ;  
planning of 

I cha rac te rs '  ac t ions  
'and discourse

ACCOMPLISHMENT PHASE

FINISH PHASE

Figure 1. An i l l u s t r a t i v e  cooperative role  play episode: 
The por trayal of  a complementary episode of 
grocery s to re  shopping.

1 A(B?) A has constructed a socia l  plan;  she does not
know B's  plan, and she recognizes the  need to  
a sce r ta in  B's plan and to  negot ia te  a shared 
plan p r io r  to  i n i t i a t i n g  ro le  play.

2 B(A?) The complement of A(B?).

3 A(AB) A's in t e rp r e t a t i o n  of t h e i r  shared social plan.

4 B(AB) B's in t e rp r e t a t i o n  of t h e i r  shared socia l plan.

5 - - - >  Resumption of negot ia t ions  when problems a r i se
in the  course of ro le  play.



broken, and negot ia t ions  resume. Tne fantasy i s  i t s e l f  a socia l 

episode, embedded within th e  ' r e a l '  cooperat ive episode. The nature  

of the sequentia l organization of the  embedded episode depends upon 

i t s  ro le  r e l a t io n s .  For example, i f  a cooperative episode were being 

portrayed, then the  charac te rs  would be portrayed as f i r s t  arranging 

t h e i r  cooperative ta sk  and then carry ing i t  out.  Most por traya ls  in 

young c h i ld re n ' s  play are  of complementary ro le s .  I f  complementary 

in te ra c t io n s  are being portrayed,  then j u s t  c e r t a in  c r i t i c a l  and 

def ining in te ra c t io n s  may be portrayed: the 'd o c to r '  t r e a t s  the 

' p a t i e n t , '  the  'mommy' feeds the  'baby , '  the  ' c l e r k '  bags the  

'cus tom er 's '  foods. However, th e  scenario i s  more r ich ly  and v a l id ly  

portrayed i f  each p a r t i c ip a n t  i n i t i a l l y  pursues her own independent 

course of act ion before she i n t e r a c t s  with her  complement.1 The 

'mommy' cooks while the  'baby'  plays;  when the  baby gets  hungry, he 

expresses a need t o  t h e  mommy, and in te r a c t io n  begins. The ' c l e r k '  

stocks shelves and tends to  o ther  customers,  while a new customer 

reads her shopping l i s t ,  comes to  th e  s to r e ,  takes  a basket ,  and 

begins se lec t ing  items; when t h i s  customer needs a s s i s tance  or i s  

ready to  have the  items p r iced ,  i n t e r a c t io n  begins. This model of 

co l labo ra t ive  role  play may exaggerate t h e  ex ten t  of preplanning (see 

Figure 1).  As previously discussed ,  p a r t i c ip a n ts  in everyday social 

episodes commonly assume th a t  plans and b e l i e f s  are  shared. The 

everyday context of th e  Immediate a c t i v i t y  supports a p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  

reasonable assumption t h a t  co -p a r t i c ip a n t s  share t h e  same everyday 

plans and b e l i e f s  about t h e i r  j o i n t  a c t i v i t y .  When role  play occurs

a d u l t s '  judgments co n s is t s  of overlapping cons is tenc ies  a t  lower 
leve ls  with a maintenance j u s t  of basic ro le  i d e n t i t i e s .



in minia turized s e t t in g s  stocked with miniature objects  and costumes, 

these  should support in t e ra c t io n s  much as the  ' r e a l '  r e fe ren t  context 

would. When ro le  play occurs in ambiguous s e t t i n g s ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  may 

appropriate ly  believe t h a t  object i d e n t i t i e s ,  ac t io n s ,  and ut te rances  

are implied by t h e i r  h igher- level  arrangements,  and th e re fo re  these  do 

not have to  be e x p l i c i t l y  negot ia ted .  Once th e  name of the  context i s  

agreed upon, ‘everyboty knows1 what goes on (in a "h o sp i t a l , "  in  the 

" s to re ,"  in a "k i tchen") .  A c r i t i c a l  problem fo r  developmental 

inves t iga t ion  i s  to  determine when b e l i e f s  t h a t  co -p a r t i c ip an ts  share 

social plans ind ica te  egocentrism and when they in d ica te  e f f i c i e n t  

common sense regarding shared cu l tu ra l  knowledge, 'what everybody 

knows.1

The Development pf Collaborat ive Role Play

The model of cooperation presented above i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h a t  

of P ia g e t ' s  "co l labora tion  in  ab s t rac t  thought ,"  in  t h a t  cooperation 

i s  considered t o  require  the  represen ta t ion  and coordinat ion of co­

p a r t i c ip a n t s '  plans and b e l i e f s .  His ana lys is  of the  development of 

co l labora t ion  provides the  bas is  for  t h e  present inves t iga t ion  of the  

development of co l labo ra t ive  ro le  p lay.  This Piagetian model i s  

out l ined  in Table 2.

As described in  Chapter I I ,  fo r  Piaget th e  development of 

co l labora t ion  proceeds through four s tages:  monologue, c o l l e c t iv e  

monologue, co l labora t ion  in non-abstract  thought ,  co l labo ra t ion  in 

a b s t r a c t  thought.  These s tages  correspond t o  emerging cap a c i t i e s  to  

represent  o the rs '  in ten t ions  and b e l i e f s  and to  coordinate  these  

represen ta t ions  e f f e c t iv e ly  in the  accomplishment of a j o i n t  a c t i v i t y .
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Table 2

A Piaget ian  Model of the  Development of In te rac t iv e  Role Play

Stage

Domain
of

competence

Collect ive
monologue:

Collections

Collaboration 
in non-abstract 

thought:
Role playing 
social events

t o l l  adoration 
in abs t rac t  

thought:
Role playing 

social episodes

Collabor­
at ing

Absence of nego­
t i a t e d  agreements 
on plans for  play 
and pretense

Absence of nego­
t i a t e d  agreements 
on plans for  play 
and pre tense

Negotiated agree­
ments on plans for  
play and pre tense

Frami ng Absence of 
communicative 
e f f o r t s  t o  frame 
in te ra c t iv e  
pretense

Absence of 
communicative 
e f f o r t s  t o  frame 
in t e ra c t iv e  
pretense

Negotiated frames 
of pretense

Portraying Absence of 
apparent char­
a c te r  goals

Absence of 
apparent char­
a c t e r  goals

Characters por­
t rayed  as  moti- . 
vated by goals;  
thus ,  evidence 
of  social plan 
knowledge

Social
event
knowledge

Apparent lack of 
social event 
knowledge:

Evidence of social 
event knowledge:

Evidence of socia l 
event knowledge:

Overlapping, 
s h i f t in g  themes 
and i d e n t i t i e s ;

Coherently main­
ta ined  themes and 
I d e n t i t i e s ;

Coherently main­
ta ined  themes and 
i d e n t i t i e s ;

U ndifferent ia ted  
ro les ;

D i f fe ren t ia ted
ro le s ;

D i f fe ren t ia ted
ro le s ;

Lack of  sequen­
t i a l l y  organized 
a c t iv i t y  or  social  
i n te rac t io n

Sequential ly
organized
episodes

t

Sequential ly
organized
episodes

SuDDort. of 
play 
context 
necessary?

Supportive con­
te x t  f a c i l i t a t e s  
only b r i e f ,  un­
predic tab le  role  
play in te ra c t io n s

Supportive context 
f a c i l i t a t e s  length 
and complexity 
of i n t e ra c t iv e  
role  play

Supportive context  
i s  not necessary,  
s ince  i t  can be 
co-estab l ished  
symboli cal ly



52

In monologue, the  "child  t a l k s  to  h imself ."  This i n i t i a l  stage 

in P ia g e t ' s  developmental sequence appears to  be inva l id .  There i s  

recent evidence th a t  s o l i t a r y  play i s  not a precursor  t o  social play 

but a d i f f e r e n t  context for  play (Moore, Everston, & Brophy, 1974; 

Roper & Hinde, 1978; Rubin, 1977; Smith, 1978).

In c o l l e c t iv e  monologue, P i a g e t ' s  next s tage ,  a chi ld  assoc ia tes  

his act ions  with o the rs '  nearby a c t i v i t i e s ,  but he makes l i t t l e  e f f o r t  

to  ensure t h a t  the  others understand him nor t o  a t tend  t o  o th e r s '  

t a l k .  Analogous i n t e r a c t iv e  role play ' c o l l e c t i o n s '  are the re fo re  

disorganized. Children a t  t h i s  s tage are not negot ia t ing agreements 

on plans fo r  p lay ,  nor are  they co-construct ing pre tense  frames. 

D if fe ren t ia t io n  of  r o le s ,  appropria te  sequencing of portrayed ac t io n s ,  

and consistency of por trayal  are  absent  or unpredic table ,  since 

children a t  t h i s  ' s t a g e '  not only lack knowledge of person 's  goals ,  

but they a lso  lack knowledge of con tex t-appropr ia te  socia l event 

sequences. Although repor ts  of c h i ld re n ' s  ro le  play to  date have not 

included descr ip t ions  of such disorganized i n t e r a c t io n s ,  s tud ies  of 

c h i ld re n ' s  s t o r i e s ,  s c r i p t  knowledge, and s o l i t a r y  doll  play Indica te  

ear ly  i n a b i l i t i e s  to  sus ta in  a por trayal  of coherently coordinated 

ro les  co n s is ten t  with t h i s  model of ro le  play 1c d l l e c t i o n s . 1

In co l labora t ion  in non-abstract  thought ,  P ia g e t ' s  t h i r d  s tage  

(the second stage in t h i s  model),  ch i ldren  p a r t i c ip a t e  toge the r  in  an 

a c t i v i t y ,  and t h e i r  t a l k  i s  concerned with accomplishing i t .  However, 

the re  i s  an absence of "explanation of a pas t  or f u tu re  action" 

(Piaget,  1926/1955). Children lack th e  capacity t o  represent  non­

present s t a t e s ,  including the  mental s t a t e s  o f  t h e i r  play par tners .  

Thus in i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay,  chi ldren a t  t h i s  stage are not



negotiat ing agreements or communicatively framing in t e ra c t iv e  

pre tense ,  since they do not recognize the  need fo r  communication and 

co l labora t ive  agreement. S imi lar ly ,  t h e i r  characte rs  are  not 

portrayed as pursuing a motivated course of ac t ion ,  since the  role 

players  are unable t o  represent  t h e i r  c h a ra c te r s '  in ten t ions .

Children could be successful  a t  such role play of social events and 

a c t i v i t i e s  i f  they shared socia l event knowledge and i f  por trayal  of  

the  event were supported in  th e  play context .  Successful i n t e r a c t iv e  

role  play would then not require  e i t h e r  representa t ion  and 

coordinat ion of p a r tn e rs '  perspect ives  or representa t ion  of t h e i r  

cha rac te r s '  goals.  Stereotyped sequences of coordinated ro le  

behaviors,  such as the  r i t u a l  i n t e r a c t iv e  role play sequences 

described by Garvey and Berndt (1977) ( including "Momqy and baby" 

in te ra c t io n s  purported to  demonstrate perspect ive- tak ing)  are 

cons is ten t  with tn1s s tage d esc r ip t io n .

Collaboration in  a b s t r ac t  thought ,  P ia g e t ' s  l a s t  s tage ,  i s  

possib le  when a ch i ld  can represent  s t a t e s  and in ten t ions  which are 

not present:  when he can plan,  recons t ruc t ,  explain.  P a r t i c ip a n ts  in

in t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play can then co l labora te  on j o i n t  plans and co- 

e s ta b l i s h  symbolic s t a t e s  of pretense,  d ia log ic  and represen ta t iona l  

competences which permit them to  co-construct  role play even 1n a 

thematical ly  ambiguous play context .  Characters  are then portrayed as 

motivated by goals ,  and c h a rac te r s '  in te ra c t io n s  as motivated by 

In te rac t in g  goals .  The knowledge of socia l  episodes which enables 

these  role play in te ra c t io n s  can now be described as social  plan 

knowledge. The reports  of preschoolers '  communicative e f f o r t s  in 

j o i n t l y  planning and arranging t h e i r  ro le  play may f i t  t h i s  stage



descr ip t ion .

Whether th e  course of development of c h i ld re n ' s  role  play 

resembles th i s  model i s  the  question fo r  the  present research.



C H A PTER  V

PURPOSE AND DESIGN OF RESEARCH

The purpose of the  present  research was to  to  develop an an a ly t ic  

approach to the  developmental study of ch i ld re n ' s  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  

play. The emphasis in the  work was on d e ta i l e d  descr ip t ions  of 

videotaped role  play.  Codings of observed in te ra c t io n s  were used as 

bases for  inference regarding underlying social knowledge, and age 

comparisons in i n t e ra c t io n s  were used t o  in fe r  th e  course and 

mechanisms of development. The goal was to produce a s e t  of methods 

which, when eventual ly  applied t o  a l a r g e r  data base, could produce 

observat ional data needed t o  help resolve ex is t ing  incons is tenc ies  in 

the l i t e r a t u r e  regarding th e  developmental course of preschool 

c h i ld re n ' s  socia l cogni t ive  and i n t e r a c t iv e  competences and needed to  

reveal t h e  funct ion of i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play in socia l development.

Since th e  primary goal of the  p ro jec t  was t o  develop methods, the  

data base co l lec ted  was kept small.  Although the  developmental model 

of  i n te r a c t iv e  role play j u s t  presented in Chapter IV could not be 

t e s ted  with the  ava i lab le  d a ta ,  the  methods produced were intended t o  

enable the  t e s t i n g  of t h i s  model 1n the  fu tu re  with an expanded data 

base.

Research Design

Background

The va r iab les  se lec ted  fo r  examination were (1) experience with a
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p a r t ic u la r  par tner  in the  play context and (2) age.

Since young chi ldren  t y p i c a l l y ,  on t h e i r  own i n i t i a t i v e ,  pursue a 

play theme many times with the  same f r i e n d s ,  i t  was judged important 

to  document age d i f fe rences  in c h i ld r e n ' s  a b i l i t i e s  to  ad jus t  t h e i r  

communicative s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  play over the  h is to ry  of ro le  playing a 

theme with a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r tne r .  Young chi ldren  a lso  i n i t i a t e  an old 

play theme with d i f f e r e n t  playmates,  and 1t was assumed t h a t  the need 

for  co l labora t ive  agreements increases  when a ch i ld  plays with a new 

par tner  (even i f  she i s  otherwise a fam i l ia r  pee r ) .  To examine the  

e f f e c t s  of play experience with a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r tn e r ,  ro le  play 

in te ra c t io n s  were compared in  th re e  contexts requir ing adjustments in 

in t e r a c t iv e  work: (a) when the  play theme was novel t o  play pa r tne rs ,  

(b) when the  play theme had become a fam i l ia r  play theme fo r  a par tner  

p a i r  a f t e r  repeated play experiences toge the r ,  (c) when par tners  were 

then re-matched with d i f f e r e n t  p a r tn e rs .

Age, of course, has been a t r a d i t i o n a l  index of general 

developmental f a c to r s .  Cross-sect ional  comparisons of the  ro le  play 

in te ra c t io n s  of dyads a t  3 d i f f e r e n t  ages were used as a basis  for  

inference regarding the  course of development of ro le  play. The ages 

se lec ted  (3 1 /2 ,  5 1 /2 ,  6 1/4) correspond t o  the  age groups most of ten 

compared across  the preschool age range 1n s tud ies  of  peer 

In te ra c t io n .

For c l a r i t y  of an a ly s is ,  other  poss ib le  sources of  between- 

subjec t  v a r ia t io n  such as sex d i f ferences  (Grelf ,  1976; dacklin & 

Maccoby, 1978; Matthews, 1978), subcultural and SES diffe rences  

(Eiferman, 1971; Fe i te lson ,  1976; Freyberg, 1973; G r i f f ing ,  1980; 

Rosen, 1974; Rubin, Maioni & Hornung, 1976; Sutton-Smith & Heath,
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1981; Udwin & Shmukler, 1981), and peer experience (Howes, 1980; 

Lieberrnan, 1977; Mallay, 1935; Rubin & Krasnor, 1981), were not 

considered. All sub jec ts  were g i r l s ;  a l l  were from white,  middle- 

c lass  famil ies ;  a l l  had considerable  experience in play groups and 

preschools.  Other poss ib le  sources of w i th in -sub jec t  v a r i a t io n  such 

as f a m i l ia r i ty  of peer (Doyle, Connolly, & Rives t ,  1980; Matthews, 

1977), environmental support f o r  play content  (Elder & Pedersen, 1978; 

Getz, 1981). f a m i l i a r i ty  of r e fe ren t  content fo r  play (e .g .  fo r  

'p laying s t o r e , '  the  play theme used in  the  present s tudy,  f a m i l i a r i t y  

with grocery s to re  shopping) and f a m i l i a r i t y  of play content  per se 

(e .g .  f a m i l i a r i t y  with playing s to re )  were not considered. All 

subjects  were fam i l ia r  to  one another  as playmates and/or  schoolmates; 

chi ldren played in a r ich ly  supplied ,  minia turized grocery s to re  play 

s e t t i n g ;  a l l  sub jec ts  were f am i l i a r ,  a t  l e a s t  as observers ,  with 

grocery s to re  shopping; fo r  a l l  sub jec ts  ro le  playing grocery s to re  

was novel (as reported by parents  and t e a ch e r s ) .

Design

The design of the  study can be seen in  Table 3. The var iab les  

examined were age (3 1/2,  5 1 /2 ,  6 1/4) and f a m i l i a r i ty  of par tner  

(session 1, sess ion 2 ,  sess ion 3).  (Note t h a t ,  for  any ana lys is  of 

In te rac t ions  fo r  which the ' s u b j e c t '  was the  p a r tn e r  p a i r ,  repeated 

measures could be examined only from sess ion  1 to  2; th e  composition 

of play pairs  changed from sess ions  2 t o  3 . )  Within an age group, 

subjec ts  were paired with t h e  p a r tne r  c lo s e s t  in age. In session 1, 

play par tners  were introduced toge the r  to  a novel s e t t i n g ,  a grocery 

s to r e ,  and in s t ru c te d  t o  “have fun playing s to r e . "  In sess ion 2, the
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Table 3. Design

Age Session 1 Session 2 Session 3

ab ab ad

3 1/2 cd cd be

ef ef cf

5 1/2 gh gh gi

i j i j hj

6 1/2 kl kl km

mn mn In
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same par tners  played s to re  toge ther  again. In sess ion 3. play 

par tners  were re -pa i red  within an age group, and these  new par tners  

played s to re  toge the r  {for the  t h i r d  time in t h a t  s e t t in g  but the 

f i r s t  time with th a t  p a r tn e r ) .  All sessions were approximately 15 

minutes in length.

Data analyses consis ted of d e ta i l e d  descr ip t ions  of the  ro le  play 

in te ra c t io n s  observed in  each sess ion .  The goals were t o  construct  a 

r e l i a b le  and meaningful s e t  of methods for  (a) describing age and 

sess ion d if ferences  in c r i t i c a l  domains of i n t e r a c t iv e  role play 

competence — negot ia t ing  agreements,  framing pre tense ,  and portraying 

motivated persons in socia l  episodes — and (b) in fe r r in g  age 

d if ferences  in s c r i p t  knowledge which might enable c e r ta in  kinds of 

i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play. Coding schemes which proved not to  be r e l i a b le  

or whose r e l i a b i l i t y  could not be t e s t e d  because re levant  data were 

too scarce are  not presented in  t h i s  report  unless  the  motivation for  

the  scheme was considered an important piece of the p ro je c t .  

Quant i ta t ive  r e s u l t s  from app l ica t ion  of schemes which were r e l i a b le  

are reported,  but j u s t  as one source of evidence th a t  the  method which 

produced th e  r e s u l t s  i s  adequately motivated and produces meaningful 

data.  Given the  small sample s i z e ,  however, n e i th e r  ' f in d in g s '  of 

s t a t i s t i c a l  s ign if icance  nor absence of such can be assigned much 

importance. Analyses of examples representing coding ca tegor ies  are 

a lso  used t o  provide support f o r  th e  methods developed.



CHAPTER VI

METHODS

Subjects

Subjects were a l l  g i r l s  from middle c l a s s ,  English-speaking white 

fam il ies .  There were th re e  age groups, 3 1 /2 ,  5 1 /2 ,  and 6-year-o lds ,  

and 6 ch i ldren  in th e  youngest group and 4 in  each of the older  

groups. Within an age group, a l l  g i r l s  were fam i l ia r  to  one another 

as schoolmates and/or playmates.

Procedures

Materials and Equipment

The fantasy s e t t in g  contained a commericial c h i ld - s i z e  toy s to re  

made of co lo r fu l ly  i l l u s t r a t e d  cardboard and cons is t ing  of a counter ,  

cash r e g i s t e r ,  wall phone, and shelves  both ins ide  and ou ts ide .  In 

add i t ion ,  2 small paper bags were av a i lab le  on the  counter ,  and 

miniature foods, a small wicker shopping basket ,  and an add i t ional  

phone were placed on a board propped on a chai r  near the  cardboard 

s to re .  Among th e  miniature foods were a few pla in  colored blocks of 

several shapes which were comparable t o  the  foods in s iz e .  Before 

each sess ion ,  toy foods were arranged 1n casual groups of cans, boxes, 

p l a s t i c  vegetables ,  p l a s t i c  da iry items,  and blocks, t o  suggest 

ca tegor ies  fo r  i tems.

The s e t t in g  was located in  a laboratory playroom equipped with 

one way mirrors and a video camera mounted in one corner of the  room
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which could be ad justed fo r  d i re c t io n  and angle by remote con t ro l .  

Ins t ruc t ions

Subjects received no in s t ru c t io n s  other  than t o  "have fun 

playing s to r e . "  Their parents  were previously informed of the  purpose 

of the  study of the  videotaping procedures,  and most parents  had 

informed t h e i r  ch i ldren  e i t h e r  t h a t  E was in te re s ted  in  how children 

play or t h a t  E was recording t h e i r  play or both. On some occasions, 

then ,  the re  was in te r fe ren ce  in subjects* play as a r e su l t  of t h e i r  

knowing, or  r e a l i z in g ,  t h a t  they were being taped:  sub jec ts  might

play in whispers ,  hide under t a b l e s ,  play to  the  camera, sing fo r  the 

microphone. There were o ther  periods In which children simply played 

a t  something o ther  than s to re  of conversed. The experimenter 

intervened to  encourage s to re  play when pa i r s  had e i t h e r  not i n i t i a t e d  

s to re  play or had d r i f t e d  from s to re  play more than a minute or  two. 

The r e su l t  was t h a t  the  contexts  fo r  s to r e  play across  dyads and 

across sess ions  d i f fe red  somewhat: mary dyads an t ic ipa ted  s to re  play 

with excitement and had a grea t  deal of fun a t  s to re  play; some dyads 

sometimes played s to r e  l e s s  e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y ,  as a p ec u l ia r  obl iga t ion  

to  E.

Data

Completed sess ions  were: approximately 15 minutes long, although 

not a l l  of t h a t  time was necessar i ly  devoted t o  s to r e  play.

Only s to re  play data  are considered in t h i s  study.  C r i t e r i a  were 

es tab l i shed  fo r  admission of data as s to re  p lay,  and breaks in 

cont inui ty  of s to r e  play were noted and b r ie f ly  described on the



t r a n s c r i p t s .  Store play data were defined as preparing, 

accomplishing, or f in i sh in g  up/cleaning up/rearranging e i t h e r  social  

or s o l i t a r y  s to re  p lay,  where s to re  play i s  the  fantasy portrayal  of 

s to re  scenes, s to re  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and persons engaged in s to re  

a c t i v i t i e s .  In unclear  cases ,  con tras ts  with c lear  cases of s tore  

play and c lea r  cases of not s to re  play were necessary. Breaks could 

be general ly  a t t r i b u t e d  to :  one or both subjec ts  going t o  the

bathroom, in t rus ion  by someone in to  the  laboratory room, explora t ion  

of play se t t in g  and/or  room (not instrumental to  l a t e r  p lay ) ,  change 

or d r i f t  to  another fan tasy ,  id le  conversat ion,  playing t o  th e  camera 

or t o  the  microphone. Examples of most unclear  cases (nevertheless  

judged as not s to re  play) were explora t ions  of  and conversations about 

the  s to re  s e t t i n g  ( “Look a t  t h i s  l o b s t e r  here") and ro le  play of home 

a c t i v i t i e s  involving food - -  fo r  example, preparat ion of dinner 

following th e  p r io r  t r i p  to  the  s to r e .  Table 36 1n Appendix 1 

contains the s ize  of the  data base fo r  each p a i r  of subjec ts  1n each 

sess ion.

Transcrip t ion

All admissible data were t r a n sc r ib ed .  Utterances were 

t ranscr ibed  by adapting conventional orthographic devices to  represent

paral1ngu1st1c fea tu res  such as p a u s e s ( , ) ,  s t r e s s  (___ ) and prosody ( .

? ! ) .  Loudness was not considered important and was thus  not 

represented sys tem at ica l ly .  Utterances are  defined pr imarily  in terms 

of grammatical form, cons is ten t  with procedures for  discourse act 

codings (see Appendix 2) .  The present system i s ,  in general ,  

inadequate as a rep resen ta t ion  of paral1ngu1st ic  fea tu res  of
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discourse .  I t  i s  instead su i ted  to  the  biases in the  discourse act 

coding scheme toward coding of proposi t ions  (Dore, 1977; Dore, 

Gearhart & Newman, 1978).

The following were the  conventions used fo r  t r a n s c r ip t io n  of 

d iscourse:

end of u t te rance  with f a l l i n g  in tonat ion  

? end of  u t te rance  with r i s in g  in tonat ion

! end of u t te rance  u t te red  with i n t e n s i t y ,

sharpness,  excitement 

, s l i g h t  pause and/or  drop in p i tch  or loudness

within an u t te rance  

s t u t t e r s

s e l f - i n t e r r u p t i o n ,  a break in  an ut te rance  

without a drop in p i tch  or  loudness

  portion of u t te rance  s t re s sed

speech audible but un in te rp re tab le  

uncer ta in  t r a n s c r ip t io n

( ) 

(want) 

some [food 

[No 1

some=

=No!

overlap; next speaker ' s  turn  begins before 

the  p r io r  speaker ' s  tu rn  ends

almost an over lap ; absence of normal 

tu rn - tak ing  rhythm 

Actions and physical s t a t e s  were t r a n sc r ib e d  in  d e t a i l .  There 

were no conventions p re -e s tab l i sh ed .  A grea t  deal of e d i t in g ,  

addi t ion  and rev is ion  was necessary before t r a n s c r ip t io n s  of act ions 

and physical s t a t e s  were considered s a t i s f a c to ry  as represen ta t ions  of
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s to re  play.

Coding

Coding was done from t r a n s c r i p t s  with per iod ic  reviewing 

of videotape fo r  problematic cases.  This procedure worked only 

because a l l  videotapes had e i t h e r  been previously t ransc r ibed  and/or 

ex tensively  ed i ted  by the  coder.

R e l i a b i l i ty

All coding was done by the author,  with r e l i a b i l i t i e s  es tab l ished  

with another coder on 15% of the  data  base. Any scheme not found to  

be r e l i a b l e  was el iminated as a basis for  q u an t i t a t iv e  ana lys is .  

R e l i a b i l i t i e s  fo r  schemes re ta ined were determined by percent 

agreement and ranged from 80% t o  97% with a mean of 86%.

Data Analyses

Because the  primary purpose of the  p ro jec t  was t o  develop 

methods, the  coding methods are described within r e s u l t s  chapters  VII,  

VIII ,  IX, and X. Should the  reader des ire  addit ional  d e t a i l s  of the 

coding procedures,  s /he  i s  re fe r red  within each r e s u l t s  chapter t o  th e  

re levant  appendix.

Although i t  was not th e  goal of t h i s  p ro jec t  to  t e s t  hypotheses, 

nonparametric t e s t s  of s ign i f icance  were computed fo r  a l l  q u an t i t a t iv e  

r e s u l t s .  Because the  appropria te  t e s t s  fo r  small samples use ranks of 

scores ,  th e  median was used as a desc r ip t ion  of central  tendency. Age 

comparisons were examined within each session using Kruskal-Wallis 

one-way analys is  of variance by ranks (S iege l ,  1956). S ign if ican t



r e s u l t s  were followed with Fisher  exact probabi l i ty  t e s t s  (median 

t e s t )  between p a i r s  of age groups (3-year-olds vs. 5-year-o lds ,  

5-year-olds vs. 6 -year-o lds ,  3-year-olds vs. 6 -yea r -o lds ) .  Session 

comparisons were examined with th e  Friedman two-w^y analys is  of 

variance by ranks. Usually the  u n i t  o f  analys is  was the dyad, and 

the re fo re  only changes from sess ions  1 to  2 could be t e s t e d ,  since 

dyad composition changed 1n sess ion 3. When the un i t  was each ch i ld ,  

then a f inding of s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  among th e  3 sessions  was 

followed by Wilcoxen signed ranks t e s t s  between pa i rs  of sessions  (1 

vs.  2, 2 vs.  3,  1 vs. 3).

Some of the r e s u l t s  presented in Chapters VII,  VIII ,  IX, and X 

were presented previously in a d i f f e r e n t  form (Gearhart 1978, 1979, 

1980, 1981).



CHAPTER V II

COLLABORATING IN THE ARRANGEMENT AND ACCOMPLISHMENT 

OF A JOINT ACTIVITY

The goals of the analyses developed fo r  t h i s  chapter were to  

examine preschoolers '  developing competences a t  co l labora t ing  in th e  

arrangement and accomplishment of a j o i n t  a c t i v i t y .  Analyses s p ec i f i c  

t o  the  j o i n t  a c t i v i t y  of i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play are  not reported here .  

Instead,  th e  content of su b je c ts '  ro le  play task  was methodologically 

ignored, in order t o  develop and apply methods t h a t  could p o te n t ia l ly  

be used t o  in v e s t ig a te  c o l lab o ra t iv e  competences across  ta sk  contexts .

The endpoint model of co l labo ra t ion  presented 1n Chapter IV 

represen ts  social plan negot ia t ions  f i r s t  in an arrangement phase and 

tnen,  as needed, recurrent  throughout the social episode (see Figure

1 ) .  In co l labo ra t ive  arrangement nego t ia t ions ,  the  goals of  each 

p a r t ic ip a n t  are  to  determine the  o t h e r ' s  plan fo r  th e  a c t i v i t y ,  to  

ensure t h a t  th e  o ther  i s  informed of h is  own plan, and t o  achieve 

j o i n t l y  a co l labora t ive  compromise in the  construct ion of a j o i n t  

plan, t h e r e a f t e r  believed t o  be shared un t i l  unexpected discrepancies  

and c o n f l i c t s  in d ica te  otherwise.  In the  course of accomplishing the  

t a s k ,  i f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  discover t h a t  t h e i r  in t e rp r e ta t io n s  of t h e i r  

os tens ib ly  j o i n t  plan d i f f e r  or  t h a t  t h e i r  planning was incomplete,  

social planning resumes, although not necessar i ly  a t  the h ighest  level 

of the  plan. The functions  of d iscourse in co l labora t ion  include:  in

the  arrangements,  j o i n t  planning; in th e  accomplishment of the t a s k ,

-  66 -



67

addi tional planning, in s t r u c t io n ,  and reminder to  organize the 

accomplishment of local goals ,  and a s se r t ions  of In ten t  and 

descr ip t ions  of current or completed work (which may be I n i t i a t e d  or 

so l i c i t e d )  to  keep one another informed of task progress.

The analyses reported in t h i s  chapter  were guided by a 

successively  more focused se r ie s  of questions.

1) Sociocentrism: In view of some remaining controversy 

regarding the  extent  of young c h i ld re n ' s  social  in ten t  in peer 

in t e ra c t io n s ,  i t  was important to  e s ta b l i s h  as a base the  

'sociocentr ism ' of these  young sub jec ts .  Were subjec ts  ta lk ing  to  one 

another ,  and did par tners  respond to  one ano ther 's  i n t e ra c t iv e  

i n i t i a t i o n s ?  Were subjec ts  appropria te ly  making a g rea te r  e f f o r t  to  

i n i t i a t e  in te ra c t io n  and were they more responsive when play and 

par tner  were unfamil iar  (session 1) and when par tner  was unfamil ia r  

(session 3) ,  than when par tner  and play had become f a m i l ia r  (session 

2 )?

2) Social episodes: What was th e  nature  of the  i n t e r a c t iv e  

contexts  which sub jec ts  were cons truc t ing  together? Could the  

in te ra c t io n s  of these  preschoolers  be descr ibed in terms of the  social 

episode ana lys is?  I f  so, within socia l  episodes,  could arrangement,  

accomplish, and f in i s h  phases be i d e n t i f i e d ?  I f  no t ,  what other  kinds 

of so c ia l ,  or s o l i t a r y ,  a c t i v i t y  un i ts  were produced?

3) Collaborat ion in  arrangements: During arrangement phases 

(those t h a t  occurred ) ,  how were socia l  plans negotiated? — Did both 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  con t r ibu te ,  or was a plan imposed by one subjec t on her 

par tner?  — Did subjec ts  ac t ive ly  i n i t i a t e  negot ia t ion  by s o l i c i t i n g  

one ano ther 's  input (through ques t ions)?  How open were questions to



p a r tn e r ' s  input? — Were p a r t i c ip a n ts  making communicative 

adjustments in t h e i r  arrangements as t h e i r  play became more fam il ia r?  

That i s ,  were they 'Backgrounding' old agreements and 'foregrounding'  

new agreements? Were p a r t i c ip a n ts  making appropria te  communicative 

adjustments in t h e i r  arrangements when par tners  were changed in 

sess ion 3? 4) Collaboration in. accomplishments How was accomplishment 

of the ta sk  negot ia ted? What were t h e  contexts  in which par tners  

perceived a need t o  resume addit ional  planning, t o  resolve 

misunderstandings? Did p a r t i c ip a n ts  organize one an o th e r ' s  a c t i v i t y  

with in s t ru c t io n s  and reminders? Did they keep one another informed 

of t h e i r  in ten t ions  and of t h e i r  task  progress?

Table 4 contains an o u t l ine  of the  analyses undertaken and the  

r e s u l t s  obtained. Since few age and sess ion d i f fe rences  were 

s ig n i f i c a n t  upon s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t i n g ,  Table 4 contains primarily 

apparent t rends  in th e  data .  Discussion of these  trends  i s  -offered as 

a bas is  for  generating hypotheses t o  be t e s t e d  in  fu tu re  research .  ' 

q u a n t i t a t iv e  analyses bearing on some of the  ques tions  above were not 

successfu l ly  developed. For some ques t ions ,  the re  were not enough 

c le a r  cases of a p a r t i c u l a r  data  category t o  support category 

d e f in i t io n  or  t o  warrant q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is .  For o ther  ques t ions ,  

problems in e s ta b l i sh ing  r e l i a b i l i t y  re su l ted  from th e  very complex 

task of grocery s to re  ro le  play. These methodological problems are 

discussed as  appropr ia te ,  supplemented with q u a l i t a t i v e  analyses of 

examples. Certain p a r t i c u la r ly  problematic analyses are found 1n th e  

appendix.
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Table 4

Collaborat ing:  Summary of Analyses and Results

C h a rac te r i s t ic s  of 
s u b jec ts '  
in te ra c t io n s

Trends 1n data  a

Age Session Age x sess ion

Sociocentrism

In te rac t ive
intent

1 > 2 *; 
2 < 3 *

2 < 3 g r e a te s t  
for  6-year-olds

In te rac t iv e 5-year-olds  > * ___
3- or 6-year-olds

------

Social eoisodes

Social vs.  
p a r a l l e l /  
s o l i t a r y

Increase in 
social a c t i v i t y  
with age

For 3-year-o lds ,  
no p a r a l l e l /  
s o l i t a r y  in 
session 3

Completeness Increase with 2 < 1 
age

For 6-year-o lds ,  
session 3 > 2

Episodes vs. 
CQVtACStons

Increase 1n 
episodes with 
age

For 3-year-o lds ,  
no co l le c t io n s  
in sess ion 3

Social episode oraanizat ions

Arranqements:

Freauencv Increase with ___
age

For 3- and 5- 
yea r -o ld s ,  
arrangements more 
frequent  in 
sessions  1 and 3 
than 2

Success Increase with 
age?

------

Jo in tness Increase with 
age

Increase in  
jo in tn e ss  fo r  
6-year-olds  
only

a Any age or session effects found to be statistically 
significant are indicated with an asterisk (*).
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Table 4 ,  continued 
Collaborat ing: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data  a

C ha rac te r i s t ic s  of 
sub jec ts '
in te rac t io n s  Age Session Age x session

Finishes :

Frequency (Infrequent a t  a l l  ages in a l l  sess ions)

Arrangements

Forearoundina and backgrounding:

New Plans Increase with 
age (not relevant)

New
Arrangements

Increase with 
age (not relevant)

Initialed ttai
Plans

Increase with 
age * (not re levant)

Provoked New 
Plans

5-year-o lds  <
3- & 6-year-olds (not re levant)

I n i t i a t e d  New 
Arrangements

5-year-olds <
3- & 6-year-olds (not re levant)

Provoked New 
Arrangements

Decrease with 
age * (not relevant)

Backgrounding: 
(= no. of 
contents  in 
arrangements 
1n each 
session)

1
‘  (- 

i

> 2 Greatest fo r  
backgrounding 6-year-olds 

n sess ion 2)

.auctions (few subjec ts  used any questions in arrangements)

a Any age or session effects found to be statistically 
significant are indicated with an asterisk {*).
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Table 4 ,  continued 
Collaborat ing:  Summary of Analyses and Results

C h arac te r i s t i c s  of 
sub jec ts '  
in te rac t io n s

Trends in data a

Age Session Age x sess ion

Accomplishments

Reauests for  
act ion

Decrease with ___
age

-----

Assert ions Increase with ___
age

------

Questions Increase in ___
product questions 
with age

------

a Any age or sess ion e f f e c t s  found to  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ig n i f i c a n t  are ind ica ted  with an a s te r i s k  (*).
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In te rac t iv e  In ten t  and In te ra c t iv e  Success

Social in ten t  was defined as th e  proportion of a l l  d iscourse  

sequences which were I n te ra c t iv e  and not monologue. (See Appendix 2 

fo r  procedures for  iden t i fy ing  d iscourse  sequences.) In te rac t iv e  

in ten t  was i d e n t i f i e d  by discourse e f f o r t s  to  ca l l  the  Intended 

l i s t e n e r  by name or seek her a t t e n t io n  with an a t t e n t i o n - g e t t e r  (e .g .  

"Hey!) and/or  act ions  such as looking a t ,  approaching, touching,  

handing an object  to the  intended l i s t e n e r .  Discourse i n i t i a t i o n s  

lacking any such verbal or nonverbal behaviors were coded monologue 

i n i t i a t i o n s .  (See Appendix 2 for  procedures for  iden t i fy ing  discourse 

i n i t i a t i o n s . )  Although In te ra c t iv e  sequences are  co-produced by a 

dyad, in t h i s  ana lys is  the  sub jec t  responsible  fo r  I n i t i a t i n g  an 

in t e ra c t iv e  sequence was assigned t h a t  sequence: the  measure was the

proportion of a s u b je c t ' s  t o t a l  d iscourse  i n i t i a t i o n s  judged 

in t e r a c t iv e  in I n t e n t ,  where i n t e r a c t iv e  i n i t i a t i o n s  are coded "I" ,  

non- in te rac t ive  i n i t i a t i o n s  are coded “I(m)" (monologue) and to ta l  

i n i t i a t i o n s  are  I + I(m) (See Appendix 2) .  This measure i s  an index 

of the l ike l ihood  t h a t  a s h i f t  in  d iscourse  to p ic  or in  discourse act  

funct ion wil l  be made in t e r a c t iv e ly  r a th e r  than to  the  s e l f .  

In te rac t iv e  success was measured as  the  proportion of in te ra c t iv e  

i n i t i a t i o n s  ( I )  which were followed by a complementary response (R) 

from th e  pa r tne r .

The data  in Tables 5 and 6 show t h a t ,  across  age groups and 

sess ions ,  these  sub jec ts  were very ac t ive  in seeking and securing 

communicative in te rac t io n s  in the  course of i n t e ra c t iv e  role play. 

There were no age d i f fe rences  in i n t e ra c t iv e  in ten t  in  any sess ion.  

There was some puzzling evidence t h a t  the 5-year-olds may have been
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Table 5

Median Proportion of Discourse I n i t i a t i o n s  

which were In te rac t iv e  by Age and Session

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .90 .80 .79

5 .86
COr*.• .79

6

00
r-.* .73 .88

There are no e f f e c t s  of age 1n any sess ion.

There 1s an e f f e c t  of session 7 .0 ,  p < .05) .

Social in te n t  decl ines  1n session 2 (session 1 vs.

session 2,  Wilcoxen, p < .005, one-ta1led t e s t ) .  

Social In te n t  Increases  in  session 3 (session 2 vs. 

session 3, p = .025,  one- ta i led  t e s t ) .
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Table 6

Median Proportion of In te ra c t iv e  I n i t i a t i o n s  

which were Followed by a Response 

by Age and Session

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .84 .79 .84

5 .91 .93 .91

6 .73 .78 .78

p < .05

There i s  an e f fe c t  of age 1n sess ion 2 only 

7.4365, p < .05) .  In session 2,

5-year-o lds  were more successful than e i t h e r  

3-year-olds (F isher ,  p = .05) or  6-year-olds  

(F isher ,  p = .025).
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more successful in  t h e i r  i n i t i a t i o n s  than e i t h e r  3-year-olds or 

6-yea r -o lds ,  suggesting t h a t  the meaning of t h i s  measure may change 

with development. There was an e f f e c t  of sess ion.  Subjects  used ta lk  

in te ra c t iv e ly  l e s s  f requently  in session 2 than in sess ion 1 and more 

frequent ly  in session 3 than in sess ion 2. The increase in session 3 

was s t r ik in g  only fo r  6 -year-o lds ,  however, ind ica t ing  t h a t  i t  was 

primari ly  6-year-olds who In te rp re ted  sess ion 3 as a context requiring 

g re a te r  i n t e r a c t iv e  work. (The age x sess ion in t e ra c t io n  cannot be 

t e s t e d . )  Thus most subjec ts  were working harder a t  communicating with 

t h e i r  pa r tne r  when the  ro le  play was novel t o  both (session 1) and 

when re-par tnered  with someone new (session 3).

Social Episodes

In t h i s  s ec t io n ,  the  a c t i v i t y  un i t s  which cons t i tu ted  

the  contexts fo r  su b jec ts '  in te ra c t io n s  (and which were re f lex ive ly  

constructed by those in t e ra c t io n s )  are  described. More de ta i l e d  

descr ip t ions  of the kinds of ro le  play a c t iv i t y  uni ts  constructed  by 

these  preschoolers ,  as these  are reveal ing o f  t h e i r  represen ta t ions  of 

social episode organ iza t ions ,  are reported in  Chapter IX.

In the  endpoint an a ly s is ,  a social episode was defined as a un i t  

of social a c t i v i t y  coordinated by a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of p a r t ic ip a n ts  in 

a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t i n g .  At f i r s t  glance, a 15 minute sess ion would 

appear to  be a socia l  episode: two g i r l s  ( the  p a r t i c ip a n ts )  agree to

en te r  a laboratory  playroom (the s e t t i n g )  in order  t o  play s to re  ( the  

goals of  t h e i r  j o i n t  a c t i v i t y ) .  However, t h a t  un i t  was one imposed by 

the  in v e s t ig a to r  and not one spontaneously constructed by the  

sub jec ts .  I t  was important to  discover  what cons t i tu ted  a un i t  of
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meaningful socia l  a c t i v i t y  for  the  p a r t i c ip a n t s .  The focus of the  

analyses reported below, then,  was on the  u n i t s  of a c t i v i t y  (social  or 

s o l i t a r y )  constructed by subjec ts  within a s e s s io n .1

Examination of videotapes revealed u n i t s  of a c t i v i t y  within each 

sess ion which resembled social  episodes.  Dyads ty p ic a l ly  played s to re  

more than once. A cycle of one round of s to r e  play was considered a 

Complete Social Episode i f ,  a t  i t s  beginning, a 'customer' se lec ted  

food and i f ,  a t  i t s  te rminat ion ,  these  foods were bagged (or  basketed) 

and/or ca r r ied  out of the s to r e  s e t t i n g .  An Incomplete Episode ended 

prematurely, t y p i c a l ly  during the  'cus tom er 's '  s e le c t io n  of food 

items. A Collect ion contained a chaotic  a rray  of behaviors,  most of 

which were appropria te  to  a s to re  context but lacked any recognizable 

sequentia l o rganizat ion .  (The Incidence of these  th re e  a c t i v i t y  

types ,  as well as addit ional  I n te rac t iv e  organizat ions  in terna l  t o  

these a c t i v i t y  types ,  i s  e spec ia l ly  reveal ing of c h i ld r e n ' s  concepts 

of motivated a c t i v i t y  and socia l in t e ra c t io n  and are presented and 

discussed in d e ta i l  1n Chapter IX.) Complete Episodes, Incomplete 

Episodes, and Collect ions could be e i t h e r  Social or P a r a l l e l / S o l i t a r y .  

A Social Episode was accomplished (though not necessar i ly  arranged) by 

both p a r t i c ip a n t s .  A P a r a l l e i / S o l i t a r y  Episode was accomplished 

(though not necessar i ly  arranged) by one p a r t i c ip a n t ,  or by 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  more or  l e s s  sepa ra te ly ,  with a t  best only unpredictable  

in t e ra c t iv e  coordina t ion .  (Appendix 4 conta ins  procedures for  coding 

a c t iv i t y  u n i t s . )

Table 7 conta ins the d i s t r i b u t io n  of a c t i v i t y  u n i t  types by age

1 Appendix 3 contains observations of s u b je c t s '  e f f o r t s  to  organize 
the  session r a th e r  than each episode one-by-one.
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Median Proportion of Act iv i ty  Types by Age and Session 

(Dyad as Subject)

Social a c t i v i t y  P a r a l l e l / s o l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y

Incom­ Incom­

Ses­ Complete p le te Collec­ Complete p le te Col l e e

sion Age episodes episodes t ions episodes episodes t lons

1 3 .73 .13 .00 .00 .00 .13

5 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

6 1.00 .00 .00 .00. .00 .00

2 3 .50 .20 .00 .00 .00 .33

5 .88 .12 .00 .00 .00 .00

6 .50 .50 .00 .00 .00 .00

3 3 .60 .40 .00 .00 .00 .00

5 .75 .25 .00 .00 .00 .00

6 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00



and sess ion .  Complete social episodes were most f requent ,  although 

they were le ss  often produced by 3-year-olds than older  sub jec ts .  

Complete social episodes were l e s s  frequent  In sess ion 2. Since 

experience playing with the  same p a r tne r  was expected to  f a c i l i t a t e  

In te rac t iv e  success In sess ion 2 ,  t h i s  unexpected t rend  may Ind ica te  

t h a t  Instead sub jec ts  became more playful and le ss  concerned with 

completion of ro le  play episodes once they had successfu l ly  done so.

1n sess ion 1. In sess ion 3, only 6-year-olds returned to  the high 

proportion of completed episodes which occurred in  sess ion I .  The 

3-year-olds and 5-year-olds e i t h e r  showed l i t t l e  change from sess ion 2 

to  3 or decreased s tead i ly  from sess ion I to  2 to  3 in the  proportion 

of a c t i v i t y  uni ts  which were complete socia l episodes (3-year-olds:  

.73,  .50 ,  .60; 5-year-o lds:  1 .00,  .88,  .75) .  Pa ra l le l  or s o l i t a ry

a c t iv i t y  (a t  t h i s  level of ana lys is )  never occurred in  th e  5-year-old 

and 6-year-old  data ,  but did occur in th e  3-year-old  data as 

p a r a l l e i / s o l i t a r y  co l l e c t io n s .  The 3-year-olds produced more 

co l lec t ions  1n session 2 than in sess ion 1, cons is ten t  with the  

dec line in  session 2 1n complete episodes for  a l l  sub jec ts  discussed 

above. The 3-year-olds  produced no c o l lec t io n s  in session 3, evidence 

th a t  they were making g rea te r  e f f o r t s  with new partners  to  produce 

sequent ia l ly  organized socia l episodes.

In sum, th e re  was evidence of an increase  with age in complete 

social episodes,  and a complementary decrease with age in 

para11e l / s o l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y  and in  co l le c t io n s .  Complete socia l  

episodes were more frequent  in sess ion 1 than 1n session 2, ind ica t ing  

th a t  subjec ts  were i n t e rp r e t in g  a novel task  to  be done with a 

s im i la r ly  inexperienced p a r tne r  ( i . e .  sess ion 1) as a context which
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demands j o i n t  e f fo r t  in completing the t a sk ;  once having done so, 

subjec ts  appeared t o  be l e s s  concerned with task  completion. I t  was 

primarily 6-year-olds who returned to  j o i n t  e f f o r t s  at  task  completion 

In session 3. However, 3-year-o lds  were not producing 

p a r a l l e l / s o l i t a r y  co l lec t ions  in  session 3, so they too evidenced a 

concern with social  accomplishment of the ta sk  with a new p ar tne r ,  

even i f  they were l e s s  successful  in doing so.

Act iv i ty  Unit Phases

While overall  episode s t ru c tu re s  could be s im i la r ,  they could 

be produced by var iab le  means. Accordingly, more d e ta i l e d  analyses of 

the  process  of episode cons truc t ion  were done.

Within a c t i v i t y  u n i t s ,  a c t i v i t y  phases were id e n t i f i e d :  

Arrangements,- Accomplishments, and Finishes .  (See Appendix 5 fo r  

procedures fo r  coding a c t i v i t y  un i t  phases. )  An Arrangement Phase i s  

any s e r ie s  of d iscourse  sequences (whether social or monologue in 

in ten t )  and a c t i v i t i e s  occurring p r io r  to  the  i n i t i a t i o n  of the task  

and concerned with planning and preparing for  c r i t i c a l  components of 

the  t a sk .  An Accomplishment Phase contains the  a c t i v i t y  which 

cons t i tu ted  doing the t a sk .  A Finish  Phase follows completion of the 

task  and contains  comments on th e  f in ished  ta sk  and/or e f f o r t s  to  

re tu rn  the  s e t t in g  to  i t s  i n i t i a l  s t a t e  (cleaning up).  (However, i f  

sub jec ts  cleaned up in order  to  play again,  or commented on p r io r  play 

in order  to  plan t h e i r  next p lay ,  these act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  were 

considered Arrangements. See Appendix 5 fo r  procedures for  coding 

arrangements .)

Not a l l  a c t i v i t y  un i t s  contained an arrangement phase, and not
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a l l  arrangement phases were in t e r a c t iv e ly  successful .  As a 

preliminary ana lys is  of su b jec ts '  i n t e r a c t iv e  e f f o r t s  in arrangements, 

arrangement phases were coded as one of the following four ca tegor ies :  

J o in t  (both p a r t ic ip a n ts  contr ibuted  subs tan t ive ly  to  arrangement 

work); Directed (one par tner  d i rec ted  th e  o th e r ,  who complied); 

Problematic (p a r t i c ip a n ts  e i t h e r  did not in t e r a c t  or argued without 

reso lu t ion  or both);  None ( there  was no arrangement). Note t h a t  j o i n t  

arrangements are  not necessar i ly  co l lab o ra t iv e  arrangements.  More 

d e ta i led  analyses of the s t r u c tu r e  of arrangement negot ia t ions  are 

reported l a t e r .

Table 8 conta ins the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of arrangement phase types  by 

age and sess ion .  Absence of arrangements appeared t o  decrease with 

age. 6-year-olds  never i n i t i a t e d  play without an arrangement.

Absence of arrangements was even more frequent  1n sess ion 2 than in 

sess ion 1 for  3- and 5 -year-o lds ,  evidence perhaps t h a t  these  sub jec ts  

no longer perceived a need to  arrange a play theme played many times 

before with the  same p a r tn e r .  In sess ion 3, absence of arrangements 

was le s s  frequent  than in e i t h e r  sessions  1 or  2; in f a c t ,  in session 

3 ,  the  5-year-o lds ,  l i k e  the  6-year-olds  in a l l  sess ions ,  arranged 

every episode s o c ia l ly .  Problematic arrangements appeared t o  decrease 

with age, except in sess ion 3. Since ch i ldren  might be unable to  

reach agreement fo r  reasons o ther  than communicative s k i l l ,  i t  i s  not 

su rp r is ing  t h a t  the  t rend  for  t h i s  category i s  uneven. F o r ’a l l  

sub jec ts ,  i n t e r a c t iv e ly  successful  arrangements ( jo in t  and d i rec ted)  

were more common than in t e r a c t iv e ly  problematic arrangements and no 

arrangements.  There 1s a t rend of an increase  in j o i n t  arrangements 

with age. In session 3, 6-year-olds  increased in frequency of j o i n t
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Table 8

Median Proportion of Arrangement Phase Types 

by Age and by Session (Dyad as Subject)

Arrangement phase type

Session Age Jo in t  Directed Problematic None

1 3 .0 4  .4 0  .1 1  .2 2

5 .5 0  .3 3  .0 0  .17

6 .3 3  .6 7  .0 0  .0 0

2 3 .3 3  .07  .3 3  .27

5 .3 8  .2 5  .0 0  .38

6 .3 3  .6 7  .0 0  .0 0

3 3 .1 3  .4 0  .2 0  .17

5 .2 5  .7 5  .0 0  .0 0

6 .5 0  .2 5  .2 5  .0 0
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arrangements over both sess ions  1 and 2, while 3-year-olds  and 5-year-  

olds decreased.

In summary, sub jec ts  usually  arranged t h e i r  play s o c ia l l y ,  but 

o lder  sub jec ts  did so more often than younger su b jec ts .  The younger 

sub jec ts  were more l ik e ly  t o  arrange so c ia l ly  when play and pa r tne r  

were new (session 1) and when th e  par tner  was changed (session 3) than 

when play and par tner  had become fa m i l i a r  (session 2) .  Jo in tness  of 

arrangements appeared to  Increase with age, although 1t was primarily  

th e  o ldes t  sub jec ts  who increased t h e i r  j o i n t  e f f o r t s  when the pa r tne r  

was changed (session 3).

In sessions  1 and 2 combined, every dyad except 1 3-year-old dyad 

produced a t  l e a s t  one reasonably well-formed (a t t h i s  level  of 

ana lys is )  j o i n t l y  arranged,  complete socia l episode. (The remaining 

dyad produced 1 well-formed, complete social episode following 

arrangement d i rec ted  by one p a r tn e r . )  V i r tua l ly  a l l  su b je c t s ,  then, 

appeared capable of s o c ia l ly  arranging and accomplishing t h i s  ta sk .

I t  was expected t h a t  f in i s h  phases would be Infrequent ,  in t h a t  

the  work of  completing one episode would be In tegra ted  with the  work 

of rearranging the  task for  the  next cycle.  Indeed, th e re  were only 

two episode f in i sh  phases:

(A) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 2 f in i s h

G See? Tha t ' s  now you play G Is  re turning
the  storekeeper!  money to  r e g i s t e r .

(There 1s an in te r lude  before 
they decide to  play aga in . )

(B) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 1 f in i sh

G Very good! ( ) G re tu rns  money to  r e g i s t e r ,
play money.

(There i s  an in te r lude  before
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they decide to  play again . )

Finish phases can be contexts  in which the  task i s  discussed and 

agreement i s  reached on i t s  completion. Given most sub jec ts '

.eagerness t o  get on with the  next round of s to re  p lay,  the re  is  no 

evidence t h a t  the absence of r e f l e c t i v e  f in i s h  phases a f t e r  most 

rounds can be taken as evidence of su b jec ts '  I n a b i l i t y  to  r e f l e c t .

Arrangements: More Detai led Examinations

The data in Table 8 in d ica te  t h a t  most episodes were arranged, 

and most arrangements were i n t e r a c t iv e ly  coordinated and successfu l .

In t h i s  sec t ion ,  more d e ta i l e d  analyses  of sub jec ts '  arrangement 

e f f o r t s  are reported.

Foregrounding and Backgroundinq i_n Arrangements

I f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  are being s o c ia l ly  planful in t h e i r  episode 

episode arrangements,  then they wil l  ad jus t  t h e i r  communications as 

they come to  share be l ie f s  and plans concerning t h e i r  common tasks  

regardless  of the level, of complexity: communications about

previously made and kept agreements will  decrease (backgrounding), and 

new communications wil l  be concerned with modifications on e a r l i e r  

agreements or new ideas (foregrounding) .

Foregrounding. Analyses were constructed  t o  reveal evidence of 

foregrounding and backgrounding in arrangement phases. In each 

arrangement phase, *th1ngs- that-got-done '  were i d e n t i f i e d  (see 

Arrangement Content Categories ,  Appendix 6)2 and then coded as one of

2 A content ana lys is  of arrangements is  found in Chapter VIII ,  Table 
22.
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several foregrounding and backgrounding ca tegor ies .  (See Appendix 7 

for procedures for  coding foregrounding.) The coding process en ta i led  

a comparison of the contents  of any given arrangement to  a l l  p r ior  

a c t i v i t y :  Had par tners  negot ia ted such an arrangement before? If

not* had they ever produced play cons is ten t  with such an arrangement 

before? Sessions 1 and 2 were combined under the  assumption th a t  

par tners  wi l l  continue to  make adjustments t o  t h e i r  l i s t e n e r s  across 

two successive days of repeated play with the  same pa r tne r .

Foregrounding categories  include negot ia t ion of New Plans and 

negot ia t ion  of New Arrangements. New Plans are  negot ia t ions  of play 

( ro l e ,  s e t t i n g ,  or object I d e n t i t i e s ,  or plans for  ac t ion  or t a lk )  

which have never been e i t h e r  discussed or  done before.  New 

Arrangements are negot ia t ions  of components of play which have 

appeared in p r io r  play but have not so f a r  been e x p l i c i t l y  arranged. 

For example, a customer may have pretended t h a t  she brought her basket 

from home ( i . e .  th a t  the basket was hers and not the s t o r e ' s )  but had 

never, un t i l  now, e x p l i c i t l y  e s tab l i shed  ownership (e .g .  " T h is ' l l  be 

my basket") in an arrangement phase. Thus New Arrangements are 

p lanfu l ly  'brought forward' from a p r io r  accomplishment phase to  a 

subsequent rearrangement).

The data in Table 9 in d ic a te  t h a t  a l l  dyads introduced new plans 

in to  t h e i r  arrangements and t o  re-arrange more p lanfu l ly  by 

rearranging ahead of  time what had, up to  then ,  only occurred in the 

accomplishment phase. There i s  a t rend ind ica t ing  t h a t  the  

arrangements of 6-year-olds were more l ik e ly  t o  contain New Plans and
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Median Proportion of Arrangement Contents which were 

New Plans, New Arrangements, and Tota l ,  by Age (Dyad as Subject)

Table 9

ian Proportion of Arrangement Contents which w 

, New Arrangements, and Tota l ,  by Age (Dyad as

Foregrounding

Age New Plans New Arrangements Total

3 .22 .53 .77

5 .25 .50 .75

6 .48 .32 .80
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l e s s  l ik e ly  t o  contain New Arrangements. Thus 6-year-olds appeared to  

be more f l e x ib l e  in t h e i r  plans fo r  play than younger sub jec ts .

In a secondary an a ly s is ,  arrangement contents  introduced in a 

responsive e f f o r t  to  resolve a c o n f l i c t  were recoded as "provoked" 

arrangement contents ,  and these  were d is t inguished  from " in i t i a t e d "  

(spontaneous) arrangement con ten ts .  I t  was assumed t h a t  i n i t i a t e d  

arrangements are b e t t e r  evidence of su b je c ts '  planful arrangement 

in ten t ions .

The data in Table 10 reveal t h a t  an arrangement fo r  a 3-year-old ,  

when compared with an arrangement of an older  sub jec t ,  was le ss  l ik e ly  

to  be an I n i t i a t e d  New Plan and more l ik e ly  to  be a Provoked New 

Arrangement. Thus older  sub jec ts  are more l ik e ly  than younger 

sub jec ts  t o  i n i t i a t e  new Ideas fo r  play in an arrangement and le s s  

l ike ly  to  foreground new arrangements in contexts  of  c o n f l i c t .  There 

was a t rend  ind ica t ing  t h a t  an arrangement for  a 5-year-old when 

compared t o  e i t h e r  3- or  6-year-olds  was le s s  l ike ly  to  be a Provoked 

New Plan and more l ike ly  to  be an I n i t i a t e d  New Arrangement. This 

pat tern  is  d i f f i c u l t  to  i n t e r p r e t .  The data  may ind ica te  primarily 

t h a t  the  5-year-olds  were seldom in c o n f l i c t  in arrangements (see 

Total Provoked Arrangements: ,3 -year -o lds ,  .33; 5 -year-o lds ,  .05; 

6-y ea r -o ld s ,  .16 ) .

Further  discussion of the foregrounding data follows presen ta t ion  

of backgrounding da ta .

Backgroundlng. Backgrounding was examined as a decrease in 

sess ion 2 as compared to  sess ion 1 in th e  number of d i f f e r e n t  content 

ca tegor ies  appearing in  th e  arrangements of each dyad. A decrease in 

range of contents arranged was used t o  in d ica te  t h a t  par tners  were
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Median Proportion of New Plans and New Arrangements 

which were e i t h e r  I n i t i a t e d  or  Provoked by Age (Dyad as Subject)

New Plans New Arrangements Total

Age I n i t i a t e d Provoked I n i t i a t e d  Provoked I n i t i a t e d  Provoked

3 .12 .11 .31 .22 .43 .33

5 .25 .00 .45 .05 .70 .05

6 .38 .10 .26 .06 .64 .16

There were e f f e c t s  fo r  age fo r  I n i t i a t e d  New Plans 

(H » 5.3372, p = .029; 3-year-olds  < 5-year-olds & 

6-y ea r -o ld s ,  p * .05 ) ,  fo r  Provoked New Arrangements 

(H = 4.5569, p < .067; 3-year-olds  < 5-year-olds & 

6-y ea r -o ld s ,  p = .05 ) ,  and for  I n i t i a t e d  Total 

(H = 4.6085, p < .067; 3-year-olds < 5-year-olds & 

6-year-o lds ,  p = .05) .
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doing l e s s  work in t h e i r  arrangements once pa r tne r  and play became 

more f a m i l ia r  in  sess ion 2.

The r e su l t s  in Table 11 reveal t h a t  sub jec ts  were appropria te ly  

doing l e s s  arrangement work In session 2 when play and pa r tne r  had 

become more f am i l i a r .  This e f f e c t  appeared t o  be g rea te r  for  the

6-yea r -o lds .  Although the  change from sess ion 2 t o  session 3 cannot 

be t e s t e d ,  the  data do not in d ic a te  t h a t  p a r t i c ip a n ts  were increasing 

the  d iv e r s i ty  of t h e i r  arrangement e f f o r t s  in sess ion 3.

Summary: Foreground!no and background!nq. Across sessions 1 and

2 , v i r t u a l ly  a l l  sub jec ts  were observed t o  plan ahead of t ime,  in an 

arrangement,  what had up un t i l  then been done without arrangement 

planning. V ir tua l ly  a l l  sub jec ts  appropria te ly  reduced t h e i r  

communicative e f f o r t s  in session 2 arrangements,  when play and par tner  

had become more f a m i l i a r .  This e f f e c t  was g rea te r  fo r  6-year-olds 

than younger s u b jec ts .  However, sub jec ts  were not Increasing t h e i r  

arrangement e f f o r t s  with a new par tner  in  sess ion 3. Older sub jec ts  

were more l ik e ly  t o  i n i t i a t e  new plans in  t h e i r  episode arrangements.  

Older sub jec ts  appeared t o  be more f l e x ib l e  in t h e i r  approach to  

repeated accomplishment of os tens ib ly  the  'same1 task  (a t  l e a s t  where 

the task  i s  role p lay) .

Questions 1_n Arrangements

I f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  are co l labo ra t ing ,  they will arrange t h e i r  j o i n t  

a c t i v i t y  by comparing plans and cons truc t ing  an agreeable compromise. 

I f  any p a r t ic ip an t  ac t ive ly  s o l i c i t s  her p a r tn e r ' s  input (regarding 

any component of the p lan) ,  the  ex istence of her question i s  evidence 

of her in te n t  to  a sce r ta in  her p a r t n e r ' s  in ten t io n s .  Examined was the
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Table 11

Median Number of Arrangement Categories 

by Age and by Session (Oyad as Subject)

Age

Session

1 2 3

3 6.0 4.0 5.0

5 5.5 3.5 3.5

6 8.0 4.0 4.0

There was an e f f e c t  .for  sess ion :  a l l  dyads

arranged fewer task  components in sess ion 2 

than in sess ion 1 (Wilcoxen, p < .01,  one­

t a i l e d  t e s t ) .  (The change fo r  sessions 2 to  

3 cannot be t e s t e d ,  since dyad composition 

changed.)
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incidence of Product ("What . . . " ) ,  Choice, and Tag questions (Choice 

questions which follow a request or a s se r t io n  and funct ion to  s o l i c i t  

compliance or agreement — e .g .  okay?").  (See Appendix 2 for

discourse  act  types . )  These th ree  ca tegor ies  represent successively 

l e s s e r  oppor tun i t ies  fo r  the  respondent to  con t r ibu te  t o  nego t ia t ions .

There were too few questions used 1n arrangements to warrant 

q u an t i t a t iv e  an a ly s is .  Of the  14 su b jec ts ,  only 8 ever asked any 

question in an arrangement. More subjec ts  asked questions in session 

1 arrangements (8 sub jec ts  t o t a l )  than 1n e i t h e r  session 2 (4 

subjec ts )  or  3 (3 sub jec ts )  arrangements.  The absence of questions in 

session 3 ind ica tes  t h a t  most sub jec ts  were not in te rp re t in g  sess ion 3 

as a context in which s o l i c i t i n g  th e  unfamil iar  p a r tn e r ' s  input is  an 

e f f e c t iv e  means of cons truct ing  a shared plan.  The overall  

Infrequency of question use in d ica te s  t h a t  sub jec ts  were making 

Infrequent  or no e f f o r t  to  co l la b o ra te .

The S tructure  and Complexity of Successful Arrangement Negotiations

According t o  the  social  episode ana lys is  (see Figure 1 ) ,  

arrangements contain negot ia t ions  of a j o i n t  plan fo r  the  subsequent 

a c t i v i t y .  Examination of arrangements in terms of t h i s  ana lys is  

requires  considerat ion of (a) the  i n t e r a c t iv e  s t ru c tu re  of pa r tne rs '  

negot ia t ions  and (b) the  comprehensiveness of the socia l plan being 

negot ia ted .  A t e n t a t i v e  coding scheme fo r  arrangement negotiat ions  

was constructed  in  an e f f o r t  to  examine developmental d i f ferences  in 

negotia t ion s t ru c tu re s  and in  socia l  plan complexity. Examples 

i l l u s t r a t i n g  each category of arrangement negot ia t ions  negot ia t ions  

can be found in Appendix 8.
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The only 'finding* t h a t  r e su l ted  from e f f o r t s  a t  category 

construct ion was t h a t  the re  was no arrangement which t ru ly  resembled 

the  endpoint ana lys is  of co l lab o ra t io n .  P a r t i c ip an ts  never compared 

one ano the r 's  plans fo r  the  a c t i v i t y  and negotiated  a j o i n t  

compromise. There were only two arrangement phases 1n any session 

which approximated comprehensive socia l plan nego t ia t ions .  These 

arrangements were produced by 6-year-old  dyad KM in session 3.

Example (C) i s  one of these .  As discussed below, KM's in te ra c t io n s  do 

not ,  upon c lose  a n a ly s i s ,  c o n s t i t u t e  a val id  exemplar of co l labo ra t ive  

arrangement.

(C) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

( 1) «
(2) K

(3) M
(4) K
(5) M

8i:
(8) K 
(9 M 

(10) K

( U j  M 
(12) K

(13) M
(14) K

(15) M

I ' l l  do the  s to re  lady f ive  times, 
Is t h a t  what you and Nancy do?

Yup.
Who's the  s to re  lady f ive  times? 
Me.

And how much i s  Nancy?
Nancy i s  th e ,  person who buys.
All the  time?
Mhmmm. ( )
Well a t  l e a s t  give me one more 

turn  okay?
hunh?
Give me one more tu rn .  L e t ' s  not ,  

only one more s to re lady  and I'm 
the  mommy, next t ime. You know 
what me and Lisa do?

What?
We pretend th a t  I buy the grocer­

i e s ,  and then I bring them home.
That ' s  what I do I made ( i t ) .

Me and Nancy make a house, and 
( then) ,  sh e 's  the s tore lady and 
the next day I come to  her house 
the house, to  the  s to r e ,  and I say 
"I would l ik e  something ( )

M 1s returning foods 
used 1n Episode 1 to  
food board. K watches 
and t a l k s  with her. 
Nancy was M's p r io r  

par tner .
(M appears to be 
ly ing:  M and N always 
took tu rn s ,  although 
M requested four  tu rns  

in session 2.

L1sa was K's former 
par tner .

M i s  incor rec t :  M and 
N never played house 
(although M wanted to ) ,

M looks a t  K.
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thank you," and she I p u ' ,  .she 
put a l l  the  food behind th e r e ,  
and then closed th e  bag, and 
t h a t ' s  what we do=

(16) K »0kay, l e t  we ' l l  do t h a t  okay?
(You know) what me and Lisa do?

17) M [Wha'?
18; K 1 we go home, and I se t  the  t ab le  

and y o u ' r e  my Mommy (ac tua l ly )  
[ d o n ' t  you wanna do t h a t ?

(19) M [No I wanna be the  l i t t l e  baby.
(20) K No y o u ' r e  ahhhl l l  Babies c a n ' t

work 1n th e  s to -ore!
(21) M Okay but a f t e r  t h i s  —
(22) K You're the mommy.

Each par tner  descr ibes  her pas t  play and th u s ,  presumably, her social  

plan (her represen ta t ion  of an embedded episode of ro le  p lay) .

However, i t  i s  not c le a r  t h a t  M does so in  order  to  cons truc t  a new, 

j o i n t  plan.  Note, as evidence, t h a t  M does not c lose  the  negot ia t ion  

a f t e r  (16) (' 'We'll do t h a t  okay?'') with a complementary, ''Okay." 

Furthermore, M cannot accurate ly  agree with K t h a t  she, l i k e  K, brings 

groceries  home ("That 's  what I do," l i n e  15). M's ch a rac te r iz a t io n  of 

her previous play with N i s  inaccurate :  M never did play house with N

in sessions 1 and 2 (even i f  twice M did a s s e r t  to  N an in te n t  to  "go 

t o  Grammy's house" with her food once purchased, but then never did 

so) .  M's descr ip t ion  of her play i s  e s s e n t i a l ly  a desc r ip t ion  only of 

s to re  play desp i te  her references  to  "house". Thus (C) does not 

represent  the  co l labo ra t ive  cons truc t ion  of a j o i n t  plan from two 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  plans. Since no o ther  arrangement contained any 

in te ra c t io n  which approached the  complexity of (C) (see Appendix 8 ) ,  

there  i s  considerable evidence th a t  the  ro le  play of these  subjec ts  

was not co l labo ra t ive ly  arranged.

M points  to s to re  prop 
and back to  K.

K runs o f f  camera, 
probably t o  ind ica te  
the  ta b le  K and l  had 
used.

K, in mock 
horror ,  sing-song.

n racnm ah l  \ i  hear e n r i  a l



93

Negotiating Accomplishment

As described previously ,  co l labora t ion  during th e  accomplishment 

of the  task  e n t a i l s  in te ra c t io n s  serving several I n te rac t iv e  goals.

Additional planning may be necessary i f  the or ig inal  plan i s  

discovered t o  be in e f f e c t iv e .  Social planning and plan revision 

during the  accomplishment phase should be amenable to  th e  analyses of 

negot ia t ion  s t ru c tu re  and plan complexity j u s t  ou t l ined  fo r  

arrangement phases, supplemented with a descr ip t ion  of the contexts  in 

which planning occurs.  There 1s ongoing work necessary to  the  

coordinat ion of task accomplishment. P a r t i c ip an ts  need to  keep one 

another informed of t h e i r  progress to  assure  t h a t  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  are 

cons is ten t  with t h e i r  previous agreements.  A p a r t ic ip a n t  may s t a t e  

her in te n t  to  do a p a r t i c u l a r  ( sub) task ,  descr ibe  her ongoing e f f o r t s ,  

repor t  on her  progress .  She may query her p a r tn e r ' s  in ten t io n s ,  

current  e f f o r t s ,  o r  progress .  She may a lso  t e l l  or  remind her par tner  

what to  do by issuing a d i r e c t iv e .

E ffo r t s  to  e s ta b l i s h  r e l i a b le  methods for  the  ana lys is  of 

accomplishment in te ra c t io n s  were not successful.  The in t e r a c t iv e  role 

play of grocery s to re  episodes proved t o  be a very complex task  for  

the  study of task accomplishment. (1) In s to re  p lay ,  as in any role  

p lay,  t a lk  can c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  accomplishment of the  task as well as 

enable th e  accomplishment of the  t a s k ,  and d is t ingu ish ing  between 

these  functions  in th e  examination of any p a r t i c u la r  discourse 

sequence was problematic.  (2) The re la t ionsh ip  between charac te r  

r o le s ,  usually  a complementary r e l a t i o n ,  may penetra te  th e  os tens ib ly  

c o l labo ra t ive  r e l a t io n  between p layers .  In these  da ta ,  fo r  example, 

the  ch i ld  playing the  clerk might object  to  her p a r tn e r ' s  suggestions
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fo r  she l f  arrangement, or p r ic ing  and bagging procedures,  arguing th a t  

she could do i t  her way because 1t was her turn  a t  s torekeeper .  (3) 

Store episodes can be portrayed in  more than one way (e .g .  

supermarket, d e l ica te s san ,  country s to r e ) ,  and, perhaps because the  

task  was play ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  did not seem t o  feel  obliged to  be 

cons is ten t  in t h e i r  enactments o r  p a r t i c u la r ly  planful about any 

changes in the  ta sk .  Accomplishment in te ra c t io n s  such as "plan 

revision" and "reminding one 's  par tner  of p r io r  agreements" were 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  f ind .  I t  could be t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e  role  p lay ,  as play,  

i s  a very poor context for  the  examination of planful social 

accomplishment. Ur i t  could be t h a t  the  i r r a t i o n a l  charac ter  of young

c h i ld re n ' s  i n t e ra c t iv e  play emerges as a consequence of t h e i r  

i n a b i l i t y  to  be so c ia l ly  p lan fu l .  Without comparisons of c h i ld re n ' s  

in te ra c t io n s  across  task contexts ,  no determination of  c h i ld re n ' s  

capac i t ie s  fo r  social planful ness or of t h e i r  i n t e rp r e ta t io n  of play 

as an acceptably nonrational context  can be determined.

The S truc tu re .  Complexity, and Use

flI  Successful Accomplisnment Negotiations

The same t e n t a t i v e  developmental ca tegories  applied t o  social 

planning in  arrangements were applied t o  planning negot ia t ions  in 

accomplishments. (As out l ined  in  Table 1, Chapter IV, "planning" i s  

used to  r e fe r  to  the  social o rganizat ion  of episode components — 

ro le ,  s e t t i n g ,  and object i d e n t i t i e s  — and of fu ture  act ions  and 

in te ra c t io n s ,  not to  the  local coordinat ion of  ongoing task  

accomplishment). Many requests  for  ac t ion  (e .g .  "put i t  up on the  

counter") and a s se r t ions  of in te n t  (e .g .  "I'm going home and take a
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walk") ,  when used to  d i r e c t  or  announce the  next step of the  t a s k ,  

indeed p lanfu lly  a n t i c ip a t e  t h a t  s tep ;  however, the  d i s t i n c t i o n  

between such local e f f o r t s  a t  task coordinat ion and planning of more 

d i s t a n t ,  i f  not a b s t r a c t ,  s teps  and components of the  task  i s  being 

made he re . )  Most planning negot ia t ions  served to  arrange some 

component of the play t h a t  had not y e t  been arranged. Plan revision 

v i r t u a l l y  never occurred: arrangements almost never contained

de ta i led  negot ia t ions  of play themes or  procedures (see Content 

analyses of arrangements, Table 22, Chapter IX), and there fo re  

arrangement agreements were never e x p l i c i t  enough th a t  a "revision"  

was a possib le  event.  Many agreements made in play negot ia t ions  were 

never used in  subsequent p lay.  Whether frequent d isregard of 

agreements i s  uniquely c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of the  play mode or Is  evidence 

of preschoolers '  i n a b i l i t y  t o  in te g ra te  plans and a c t i v i t i e s  cannot be 

determined from t h i s  data base alone.

The e f f o r t s  to  cons truc t  and apply the  developmental ca tegor ies  

of  planning negot ia t ion s t ru c tu re s  to  arrangement negot ia t ions  

produced no pe r fec t ly  rea l ized  cases of  co l labora t ive  nego t ia t ion .  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  the re  were several c l e a r  cases  of co l labora t ive  negot ia t ion  

of an episode subtask.  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  however, t h a t  par tners  

col laborated  only when a c o n f l i c t  i n te r f e red  with t h e i r  play. Thus 

th e re  was no evidence in  any cases of coordinated-elaborat ive  

accomplishments t h a t  sub jec ts  had, as a goal ,  the  goal of s t r a t e g i c ,  

co l labora t ive  social planning. The a b i l i t y  to  cons truc t  a plan 

toge the r  a t  a level of complexity le ss  than a social plan per se was 

evident but not the recognit ion th a t  such social planning can be 

e f f e c t iv e ly  done p r io r  to  i n i t i a t i o n s  of the (sub) task .  (See Appendix
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9 fo r  examples of d i f fe rences  in the  s t ru c tu re  and complexity of 

accomplishment neg o t ia t io n s . )

In (0 ) ,  a c l e a r  case of coord ina ted-e labora t ive  nego t ia t ions ,  K 

and L negot ia te  a complex plan fo r  a phone c a l l .  Following (D), K 

c a l l s  L precise ly  as K and L have agreed.

(D) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) L Okay. Now i t ' s  my tu rn .

(2) K No I have to  d e l iv e r
t h i s  to  you.

(3) L Oh yeah, (okay).  Pre­
tend t h i s  was my house. 

“Oh yes (I do). Brring!" 
Now you 're  gonna ca l l  and 
say "oh I'm going to  
bring th e  s t u f f  to  you", 

okay?
"Brrinngg!"

(4) K "I'm gonna [bring th e
s tu f f —

(5) L [NO! You
c a n ' t  do t h a t ,  you 
go t ta ,  h e re ' s  what you 
gotta  do. You g o t ta  go, 
" d ' r in g ,  r r ing" I (noo), 
I do "rr ing  r ing" okay, 
and you say "hello? I'm 
gonna bring the  s t u f f  to  
you" okay?

(6) K I do the  r in g - r in g ,  uh
(7) L I do those [ r ings !
(8) K [ I t ' s  my

phone.
(9) t  I t ' s  not ,  no i t ' s  not.

(10) K "Ding drr ing ding!"
(11) L No I could do i t  l i k e

t h i s .  " B r r r r r r r "  
(Like t h a t  so I could, 
[( )I  could do i

(12) K [ l,ndring dring"
(13) L Okay then I do i t  when

I'm th e  s torekeeper .
(14) K Okay.

L reaches across counter to  
re turn  money she j u s t  received 
as change.

L walks o f f  camera.
K bends for  bag under counter.

L seems to  be p rac t ic ing  the  
ca l l  she now requests .

L tu rns  to-board phone.
L h e s i t a t e s  to  touch phone, 

looks a t  K. K picks up s to re  
phone. L picks up board phone.

L comes to  counter and s to re  
phone.
L picks up s to re  phone and 
d i a l s ,  looks at  K.

L hangs up s to re  phone.
L walks back to  board phone.
L has one hand on board phone, 

the o ther  on hi p. K waggles 
phone r e c e iv e r  a t  L.

L shakes head.
K waves hand over phone, in 

d ia l ing  ges ture .
K ' c a l l s '  L, in to  phone.
L holds board phone rece iver .

L puts rece iver  t o  ea r .

K ignores L and repeats  c a l l .
L drops phone to  s ide ,  j u t s  chin 

a t  K.
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(Phone ca l l  commences.. ..)

Local Coordination of Task Accomplishment

Analyses of su b jec ts '  i n t e r a c t iv e  work in  coordinat ing the  

accomplishment of t h e i r  t a sk  became problematic when charac te r  

dialogue 'w i th in '  the  fantasy  could not be r e l i a b ly  d is t inguished  from 

th e  ' r e a l '  c h i ld r e n ' s  e f f o r t s  to  nego t ia te  and coordinate  t h e i r  ro le  

play from 'o u ts id e '  th e  fan tasy .  While the  r e s u l t s  of ce r ta in  

d iscourse analyses 1n th e  accomplishment phase are  reported below, 

they are  in te rp re ted  with caution.  The r e s u l t s  are ambiguous as 

evidence of d iscourse procedures ch i ldren  were using t o  coordinate 

t h e i r  ro le  play.

In te rac t iv e  ( i . e .  not monologue) d iscourse  sequences were coded 

for  the  primary in ten t ion  revealed in the  i n i t i a t i o n  ( I )  move. (See 

Appendix 2 fo r  coding procedures) .  These codings of discourse 

sequence types reveal speaker ' s  in ten t ions  for  i n i t i a t i n g  dialogue 

with t h e i r  pa r tne rs .  I f  the i n i t i a t i o n  move contains only one 

discourse a c t ,  then coding th e  move i s  s t ra igh tforward :  the 

i n i t i a t i o n  move i s  assigned the  same in ten t io n  as th e  discourse act  

( e .g .  request for  ac t io n ,  product ques tion ,  a s se r t io n  of i n t e n t ) .  

However, i f  the  i n i t i a t i o n  move contains more than one discourse a c t ,  

then the  coder must judge which act  c o n s t i tu te s  the  speaker ' s  primary 

i n t e n t .  To summarize the  coding procedures (see Appendix 2) ,  

o rganizational  devices ( e .g .  speaker se le c t ions  such as "Mary?" or 

po l i teness  markers such as "Please") are  ignored in  coding i n i t i a t i o n  

move in ten t  i f  the re  1s any other  subs tan t ive  discourse act (a request 

or an a s s e r t i o n ) .  I f  there  i s  present  any d i r e c t  request fo r  ac t ion ,



the i n i t i a t i o n  move 1s coded as request  fo r  ac t ion .  I f  there  1s 

present any in d i rec t  request  fo r  ac t ion  but no d i r e c t  request fo r  

ac t ion ,  the  I n i t i a t i o n  move i s  coded Ind irec t  request fo r  a c t io n .  I f  

there  are  no d i r e c t  or  In d i rec t  requests  fo r  ac t ion  but the re  1s a 

question,  the  I n i t i a t i o n  move i s  coded as a question (process,  

product ,  choice) move. I f  th e re  are  no requests  of any kind but the re  

1s an a s s e r t io n ,  the i n i t i a t i o n  move i s  coded as an a s s e r t i v e  move.

The data  in Table 12 in d ic a te  t h a t  requests  fo r  ac t io n ,  d i rec t  

and i n d i r e c t ,  were generally  the  most common sequence type.  There was 

a trend ind ica t ing  a dec l ine  in the  frequency of requests  fo r  ac t ion  

with age. The trend i s  more apparent when d i r e c t  and in d i rec t  

requests  for  act ions  are combined (session 1: .54 (3 -yea r -o lds ) ,  .59

(5 -y ea r -o ld s ) ,  .42 ( 6 -y e a r -o ld s ) ; sess ion 2: .52,  .62,  .38; sess ion

3: .66 ,  .69,  .42) .  These data may ind ica te  t h a t  o lder  sub jec ts  were 

somewnat l e s s  apt to  impose e g o c e n t r i c a l l ly  t h e i r  in t e rp r e t a t i o n  of 

the  task on t h e i r  pa r tne rs .  However, they may merely in d ica te  t h a t  

o lder  sub jec ts  had g rea te r  knowledge of the  task and were able to  

proceed appropria te ly  through i t  with l e s s  need of d i r e c t iv e  support,  

question sequences were l e s s  frequent than o ther  request ive sequences 

and a s se r t iv e  sequences. The data in Table 13 in d ica te  an increase  

with age in product ques t ions ,  possible  evidence t h a t  o lder  subjec ts  

were more ac t ive  than younger sub jec ts  in seeking t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  

input .  The apparent increase  in  organizational  sequences with age i s  

in par t  an a r t i f a c t  of developmental changes in ro le  p o r t ray a l s .  As 

presented in  Chapter VIII (Tables 15 and 18) and Chapter IX (Table 

28) ,  o lder  subjec ts  were more l ik e ly  to  portray  such events as 

charac te r  g ree t ings ,  thanks, and fa rew e l l s ,  events co n s t i tu ted  by
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Table 12

Median Proportion of In te ra c t iv e  Sequence Types in Accomplishments

by Age and Session

Ses­

sion Age

In te ra c t iv e  sequence types

Requests

Indi rect  

requests

Asser­

t io n s

Ques­

t ions

Permis- 

sion 

requests

Expres- 

s ives

Organi- 

- zation 

devices

1 3 .24 .24 .26 .11 .04 .00

00o•

5 .24 .30 .22 .08 .00 .04 .06

6 .22 .20 .27 .15 .02 .02 .16

2 3 .31 .13 .22 .12 .05 .01 .01

5 .28 .32 .24 .02 .00 .00 .16

6 .20 .18 .20 .28 .00 .00 .16

3 3 .27 .30 .14 .15 .01 .00 .03

5 .12 .49 .22 .11 .00 .00 .03

6 .19 .26 .24 .13 .02 .01 .17
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Table 13

Median Proportion of I n te rac t iv e  Question Sequence Types 

in Accomplishments by Age and Session

Question sequence type 

Session Age Process Product Choice

1 3

oo• oo• 00o.

5 .0 0 .0 6 .0 3

6 .0 1 .07 .07

2 3 .0 0

CJO. .0 8

5 .0 0 .0 0 .0 2

6 .0 0 .1 4 .11

3 3 .0 2 .0 4 .06

5 .0 0 .08 .0 5

€ .0 0 .0 6 .06
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organizat ional sequences.

Examples of c le a r  cases of discourse sequences which functioned 

to  coordinate task accomplishment from 'o u ts id e '  the  fantasy can be 

found in  Appendix 11.

Summary and Conclusions

In t h i s  chapter ,  methods for  analyzing developmental d i f fe rences  

in co l laborat ion  and r e s u l t s  derived from these methods were reported.  

The analyses provided evidence th a t  the a c t i v i t i e s  of these 

preschoolers were so c ia l ly  organized in some ways s im i la r  to  those of 

adu l t s  (based on the I n tu i t i v e ,  a p r io r i  analys is  of a d u l t s '  social  

episodes presented in  Chapter IV - -  see Figure 1 and Table 1) .  But 

while the  overal l  organizat ion of  episodes general ly  resembled adul t  

episodes,  th e  s t ru c tu re  and complexity of t h e i r  negot ia t ions  did not.  

These preschoolers were not co l labora t ing  in the  co-construct ion of 

any plans as complex as a social plan.  Only one 6-year-old  dyad's 

arrangement contained an e f f o r t  a t  comprehensive arrangement planning. 

Some of the  6 -year-o lds '  accomplishments contained co l labora t ive  

negot ia t ion  of  subtasks; these  a rose ,  however, in the  Immediate 

context of  coordinat ing subtask accomplishment, not in any methodical 

preplanning of th a t  subtask.  The bulk of in te rac t io n s  consis ted  of 

b r ie f  sequences intended to  f a c i l i t a t e  ongoing local  accomplishments: 

subjec ts  d i rec ted  one another ,  Informed one another  of in ten t ions  to  

do th e  next ac t ion ,  reported on ongoing or  j u s t  completed ac t ions .

There was evidence th a t  younger subjec t  pairs  were l e s s  able than 

older  sub jec ts  to produce together  a complete socia l  episode. Younger 

subjects  appeared to  be le s s  l ik e ly  to  produce social a c t i v i t y ,  le s s
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l ike ly  t o  complete an episode, l e s s  l ik e ly  to  arrange t h e i r  play 

together .  Nevertheless ,  each 3-year-o ld  pa i r  (except f o r  one p a i r  in 

session 3) produced a t  l e a s t  one complete socia l  episode. Thus there  

i s  development across  t h i s  age range, but ,  based a t  l e a s t  on these  

i n i t i a l  measures,  even the  youngest sub jec ts  appear to  share with 

adu l ts  ce r ta in  rep resen ta t iona l  and communicative competences 

necessary to  the  construct ion of socia l episodes.  Further  analyses of 

the  construct ion of these  episodes reported 1n Chapters IX and X will  

serve to c l a r i f y  the  course of development of social episode knowledge 

across  the preschool age range.

Subjects general ly  recognized the  need t o  work hard in 

communicating with a pa r tne r  when p a r tne r  and play were unfamil iar  

( sess ion  1) and the appropria teness  of reducing t h e i r  e f f o r t s  when 

play and pa r tne r  had become f a m i l i a r  (session 2) .  In session 2, 

subjec ts  were l e s s  l ik e ly  to  i n i t i a t e  d iscourse t o  t h e i r  par tner  and 

planned fewer components of the  ta sk  in th e  arrangement phase; these  

e f f e c t s  were most s t r i k in g  fo r  6 -yea r-o lds ,  however. The analyses of 

foregrounding across  sess ions  1 and 2 arrangements ind ica te  fu r th e r  

t h a t  sub jec ts  tended to  stop arranging ta sk  components t h a t  had 

already been arranged, and to  arrange ins tead  components t h a t  had been 

done but never arranged and new plans t h a t  had never been arranged or  

done. Older sub jec ts  were more l ik e ly  t o  I n i t i a t e  new plans,  evidence 

t h a t  they were more f l e x ib le  in t h e i r  approach to  arranging successive 

episodes.

Subjects general ly  recognized th e  need to  work hard in 

communicating with a par tner  when paired with a d i f f e r e n t  par tner  

(session 3) .  In session 3, subjec ts  were more l ike ly  than in session
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more l ik e ly  to  plan more components of the  task  than in  session 2.

This pa t te rn  of r e s u l t s  suggests t h a t  sub jec ts  recognized t h a t  g rea te r  

communicative e f f o r t  was needed in  session 3, but they did not know 

what kind of  e f f o r t .  I t  i s  possible  t h a t  each subjec t  egocen t r ica l ly  

assumed t h a t  1f her new par tner  had been playing s to r e  fo r  two days 

j u s t  as she had, then both must have the same in ten t ions  fo r  play.

For ch i ldren  of the  preschool age range, i t  may take the  overwhelming 

novelty of task and par tner  ( sess ion  X) to  make the  need fo r  

co l labo ra t ive  e f f o r t  apparent.

Of the  methods described in t h i s  chapter ,  the most successful  

were those which produced desc r ip t ions  of the  a c t i v i t y  organizat ion - -  

I t s  socia l or s o l i t a r y  na ture ,  i t s  completeness,  the  organization of 

arrangements.  Much work remains to  be done 1n developing analyses of 

co l labora t ion  during accomplishment of  a ta sk .  As discussed within 

the chapter ,  development of methods for  ana lys is  of co l la b o ra t io n ,  fo r  

the  ana lys is  of the  complex r e la t io n s  between discourse  and a c t i v i t y  

o rgan iza t ion ,  i s  b e t t e r  l e f t  fo r  now t o  observations of children 

working on ta sks  1n which ta lk  does not c o n s t i t u t e  th e  doing of the 

task (a t  l e a s t  the  nominal task )  as i t  does in ro le  p lay .



C H A PT ER  V I I I

FRAMING INTERACTIVE PRETENSE

In t h i s  chapter ,  methods to  analyze c h i ld re n ' s  communicative 

e f f o r t s  t o  frame t h e i r  pretense a re  described,  and f indings  derived 

from these methods are reported.  The categories  fo r  describing 

framing devices {and age d i f fe rences  in framing devices) were derived 

conjo in t ly  from th e  endpoint ana lys is  (Chapter IV) and examinations of 

the  da ta .

Categories of communicative procedures fo r  framing pretense  from 

'o u ts id e '  a s t a t e  of pretense  were d is t inguished from procedures .for  

framing and maintaining pretense  from 'w i t h i n . '  Certain d iscourse  ac ts  

function to  frame the fantasy from outs ide  the  fantasy .  Plans for 

pretense  (e .g .  "Let 's  pretend . . . " )  are  i n i t i a t e d  ou ts ide  the  fantasy 

boundaries,  though t h e i r  successful  uptake may e f f e c t  the entry in to

pretense .  Episode and session f in i s h e s ,  and next-episode re ­

arrangements,  c lose  the  fantasy  from outs ide  the boundaries of 

pre tense ,  s ince i t  i s  the  ' r e a l '  ch i ld ren  who agree to  stop role 

playing,  t o  clean up, to  play again.  Other events function to  frame

the  fantasy from with in .  Exaggerated e n t r i e s  and e x i t s  by the

characters  are dramatic i n - r o l e  devices for  framing the  embedded 

portrayed in te ra c t io n s .  Once the s t a t e  of pretense i s  i n t e ra c t iv e ly  

constructed,  i t  can be maintained in ongoing, coherent por traya ls  of 

persons in social  episodes. In add i t ion ,  the  use of lex ica l  

presupposition in fantasy dialogue ( lex ica l  reference to  a s e t t i n g ,

10'4
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person, or object  as i f  i t  were something i t  i s  not) con tr ibu tes  to  a 

maintenance of fantasy i d e n t i t i e s .  I f  a por trayal  must be abandoned 

to  resolve real problems, th e  ' f a c t '  of  the  resumed r e a l i t y  must be 

es tab l i shed  (the 'frame' must be 'b roken ' )  and the  s t a t e  of pretense  

then eventually  rees tab l i shed  t o  complete the  p o r t r ay a l .

Reported in  t h i s  chapter  a re  analyses of framing devices — out 

- o f - ro l e  plans fo r  pretense and dramatised in - r o l e  e n t r ie s  and e x i t s .  

Analyses of  episode and session f in i sh es  and of episode rearrangements 

were reported in  Chapter VII; these  data  are reviewed again here.  

Analyses of the contents  of por t raya ls  are presented in Chapter IX, 

Por traying persons in socia l episodes.  There were problems 1n 

e s ta b l i sh in g  methods fo r  the ana lys is  of lexical  presupposit ion and 

procedures fo r  breaking and recons t ruc t ing  the  fan tasy  frame during 

socia l  episode p o r t r ay a l .  These problems are d iscussed,  and examples 

of re levan t  data are  presented.  For the  r e a d e r ' s  re ference ,  Table 14 

contains  an o u t l in e  of analyses and r e s u l t s  presented in  t h i s  chapter .

I n i t i a t i n g  P re te n se : Arrangements and Entr ies

Framing Pretense  in the  Arrangement Phase

Cer tain l i n g u i s t i c  devices for  planning the  s t a t e  of pre tense  or 

r e a l i t y  were examined in arrangement phases. The ca tegor ies  were 

defined on the basis  of proposit ional  con ten t .  (See Appendix 11 for  

coding procedures.)  (1) E x p l ic i t  planning fo r  p re tense  requires  the 

use of d iscourse  ac ts  th a t  l e x ic a l ly  mark pretense  ( e .g .  "Let 's  

p r e t e n d . . . , "  "Make bel ieve . . . , "  "Le t ' s  play th a t  . . . " )  or r e a l i ty  

( " I t  will  r e a l ( l y )  De . . . " ) .  (2) Im pl ic i t  planning fo r  pretense

occurs when discourse a c t s  function to  communicate the  in ten t ion  th a t
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Table 14

Framing In te rac t iv e  Pretense: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data

Pretense in ro le  play >Age Session Age x sess ion

I n i t i a t i n g  pretense

Arrangement phase

Expl ic i t  planning All sub jec ts  used a t  l e a s t  one of

Impl ic i t  planning these  four  devices a t  l e a s t  once.

E x p l ic i t  a s s e r t io n s /  
aueri es

Impl ic i t  a s s e r t io n s /  
auer ies

■

Character  e n t r i e s  in 
accompli shment 
phase

Action e n t r ie s  Only
5-year-olds

In te rac t io n  Increase with For older  sub jec ts ,  
e n t r ie s  age sess ion 2 > 1 or 3

Total e n t r ie s  Increase with For older  su b jec ts ,
age session 2 > 1 or 3

Maintaining pretense

Lexical presupposition (discussion of examples only)

L ingu is t ic  devices

Exp l ic i t  planning 
Im pl ic i t  planning 
Exp l ic i t  a s s e r t io n s /  

auer ies

13 of  14 sub jec ts  used a t  l e a s t  one 
of these four  devices a t  l e a s t  once.

Implic i t  a s s e r t i o n s /  
aueries
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Table 14, continued 
Framing In te rac t iv e  Pretense:  Summary of Analyses and Results

Pretense  in ro le  play "Hge"

Trends in data 

SessTon Age x session

Character e x i t s  

Action ex i t s____________  Increase with
age

In te rac t ion  e x i t s  Increase with
age

Total e x i t s Increase with 
age

Session 2 > 
1 or  3

Session 2 > 
1 or 3

Session 2 > 
1 or 3
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the s e l f  or th e  other  transform one s t a t e  in to  another  but the 

intended t ransformation i s  not lex ica l ized  (e .g .  "You be the 

s torekeeper";  " T h i s ' l l  be my house").  E x p l ic i t  planning and im p l ic i t  

planning of pretense  are a l ik e  in t h a t  both are  u t te red  by the  ' r e a l '  

p a r t i c ip a n ts  from outs ide  the  f an tasy ,  and t h e i r  successful  uptake 

c o n s t i tu te s  an agreement on th e  fantasy to  be subsequently enacted.  

They are d i f f e r e n t  in t h a t  th e  ' f a c t '  of the s t a t e  being constructed 

(whether p re tense  or r e a l i t y )  i s  e x p l i c i t l y  formulated only in the  

course of e x p l i c i t  planning.  (3) A t h i r d  category,  e x p l i c i t  

a s se r t ions  o f /quer ies  regarding pre tense ,  are asse r t ions  t h a t  

formulate the  exis tence of an e x p l i c i t  s t a t e  of pre tense  or of r e a l i t y  

(e .g .  “We're pretending t h i s  i s  a pa in t  j a r " ,  "This i s n ' t  r ea l ly  a 

paint j a r " )  and ques tions t h a t  query the  exis tence  of an e x p l i c i t  

s t a t e  of pretense  or of r e a l i t y  (e .g .  " Is  t h i s  r e a l ly  a paint  j a r ? " ) .  

As discussed l a t e r ,  the fantasy funct ions of discourse ac ts  in t h i s  

t h i r d  category are var ied .  (4) A fourth  category,  im p l ic i t  a s se r t ions  

(or questions)  of pretense  are a s se r t ions  t h a t  presuppose the 

existence of a fantasy s t a t e  ( e .g .  "This i s  n\y house" r e fe r r in g  t o  a 

corner of the laboratory room" or "I'm the  s torekeeper")  or questions 

t h a t  query the  existence of a fantasy s t a t e  ( e .g .  "Is t h i s  a l i t t l e  

gerb l l?"  r e fe r r in g  t o  a white p l a s t i c  egg.) While im p l ic i t  pretense 

a s se r t ions /ques t ions  can be found in  arrangement phases (which are 

located by d e f in i t io n  outs ide and p r io r  to  the  fan ta sy ) ,  they are a lso  

considered to  be u t te red  from within the fantasy in t h a t  they 

presuppose a fantasy s t a t e .  As discussed l a t e r ,  the  fantasy  funct ions 

of  d iscourse  ac ts  in t h i s  fourth category are  varied.

Discourse ac ts  in a l l  four  ca tegor ies  were used so infrequent ly
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in arrangements t h a t  q u an t i t a t iv e  examination was not appropria te .  

Across sess ions ,  a l l  sub jec ts  used a t  l e a s t  one of the  four ca tegor ies  

of devices a t  l e a s t  once in an arrangement phase. There were more 

sub jec ts  who used im p l i c i t  p re tense  planning than the re  were subjec ts  

who used th e  other  framing devices :  e x p l i c i t  planning (4 of 14 

s u b jec ts ) ;  im p l i c i t  planning (9 of  14 s u b jec ts ) ;  e x p l i c i t  

s t a t i v e s /q u e r i e s  (0 of  14 su b je c ts ) ;  im p l ic i t  s t a t i v e s /q u e r i e s  (7 of 

14 su b jec ts ) .

I t  i s  s t r ik in g  t h a t  subjec ts  were v i r t u a l l y  never arranging 

in t e r a c t iv e  pre tense  play with e x p l i c i t  pre tense  planning. (A) i s  one 

of the r a re  occas ions .1

(A) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

K i s  behind counter .
There i s  a b r i e f  
disagreement about L 's  r ig h t  to  
use the  board phone, and then K 
i n i t i a t e s  arrangement of s to re  
play.

(1) K . . . T h a t ' s  home! Loudly, point ing across
board to  lab s ink .  L looks 
confused.

This ,  (oh I have), oh K points  to  basket on board,
t h i s  is  my paper bag, K touches and looks in bag.

* and pretend t h a t  was K leans  over and touches
your basket you brought basket on board. 
there=here.  To= L hangs up and takes

(2) L =0kay. up basket.
(Store  play begins . )

The most commonly used device in arrangements,  though s t i l l  

in frequent ,  was im p l ic i t  planning of pre tense .  Most of  these  

functioned as claims to  or  a l lo ca t io n s  t o  ro le s .  (See content

1 In each of the examples c i t e d  in  t h i s  chapte r ,  an a s te r i s k  (*) 
ind ica tes  the u t te rance  which exemplifies the  category of analys is  
being discussed .
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analyses of arrangements,  Table 22, Chapter IX.) Only 1 5-year-old 

and 1 6-year-o ld ,  among a l l  su b jec ts ,  did not ever claim or a l lo c a te  a 

ro le  in t h i s  way. Examples (B) through (G) i l l u s t r a t e  the  use of 

im p l ic i t  pretense  planning fo r  each age group.

(B) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 2
( p a r a l l e l / s o l i t a r y )

A i s  behind counter  holding 
the bag of  food she bagged 
fo r  B in Episode 1.

(1) B You [know what? A looks a t  B, r o l l s  up bag,
f2) A [( ) puts on counter.
(3) B Now you pour t h i s  on here B taps  food board, then

* and I will  be the  s to re  comes around behind counter.
man. Okay? And you buy. A takes bag, grabs B's basket ,

(4) A ( ) walks out of s to re .

(C) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

E i s  behind counter.
*(1) E I ,  I will  be th e  payer.

Faye, I will  be the  payer.
(2) F Payer,  can I have one of F i n i t i a t e s  ro le  play, 

these?  . . . .

(0) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

G beckons t o  H, takes  
basket ,  goes to  food 
board. H follows G.

■ G You oe the  s torekeeper .  G ges tures  to  s to r e  prop. 
I ' l l  buy ( food / th ings) .  H goes behind counter .

(E) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 1,  Episode 2

*(1) J When can I be a ( s e l l e r ) ?
(2) I All r ig h t ,

you can be the  s to re  man.
(3) J Yup.
(4) I All r ig h t .

(There were several 
fragments in Episode I ,  
which may explain J 1s need 
fo r  a question here . )

J walks behind counter ,  then 
away again. I drops bag, 
walks out.

J goes behind counter .
I picks up bag.
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(F) K, 61 inos; L, 62 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

K i s  behind counter .
* K Okay who's gonna be the 

cash r e g i s t e r  lady?
L Mel K. walks out and goes to

food board as L runs in .

(G) K, 73 mos; M, 74 mos: S ess io n .3, Episode 1

K Can 1 be the  supermarket K follows M toward board,
lady f i r s t ?  Can I be the  
supermarket lady f i r s t ?

L Uh huh. And I ' l l  be th e ,  L quickly takes basket and
I ' l l  be the buyer 1 begins to  put items in.

Impl ic i t  planning of pre tense  appears to  funct ion in arrangements 

a t  a l l  ages in th e  negot ia t ion  of necessary play procedures. In 

arrangements, i t  i s  procedural d iscourse;  i t  i s  not ty p ic a l ly  used to  

Invoke pretense as a s t r a t e g i c  maneuver.

Exp l ic i t  a s se r t ions  never occurred 1n arrangements.  (For fu r th e r  

comments, see examples and d iscuss ion  of e x p l i c i t  a s se r t ions  in the  

accomplishment phase.)

Implic i t  a s se r t ions  were never used by many subjec ts .  When they 

were used, t h e i r  functions  were var ied as i l l u s t r a t e d  below.

(H) i s  a successful claim to  a ro le .

(H) L, 74 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 3 ,  Episode 2

N's i n i t i a t i o n  of t h i s  
*(1) N .Okay, I — I'm the  arrangement a lso  ends Episode 1.

per[son.
(2) L [Okay.
(3) N I'm the  person.

In (A) ( I ) ,  c i ted  e a r l i e r ,  K e s ta b l i sh es  a s e t t in g  id e n t i t y .

( I )  i s  a r epa i r  of what E bel ieves  to  be a m isa t t r ibu t ion  of 

id en t i ty  on F 's  pa r t .
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(1) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 7

F has j u s t  ca l led  out to  
*(1) E Hey! I'm not mommy, I'm "llama," her  fantasy  f r i en d ,  

the  payer! E turns  indignantly t o  F.
(2) F No! Llama's the re ,

l lam a 's  over the re .  {F i s  o f f  camera.)
(E supplies  F with her basket,  

and episode beg ins . )

(J)» (K), and (L) i l l u s t r a t e  th e  s t r a t e g i c  usefulness  of

as se r t in g  an id e n t i ty  from within th e  fantasy (within, in t h a t  the

fantasy id en t i ty  is  presupposed).  (J) i s  a s t r a t e g i c  ploy to  keep the 

' r e a l '  bag fo r  h e r s e l f ,  by renaming the  basket a "bag".

(J) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 3

E has j u s t  assumed the  clerk 
ro le ,  B the customer ro le .
E i s  in s i s t in g  t h a t  she 
keep th e  foods th a t  she 
obtained as customer in 
Episode 2.

(1) E And pretend I ' l l  leave E goes out to  board,
t h i s  here ,  and then ,  puts basket on board,

* he re 's  a bag fo r  you, holds up basket to  B, glances
okay? And put the food a t  B's foods on counter ,  bobs
in here , and (you) basket up and down ea rn es t ly ,
carry them home,
[okay? . . .  (Confl ic t  over use of basket

ensues , )

In (K), E maintains her claim t o  her  ro le .

(K) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 5

E has j u s t  put B's Items in 
basket (she refused to  put 
them in th e  bag which she 
regards as hers) .

(1) B Now I will  be the  s e l l e r .
(2) E No. [Not y e t .  E i s  very firm.
(3) B [Nhy?

rthy?
*(4) E 'Cause, I'm s t i l l  the

s e l l e r .  £ shakes her head.
(5) B (No you have to) De two B jo in s  E ins ide  s to re ,  and
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s e l l e r s .  an episode of "two s e l l e r s "
begins.

In (L),  a fantasy Iden t i ty  i s  used as a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for  procedural 

r ig h t s  or  ob l iga t ions .

(L) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

K Is  arranging Items on s h e l f .
(1) L No no no! These are L stops  K's hand and moves i t  

the  f i s h e s .  These down to  f i s h  p ic tu re s ,  
are the  f i s h .

*(2) K I can, L1sa, I am the  L moves Item up again, 
s to re  man I can move 
this=

Summary. E x p l ic i t  planning was used by few subjec ts  in 

arrangements. Im pl ic i t  planning of. pretense was used by most subjec ts  

and usually  functioned to  e s ta b l i s h  ro le s .  I t  was procedural 

d iscourse .  E x p l ic i t  a s se r t ions  were never used by any sub jec t .  I t  is  

i n t u i t i v e ly  appropria te  t h a t  e x p l i c i t  a s se r t ions  (or quer ies)  (e .g .  

"This 1s a pretend . . . "  or  "This Is r e a l ly  . . . " )  would not be u t te red  

when the  context  l i e s  c le a r ly  outside the  fantasy  frame, as i t  does in 

arrangements.  Im pl ic i t  as se r t ions  of pre tense ,  used by only some 

sub jec ts ,  were used e i t h e r  to  e s t a b l i s h  a fantasy id en t i ty  or in 

s t r a t e g i c  e f f o r t s  to  win an argument by e s ta b l i sh ing  o r  presupposing a 

fantasy s t a t e  which, i f  1ft e f f e c t ,  j u s t i f i e d  th e  s t r a t e g y .  Further  

d iscussion of l i n g u i s t i c  devices follows presen ta t ion  of t h e i r  

incidence and t h e i r  function in the  accomplishment phase.

Entr ies

A standardized se t  of e n t r ie s  was defined on the  bases both of 

the  endpoint ana lys is  and the  da ta .  A customer could frame the entry
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Into ro le  play by: ca l l ing  th e  s to re  p r io r  to  her departure  from

home, t rav e l in g  to  the  s to re  (by whatever means), greet ing th e  c le rk .  

(See Appendix 12 for  coding procedures .)  (There are o ther  customer 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  such as opening the  'd o o r1 to  the s to r e ,  and c lerk  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  but others  never occurred . )  When a ch i ld  enacts a 

charac te r  in  any of these  wqys, she 'dons '  her cha rac te r  I d e n t i t y ,  and 

her s ta tu s  as the  charac te r  and not the  ' r e a l '  ch i ld  i s  communicated 

from th e  very s t a r t  of the  ro le  play episode. A dyad was thus 

c red i ted  with a p a r t i c u l a r  en try  technique even 1f i t  was inva l id  as a 

representa t ion  of normative customer behavior,  s ince i t  was the 

framing e f f o r t  per  se which was being examined here .  Entr ies  were 

coded only fo r  complete episodes.  S o l i ta ry  as well as socia l complete 

episodes were coded, s ince th e r e  i s  no reason why a subjec t  ro le

playing alone cannot por tray  an en t ry .

Where the  entry 1s an in te ra c t io n  (a ca l l  o r  a g r e e t in g ) ,  i t

funct ions as an i n i t i a t i o n  of the r e la t io n sh ip  between clerk and 

customer. When the  entry 1s an act ion  ( t r a v e l in g ) ,  i t  funct ions  as a 

construct ion of the  physical context .  In te rac t ion  and ac t ion  e n t r i e s  

were considered separa te ly .

The data  in Tables 15, 16, and 17 in d ica te  t h a t ,  while 3-year-
i

olds never portrayed an e n t ry ,  e n t r ie s  were general ly  infrequent  fo r  

o lder  subjec ts  as wel l .  Only 5-year-olds  ever enacted an act ion  entry 

to  th e  s to r e ,  a puzzling f inding d i f f i c u l t  to  I n t e r p r e t .  The data fo r  

t o t a l  e n t r i e s  and i n t e r a c t iv e  e n t r ie s  are co n s is ten t  with an increase  

in e n t r ie s  with age. Older sub jec ts  (5-year-olds and 6-year-olds)  

appeared t o  enact e n t r ie s  more often in  sess ion 2 than in e i th e r  

sessions 1 or  3. Perhaps fo r  o lder  sub jec ts ,  repeated experience in
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Table 15

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing In te rac t ion  Entr ies  

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .00 .00 .00

5 .00 .50 .00

6 .25 .50 .25
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Table 16

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Action Entr ies  

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .00 .00 .00

5 .17 .50 .00

6 .00  .00 .00
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-Table 17

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Total Entr ies  

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2  3

3 .00 .00 .00

5 .17 .50 .00

6 .25 .50 .25
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doing role  play with a peer enables peers to a n t i c ip a te  the  event and 

thus to  'enter* i t .

The following examples i l l u s t r a t e  e n t r ie s  fo r  5-year-o lds  and 

6 -year-o lds .  Some in t e ra c t iv e  sequences, ty p ic a l ly  phone c a l l s ,  were 

qu i te  e lab o ra te .  While i t  i s  not normative fo r  a customer t o  ca l l  a 

s to re  t o  t e l l  the  c lerk  t h a t  she i s  coming o r  fo r  a c lerk  t o  c a l l  and 

request  the  customer t o  come, i t  1s a means of taking on both 

charac te r  ro le s ,  of e s ta b l i sh in g  the  independence of the  two roles  

(the customer c a l l s  from her  home) and i n i t i a t i n g  t h e i r  subsequent 

s to re  r e l a t io n sh ip .

(M) I ,  70 mos; 0,  70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

t 1) J “ . . . I ' m  walking, I'm J p layfu l ly  walks with basket 
Action walking bum bum bum back and fo r th  across  room, 
entry bum bum bum bum" J 1s watching I who i s  s t i l l

preparing s e t t i n g ;  I watches J ,  
smiling. J walks to  counter ,  

(You/and) put these  speaks q u i e t l y ,  ind ica tes  items 
(away). l e f t  on counter ,  then resumes

In te r -  walking around. I shelves
act ion items. J then comes back
entry to  counter and knocks.

(N) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(L may portray an action entry 
In te rac t io n  entry as well ,  but 1t i s  not

s u f f i c i e n t ly  c l e a r . )
L picks up basket .

(1) L "Oh hel lo  mh mh. L stands in f ro n t  of counter.
Beautiful nh nh n h . " L looks at  K, ' g a s p s ' ,

swivels basket .

(0) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) K "(Jm, (I think I ' l l )  K picks up board phone.
ca l l  the  supermarket,

I n te r -  and t e l l  them I'm
act ion  coming. Mmmmmm" K d i a l s .  L holds s to re  phone as
entry she watches K d i a l .

Hello?" K looks to  L, put t ing phone to  ear .
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(2) I  "Rrrlng rr ing!  L puts s to re  phone to  ear .
Hello?" L then hangs up again.

(3) K "Hello?" L picks up phone again.
(4) L ["Who's t h i s ? '1 L frowns in to  phone.
(5) K [ “I'm coming to the

supermarket."
(6) L "Who who, who are

you? What are you 
doing?"

(4) K "My name 1s Cathy."
(5) L "Cathleen what?"
(6) K "Well s i s t e r  what I

want i s  1 wanted my 
Mornn\y t o ld  me to  go 
o u t . "

I  suddenly leaves  to  get a drink of 
water.

( In te r lude  not t r a n sc r ib ed . )
(7) K “Oh my guess I K i s  wait ing fo r  L, f idd l ing

(won't) ca l l  anyDody. around on phone.
Hello s i s t e r ?  K sees L re tu rn ing ,  picks up
S i s t e r . "  phone eager ly .

(8) L I'm not your s i s t e r .  L i s  walking toward s to r e  prop.
Yeah, I'm ( ) .
I ( ) the  p re t ty
s i s t e r  (g ig g le ) .  L picks up s to r e  phone.

(9) K (Sure .)  ^Sister?"
(10) L "Yeah."
(11) K “What do you have a t

the  supermarket t o ­
day?"

(12) L "Come and look and L ges tures  hand out palm up.
seel I f  i f  you d o n ' t  L crosses  her arms, 
l ik e  i t  j u s t  go home!
[Bye bye."

(13) K [ “Okay bye bye." L hangs up s to re  phone.
K hangs up board phone.

Notes on Other I n i t i a l  Framing Procedures: Set t ing the  Scene

Certain d iscourse  sequences appeared in a few episodes a t  the 

boundary between an apparent arrangement and accomplishment phase and 

could not be e a s i ly  assigned t o  e i t h e r  phase. On the bas is  of these  

few cases ,  "scene-se t t ing"  was t e n t a t i v e ly  defined as optional f i r s t  

person charac ter  n a r ra t iv e  following ro le  play arrangements and 

preceding ro le  play accomplishments, containing one or more of the
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following fea tu re s  — exaggerated p a r a l i n g u is t i c  f e a tu re s ,  ges tu res ,  

or  ac t ion  embellishments typ ica l  in ch a rac te r  d iscourse ,  lexical  

presupposi t ion,  t ense le ss  d e f in i t io n  of ro le  r ig h t s  or 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  {e.g.  cleric: "I f ix  t h i s  place up"),  not enactment.

(P) 1, 70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

J swings her basket and walks 
around as I completes her 
formulation of the episode plan.

J mmmmmmm J hums as I continues.
I'm gonna s i t  down, J i s  now o f f  camera.
n 1 r e s t ,  and see what
I can do. (Not c l e a r  i f  J or her charac te r

I Well buy some s tu f f  1 speaks).  I i s  impatient with J .
J Yeah I'm think1ny (o f /

what) I can buy. J i s  o f f  camera.
"Buy cabbage, de duh 
de duh."

(Q) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) M Well t h i s  time I'm go­
ing t o  my Grammy*s 
house and you c a n ' t
( ) •

(2) N And I th i s e d ,  and I
did t h i s  time. I ion, 
kind of do some work.

(3) M ( )

(4) N I f ix  t h i s  place up.
And you have to  t e l  1 
me i f  you want any­
thing around here ,

(5) M Okayl
(6) N and I ' l l  get i t  out fo r

you.
(7) rl Mmhmm. rt i s  s t i l l  not looking a t  N.

These na r ra t iv e  r e f le c t io n s  seem to  in d ic a te  concepts of a 

c h a rac te r  which can oe formulated out of an Immediately re levant  

episode context .  J ' s  customer in (P) " think"s ( l in e  3) and plans;

N en te rs  s to re .  M goes to 
board and takes  up basket .  

M begins se lec t ing  items. 
She i s  not looking a t  N.

N looks around s to r e ,  touches 
cash r e g i s t e r .  She makes no 
e f f o r t  to  address her t a lk  t o  M. 

(This may be an acknowledgment.)
M is  se lec t ing  i tems,  not looking 

a t  N.
N bends to  Inspect low shelves.
N i s  not looking a t  M.

M does not look up.

( 1)

( 2 )
(3)
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N's c lerk  has r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s  1n (q ) .  Such re f le c t io n s  were never 

produced by the  3-year-o lds .

Maintaining the  Fantasy durlnq the  Accomplishment Phase

Once the  fantasy  1s I n i t i a t e d ,  the  fantasy  1s maintained through 

the coherence of the  por trayal  and th e  use of lex ica l  presupposi tion.  

I f  the  fantasy  frame i s  broken, i t  can be rees tab l ished  with the  same 

devices examined e a r l i e r  in arrangement phases.

The contents  and the  coherence of the  p o r t r ay a l s ,  as well as 

lexical  presupposit ion of  ro le  i d e n t i t i e s ,  are  examined in Chapter IX 

as evidence of c h i ld re n ' s  concepts of  persons in socia l  episodes. 

Lexical presupposi tion of s e t t in g  and object  i d e n t i t i e s  are examined 

through example, q u a n t i t a t iv e  analys is  of lex ica l  presupposi tion was 

not undertaken, because (a) poor videotape q ua l i ty  of ten  made i t  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  recognize any discrepancy between a toy object  and an 

id en t i ty  ascribed to  i t ,  and (b) any reference to  s to r e  prop and foods 

was ambiguous as presupposi tion of fantasy id e n t i ty  (e .g .  i s  "the 

ca r ro t"  th e  toy ca r ro t  or  a ' r e a l '  c a r r o t ? ) .  Analyses of procedures 

fo r  breaking and ree s ta b l i sh in g  the  fantasy frame cons is t  of 

examination of the  same l i n g u i s t i c  devices examined above in' 

arrangement phases.

Lexical Presupposi tion

Clear cases of lex ica l  presupposi tion almost never occurred.

While sub jec ts  f requent ly refe r red  to  the  s to re  prop and to  th e  toy 

foods, and while i t  is  ce r ta in ly  l ik e ly  t h a t  subjec ts  knew per fec t ly  

well t h a t  the  s to re  and foods were not r e a l ,  there  i s  no obvious way
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t o  determine whether t h e i r  laDels were intended t o  presuppose a 

fantasy id e n t i ty  ( i . e .  ' rea l*  food) fo r  the  toy o b jec ts .  There was 

some evidence of an age d i f fe rence  1n th e  occasions fo r  use of the  

s to re  lexicon. For example, 3-year-olds  almost never labeled foods in 

the  course of p lay ,  while 5-year-olds and 6-year-o lds  of ten did .  

Compare younger and o ld e r  sub jec ts  when the  c lerk  i s  stocking shelves.

(R) C, 41 mos; U, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) D 'kay, 'kay? 'kay 0 i s  put t ing foods on shelves,
kay?

(S) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2,  Episode 2

(1) K Soda, sodal soda. K Is searching shelves for  p ic tu re
(2) L Soda? There 's  no soda, of soda. L comes over to  watch. 
f(3) K Yes there  1 s 1 K arranges  an Item.
(4) L Where?
(5) K No t h a t ' s  ketchup. K steps  back, looks a t  shelves.
(6) L Ketchup?
(7) K Ketchup. Milk. K resumes shelving.

Compare younger and o lde r  subjec ts  when the  customer i s  se lec t ing  

foods.

(T) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

8 s e le c t s  items in s i l e n ce .

(U) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

(1) I (sings and hums) I i s  se lec t ing  items.
(egg),  ( ) ,  ( take
a pota to ,  corn) ,

( ) .

(V) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(1) N (Well) I have to  get N i s  se lec t ing  items,
two eggs. And a 
milk, and chocolate  
milk, and, corn on
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the  cob.

While these  examples may or may not I l l u s t r a t e  lex ica l  presupposi tion 

of object i d e n t i t y ,  they do show how use of the s to re  lexicon by older  

subjec ts  contr ibuted t o  a maintenance of  the  s to re  theme 1n discourse 

as well as 1n ac t ion .

Some sub jec ts  (fewer than ha l f )  sometimes presupposed t h e i r  

p a r t n e r ' s  ro le  Iden t i ty  in speaker se lec t ion  devices ("Payer?," "S ir ,"  

"Miss") or when speaking to  imaginary t h i r d  p a r t i e s  (on the  phone: 

"Could you wai t a minute? I have a customer r ig h t  here") .  These data 

are presented in Chapter IX as evidence of su b jec ts '  ro le  concepts.

Breaking and Re-es tab l ish ing  Frame

There was very l i t t l e  evidence, i f  any, t h a t  sub jec ts  had as a 

goal the  ongoing maintenance of a fantasy  s t a t e  throughout the 

episode. There was only one c l e a r  case of sub jec ts  t ry ing  f i r s t  to  

solve a ' r e a l '  problem from within the  fan tasy .  In (W)(l),  K seems to  

hint ing to  L from within the  fantasy th a t  she ( i . e .  L) should have 

money, and L responds with an immediate fantasy so lu t ion .

(W) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

K i s  behind counter ,  L 1s 
se lec t ing  foods. K is  
exploring s to r e  prop and 
finds play money Inside 
cash r e g i s t e r  drawer. She closes

(1) K "Miss, (do you) ,  are you i t .
sure your have money?" K leans over counter toward L.

(2) L "Yes('m), see?" L reaches in to  imaginary pocket
pulls  out Imaginary money to  
show K.

(3) K Oh, I have, oh (well I K opens cash drawer again,  L comes
got) pretend t h i s  was over t o  look, 
a l l  your money okay? K hands L money.

(4) L Okay.
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K i s  evidently  not concerned t h a t  she breaks frame in (3) .  .

The incidence of l i n g u i s t i c  devices for  planning and asse r t ing  

pre tense  was examined in an e f f o r t  t o  d iscern  what sub jec ts  were doing 

to  c r ea te  and maintain a s t a t e  of  fantasy .  Almost a l l  subjec ts  (13 of 

14) used a t  l e a s t  one of the four  ca tegor ies  of devices a t  l e a s t  once 

in an accomplishment phase. More sub jec ts  used Im p l ic i t  s t a t i v e s  or 

quer ies  than used any other  category: e x p l i c i t  planning (7 of 14

su b jec ts ) ;  im p l ic i t  planning (3 of 14 su b jec ts ) ;  e x p l i c i t  

s t a t i v e s /q u e r i e s  (6 of  14 su b je c ts ) ;  im p l ic i t  s t a t l v e s /q u e r i e s  (12 of 

14 su b je c ts ) .  Thus most subjec ts  were attempting t o  negot ia te  a t  

l e a s t  some agreements from within th e  fan tasy ,  v ia  an im p l ic i t  s t a t i v e  

or query. E x p l i c i t  planning was used by ha l f  the sub jec ts  (including 

a l l  the  6 -yea r-o lds) .  E x p l ic i t  planning was used only in sessions 1 

and 3, not 1n session 2,  ind ica t ing  t h a t  those sub jec ts  who were 

e x p l i c i t l y  planning pretense  were appropria te ly  doing so when par tner  

and play were unfamil iar  (session 1) and when p a r tne r  was unfamil iar  

(session 3 ) ,  not when i n t e r a c t iv e  role  play of the pretense theme had 

been repeatedly shared with the  same p a r tne r  (session 2) .  Further 

discussion accompanies examples below. (Note t h a t  these  devices were 

so infrequent  t h a t  many of these "examples" c o n s t i t u t e  th e  data base 

fo r  t h a t  dyad in  t h a t  sess ion . )

E x p l ic i t  pre tense  planning. When par tners  make an e x p l i c i t  

pretense plan ( ty p i c a l ly ,  when one pa r tne r  complies with the  o th e r ' s  

e x p l i c i t  pretense  reques t ) ,  and th e  play 1s then enacted as agreed, 

such ju x tap o s i t io n s  of e x p l i c i t  pretense planning and subsequent role 

play are construct ions  of the  fantasy boundary. However, not a l l
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e x p l i c i t  planning was followed with role play cons is ten t  with the  plan 

j u s t  made. Some plans were never used.

Exp l ic i t  pretense planning was observed in several con tex ts .  I t  

was used in session 1 to  e s ta b l i sh  a c r i t i c a l  component of the  play so 

f a r  l e f t  unarranged. In (X), the customer i s  supplied with money.

(Y) i s  a s im i la r  but unsuccessful e f f o r t  by a 3-year-o ld .

(X) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

G i s  behind counter ,  H in f ro n t .

H whines, s i t s  down with bag.

H looks sor t  of lo s t .
G reaches ou t ,  then ges tures  as 

i f  she had money in pocket.

H puts bag back on counter ,  h a l f ­
heartedly pretends t o  put money 
on counter ,  s i t s  again.

(Y) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

E and F have ambiguously 
concluded a disorganized 
t ra n sa c t io n  with money.
E, as c l e r k ,  has given 
F "change". (F never pa id .)
F o f fe r s  E some of the  money 
back.
E dec l ines ,  explaining 
t h a t  the  money belongs 
to  F. F i s  confused.
E continues t o  expla in .
E ges tures  palm up.
E opens up cash r e g i s t e r  
drawer, touches money.
F looks. E picks up a 
coin.  E retu rns  coin,  
c loses  drawer, resumes 
bagging.

*(1) E Pretend th a t  you have some 
money. (S ss /Ju s t )  give 
money out.  See, see t h i s  
i s  iqy money and see t h i s  
i s ,  t e n .  See you c a n ' t  
have t h i s  u n t i l ,  (pays) 
ten  t h i r t y .

(1) G . . . " I t ' l l  be, 29 cen ts ."
(2) H ( )
(3) G "Jus t  one cent .  One

c e n t ,"
Give, j u s t  pretend you 
have the money.
Pretend you have some. 
Pretend you have some.

Much of e x p l i c i t  planning was used to  plan new ideas fo r  play in 

the  course of the episode. (Z), (AA), (88),  (CC) i l l u s t r a t e .
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(Z) E, 46 mos; F, SO mos: Session 2 , Episode 5

Although E i s  c l e rk ,  she is  
out a t  food board showing F an 
item (a minia ture  box),

*(1) F . . . p r e t e n d  t h e r e ' s  pa in t ,  
and j u s t  want, one 
pa in t .

(2) E Okay here, you want, E s e ts  down box. 
some pa in t .

(AA) G, 66 mos, H, 68 mos: Session 2,  Episode 3

*(1) H Make bel ieve you sa id ,  
"Do you have any f ish?"  
"Oh wa1 wait a minute 
boss,  wait  a minute." 
"What did you s^y, 
ma1 am?"

(2) G Nothing.
3) H Yes, ( ) [ ( f i s h )
4) G [whaaal

( ) .  I ' l l  be with
you, I ' l l  bring them.

(5) H You sa id ,  "Do you have 
any f ish?"

6) G No.
7) H No you said th a t !

Episode 3 i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  
complete, and G is  returning 
bagged foods to  food board.
H, s t i l l  behind counter ,  
attempts to  organize what, 
when f i n a l l y  success fu l ,  becomes 
a fragment. H does not eas i ly  
recognize G's goal .

H 1s looking a t  f i s h  p ic tu res  
on shelves ,  does not look a t  G.

H t a l k s  in to  phone.
H se ts  rece iver  on counter .
H leans over counter toward G 

with a smile.
(G answers l i t e r a l l y . )

G i s  s truggl ing  with paper bag.

H glances a t  G.

G puts folded bag on counter .  
H points  to  G in f r u s t r a t i o n .  
(H's s truggle  to  communicate 
her plan con t inues . )

(B6) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

M i s  se lec t ing  foods. N is  
behind counter .

(1) N "Okay M1ss!" N speaks to imaginary party on
r Pretend t h a t  t h e r e ' s  s to re  phone. M turns to  watch,

another  lady here.
"That 1s —  N opens cash r e g i s t e r ,

s t a r t s  to  look through money, 
phone f a l l s .

25, 50, 10, ( )" N takes  out coins one by
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one, speaking in to  phone again.

(CC) K» 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

M has been se lec t ing  foods. 
K i s  behind counter .

*(1) M Hey l e t ' s  play house, M suddenly turns  to K.
I ' l l  pretend t h i s  wil l  M ges tures  to  chair?  
be my house.

*(2) K We'll play house, a f t e r  K is  opening up bag. 
we play our g rocer ies .

(3) (4 Okay.

Im pl ic i t  pretense planning. When par tners  plan pretense 

im p l ic i t ly  and then enact the play as agreed, th e  ju x tapos i t ion  of 

pretense planning and subsequent ro le  play i s  a construct ion of the 

fantasy boundary, even i f  i t  i s  not formulated as such. However, as 

for e x p l i c i t  planning, not a l l  im p l ic i t  planning was followed with 

ro le  play cons is ten t  with the plan j u s t  made.

Im pl ic i t  pre tense  planning was observed in several con tex ts .  I t  

occurred in “defaul ted  arrangements," unsuccessful claims to  a role
m

switch th a t  occurred in the middle of an episode. In defaulted 

arrangements, im p l ic i t  pretense  planning i s  intended to  serve the  same 

procedural funct ion in e s tab l i sh in g  roles  as i t  i s  in successful 

arrangements. (DO) i s  an example.

(DO) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

A has bagged B's foods, 
but she refuses  to  give the  
bag to  B.

*(1) B (C'n I ,  n ' l )  l e t ' s  be B goes around back of s to re ,  
both buyers now.

(2) A No! No! Don't don ' t  A grabs s to re  phone p ro te c t iv e ly ,
[ (g e t  ou t ) .

*(3) 8 [(ah no), Yes, I wanna B i s  emphatic, 
be, two buyers.

(4) A No you c a n ' t  get in.  A turns  her back to  8 ,  stands
'Cause I t ' s  locked. her ground.
(You) c a n ' t  come in .  (B's e f f o r t  to  i n i t i a t e  a
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new episode d e f a u l t s ,  and 
episode 1 resumes.)

Im pl ic i t  pre tense  planning was a lso  used 1n e f f o r t s  to  e s t a b l i s h  

components of play not y e t  arranged.

(EE) M, 75 mos; N» 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

N 1s pr ic ing M's i tems. M 1s 
*(1) M Where should my be home wait ing.  M looks around room, 

be?
(2) N ( I  don ' t  know) (giggle)  N i s  s t i l l  checking out Items. 

*(3) M I know where my home M 1s looking behind N.
should be. (However, the re  1s no fu r th e r

ta lk  or  use of "home".)

E x p l ic i t  s t a t i v e s / q u e r l e s .  E x p l ic i t  a s se r t ions  of and quer ies  

regarding pre tense ,  1n t h a t  they make reference to  th e  fantasy  frame, 

serve to  cons truc t  I t s  relevance but not necessar i ly  i t s  lo ca t io n .

Once an a s se r t io n  1s acknowledged or  a question answered, we cannot be 

c e r ta in  whether the  dyad 1s then in or out of a fantasy s t a t e .  In 

t h i s  regard ,  e x p l i c i t  s t a t i v e s /q u e r i e s  d i f f e r  from both e x p l i c i t  and 

im p l ic i t  planning, which, when success fu l ,  are  found in  d iscourse  

sequences followed by c l e a r  fantasy enactments of the plan j u s t  made.

E x p l ic i t  a s se r t ions  o f /quer ies  regarding pre tense  or r e a l i t y  were 

used by only 6 of 14 sub jec ts .  The following examples c o n s t i t u t e  the  

e n t i r e  s e t .  (FF) and (GG) i l l u s t r a t e  e f f o r t s  to  c l a r i f y  real 

confusions over the  s t a t u s  of an object  or  ac t io n .

(FF) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2, Episode 5

(1) F Is t h i s  paint  j a r ?
(2) E Yes but =

*13) F =Are they real pa in t  j a r s ?
(4) E Yes. Well, Faye, uh 

* we're pretending
( th e y ' r e )  pa in t  j a r s .
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(GG) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) N . . . I  have to  put i t  N i s  pr ic ing Items.
in a bag.

(2) M Well t h i s  i s  my bag. M tw i r l s  around with basket,
(pay/change t ran sac t io n  deleted here)

*(3) M You rea l ly  took a M watches N take out a bag in
bal (laughs) - -g !  astonishment.
[ ( laughs)

(4) N [ (g iggles)
*(5) M You rea l ly  took a bag.

( laughs) .  You rea l ly  
took a bag. These are 
real bags.

(HH) i l l u s t r a t e s  the very rare  s t r a t e g i c  ploys of  older  subjects  

to  invoke pre tense  to  s ides tep a d ispu te .

(HH) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

Imp!icit  a s s e r t i o n s / a u e r i e s . Im pl ic i t  a s se r t ions  and quer ies  

were used by more sub jec ts  than was any o ther  device.  These discourse 

ac ts  presuppose a fantasy s t a t e  and thereby ,  in most cases,  serve to  

maintain i t .  2 They were observed in several contexts .

N i s  checking out M's items.

(1) N Heyl I d id n ' t  even 
pr ice  those!

*(2) M I'm pretending you did.

M begins putt ing items in to  
her basket.
(M brings her basket to  the 
the  s to r e . )  M continues.
N goes on to  inform M of to ta l  
c o s t ,  tnereby t a c i t l y  agreeing 
t h a t  she 'd  pr iced a l l  the 
items.

2
A complex exception to  t h i s  ana lys is  of the funct ion of im pl ic i t
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They were used to  e s ta b l i s h  components of play so f a r  not 

arranged. {J J ) i s  an establishment of a role Iden t i ty  (then never 

used, however). (KK) and (LL) i l l u s t r a t e  very c lev e r ,  unusual uses of 

Im pl ic i t  as se r t ions  by some o lder  sub jec ts  to  e s t a b l i s h  i d e n t i t i e s  

within charac te r  d iscourse .

(JJ) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

A i s  out 1n customer area with 
basket.  B Is  behind counter ,

(1) 8 . . .A  A I A I (G M 0) absorbed 'coun t ing1 money. A
kelo-meno-P. H R E = baskets  some of the money.

*(2) A I'm the  mother. A does not look a t  B.
(3) B 'kay.  B does not look a t  A.

(There i s  no f u r th e r  use of 
the  mother i d e n t i t y . )

(KK) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

L 1s se lec t ing  Items. K is  
behind counter .  She makes 
ringing sound and picks up 

*(1) K "This i s  sure sh o p r i te ,  phone,
yes!"

asse r t ions  i s  a claim with an im p l i c i t  a s se r t io n  as i t s  proposi t ional 
content .  ( I I )  i l l u s t r a t e s .

( I I )  K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3,  Episode 1
*(1) M I'm the  s to re  lady now.

(2) K (Oh) wait!= K i s  s t i l l  p r ic ing  items.
(3) M =0h yeah. M re turns  to  f ro n t  of counter

and watches K.

M's e f f o r t  to  claim breaks the con t inu i ty  of the  current  social 
organizat ion of grocery s to re  role  play: M wants "now" to  switch
ro le s ,  an u t te rance  which can only be heard as o r ig ina t ing  'o u t s id e '
the fan tasy .  Her choice of form ("I 'm the  . . . "  vs. " I ' l l  be the  . . . "  
or "Pretend I'm the  . . . " )  may Ind ica te  a c lever  attempt to  s ides tep
possible  negot ia t ion  of ro les ;  i f  she ' i s '  the  s to re  lady now, then
there  1s nothing to  neg o t ia te ,  and the fantasy  has begun as she
wishes. The study of claims — the  u t terances  which are  used in 
e f f o r t s  to claim, the charac ter  of claim n ego t ia t ions ,  the  contexts  of 
claim negot ia t ions  — would be a d i s s e r ta t io n  in  i t s  own r ig h t .
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(LL) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

M Is  se lec t ing  Items. N 
*(1) N “Well, t h e r e ' s  some lady picks up phone, 

here,  but,  1 have to  
ask her what, her  name 
i s , "

"What's your name?" N puts r ece ive r  to  her  ches t ,  
*(2) M "Urn P a t ty ."  t a l k s  to  M.

No! "Elizabeth,  uh N puts phone back t o  ea r .
*(3) N "Oh, Elizabeth 1s here ."

This 1s your husband, N puts phone back on ches t ,
(here ) .  points  to rece iv e r ,  uses

in timate  tone.  N puts 
phone back to  e a r .
(Phone conversation 

. . . .  con t inues . )

Im pl ic i t  a s se r t ions  were used t o  r ep a i r  m1sattr1but1ons of role 

i d e n t i t y .

(MM) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2 ,  Episode 1

A 1s behind counter ,  waiting 
( ' a d y ) ,  give me some- for  B t o  bring her more items 
th ing .  to  bag. She leans  over counter .

No I ,  no I'in not a baby, B continues basketing items as 
I'm a big mommy. she speaks.

(No/well) I'm a g i r l .  A opens r e g i s t e r ,  gets  a co in,
I'm a mommy.[I'm a mommy bags co in ,  c loses  r e g i s t e r .

[01 r l ,  give A s t r e tch e s  hand out to  B.
me - -
Mommy, give me something.

Okay. B looks a t  A.
Ah okay, j u s t  a minute. 8 hurr ies  up her basketing.

They were used in  d isputes  over a c h a r a c t e r ' s  fantasy loca t ion .

(1) A

(2) B
*

(3) A 
* (4) 8

(5) A

(6) B

(NN) I ,  70 mos; 0 ,  70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

mmmmmmmm I'm ca l l ing  I picks up phone, d ia l s .  J
you mmmmmm. s t i l l  e a t s ,  s i t t i n g  on couch.

(3) J ( ).
"Who i s  i t ? "

(4) I "Hah beep beep — oh,
* nobody's home." I hangs up.
*(5) 0 Yes I'm home. J looks at  I ,  d i s t r e s s e d .

(6) I You have to  be a t  the 
telephone.
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Assertions of ro le  i d e n t i ty  were used t o  j u s t i f y  a c h a rac te r ' s  

r ig h t s .

(00) A, 38 mos; 8, 38 mos: Session 1, Activ i ty  un i t  3

( P a r a l l e l / s o l i t a r y  co l lec t io n )
6 has been t ry ing  t o  get A to  

put foods on the  counter .  A 
1s f i l l i n g  the  basket and both 
bags with foods.

(1) B . ..You have to!
(2) A Let me (uh) have the  A runs over and grabs another bag.

bag. 'Cause I need t o ,  
f i l l  ( the)  *

*(3) 8 But I'm the  buyer so 8 r a i se s  her voice I n s i s t e n t ly .
you have t — A throws 8 a p a r t i a l l y  f i l l e d  bag.
'Kay. B dumps bag out on the  counter .

*81
Later ,  A comes over to  counter,

takes a co in ,  puts  i t  1n cash
B No, I'm the s e l l e r .  r e g i s t e r .  B t r i e s  to  protect
A I'm ( f in ished /pu t  I t ) .  i t  from A. A puts coin through

s lo t  near top .
(5) 8 'Kay.

In sum, im p l ic i t  a s se r t ions  enabled a var ie ty  of negot ia t ions  to 

proceed within the  fantasy frame. Unfortunately,  although more 

subjects  used im p l i c i t  a s se r t io n s  than any other  device in the 

accomplishment phase, there  were s t i l l  too few cases to  permit 

adequate descr ip t ion  of possible age d i f fe rences  in  uses of these 

devi ces.

Summary. There was no evidence th a t  maintenance of a pretense 

s t a t e  throughout an episode was a goal fo r  any sub jec t .  Construction 

of pretense s t a t e s  a t  some point during an episode was a goal fo r  many 

sub jec ts ,  as evidenced by the occasional use by some subjec ts  

(espec ia l ly  6-yea r-o lds)  of e x p l i c i t  pretense  planning,  the  occasional 

enactments of e x p l i c i t l y  or im p l ic i t ly  negot ia ted pre tense  plans, and
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tne (very) occasional e x p l i c i t  a s se r t io n  or query. There was very 

t e n t a t i v e  evidence t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some subjec ts  were working harder a t  

e x p l i c i t  cons truct ion of pretense when play and pa r tne r  were novel 

(session 1) and when par tner  was new (session 3) ,  and th a t  the re fo re  

these  subjec ts  were backgrounding e x p l i c i t  framing once the  play theme 

had been shared with t h e i r  pa r tne rs .  Maintenance of a p re tense  s t a t e  

a t  some point during an episode was a goal fo r  most su b jec ts ,  as 

evidenced by the use by most subjec ts  of im p l ic i t  a s s e r t io n s ,  which 

presuppose a s t a t e  of p re tense .

Ending the  Fantasy

Exits

A s tandardized se t  of e x i t s  was defined on th e  bases both of the 

endpoint analyses and th e  da ta .  A 'customer'  could frame her e x i t  

from ro le  play by: thanking the  c le rk ,  bidding fa rew e l l ,  t rave l ing  

home. A clerk could frame her e x i t  from ro le  play by: thanking the

customer, bidding fa rew ell ,  c a l l in g  th e  customer p r io r  t o  a de l ive ry ,  

del iver ing  the  foods, (when more than one of these  i s  included, there  

are many permissible sequences, and some in t e r a c t io n s ,  p a r t i c u la r ly  

"Thanks1' ,  can occur more than once. Each e x i t  category was coded only 

once per dyad per complete episode .)  In te rac t ion  e x i t s  (thanks, 

f a rew e l l s ,  and d e l iv e r ie s )  function t o  c lose  the  r e la t ionsh ip  between 

clerk and customer. Action e x i t s  ( t r ave l ing  home and d e l iv e r ie s )  

function to  co n s t ru c t ,  In r e t ro sp e c t ,  the  physical context.

In te rac t io n  and ac t ion  e x i t s  were examined sepa ra te ly .

The data in Tables 18, 19, and 20 in d ica te  th a t  e x i t s  were 

moderately common a t  a l l  ages. There was a t rend of an increase  in
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Table 18

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing In te rac t io n  Exits 

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .0 0  .0 0  .2 5

5 .5 0  .5 0  .2 5

6 .5 0  1 .0 0  .5 0
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Table 19

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Action Exits

by Age and Sessi on (Dyad as Subject)

*
Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .00 .17 .25

5 .33 .50 .00

6 .50 .50 .25
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Table 20

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Total Exits 

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 . 2 3

3 .00 .17 .25

5 .50 .50 .25

6 .50 1.00 .50
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a c t ion ,  in t e r a c t io n ,  and to t a l  e x i t s  with age. There i s  a very weak 

trend ind ica t ing  more frequent e x i t s  in sess ion 2 than in session 1. 

For some su b jec ts ,  experience ro le  playing th e  same theme may have 

helped them to  a n t i c ip a te  the  end of the episode and to  ' t ak e  o f f '  the 

charac te r  i d e n t i ty  v ia  an e x i t .

Examples below i l l u s t r a t e  e x i t s  fo r  each age group.

(QQ) C, 41 mos; 0, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

Ac- (1) I) Now you take i t  t o  0 hands C f i l l e d  paper bag.
t io n  your car ,  ok^y?
ex- (2) C (nods) C walks o f f  with bag, then

looks back a t  D questioningly.
(3) 0 Find your ca r ,  ( D comes out of s to re .

).  Find your D and C go to  a cha i r  in the
ca r ,  'kay? 'kay? corner.

C s i t s  on ch a i r .  0 re turns  
to  s to r e .  C pretends to  drive .

(RR) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) F Now, okay I have to  F, holding money, walks o f f
Action put i t  in my home with exaggerated g a i t ,
e x i t  and [ take  a walk

(2) E [No, no Faye . . .  E stops F and i n i t i a t e s  a
fragment.

(SS) 0, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

D has j u s t  brought f i l l e d  
bag and basket t o  F, who i s  
s i t t i n g  on a chair  a t  s ide  of

(1) 0 Now, now s i t  on the room.
seat  and put the  bag 
here,  and put the  basket 
th e re ,
[an '  then you drive!

(2) F [But where can you put F puts packages on a d i f f e r e n t
these .  cha i r .

(3) D [(Here/There) .  0 watches.
(4) F [No no t h i s  i s ,  t h i s  i s  F re tu rns  to her own cha i r .

l lama 's  c a r ,  she has to  
dr ive ,  she, she drives
over th e re .  She's F s i t s  cross-legged on cha ir ,  
driving over the re  As F t a l k s ,  D uncrosses F 's
with the  bag(s) ,  she= legs .
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(5) ID ='kay.  Not a response; ID has j u s t
f in ished  adjus t ing  F 's  legs.

Ac- (6) F I t ' s  her plane,  so, bye 
t ion  and I'm going to  l lam a 's ,
In te rac t ion  [ I t ' s  her plane,  
exi t (7 )  ID [Bye.

Bye. 0 walks back to  s to re .

(TT) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

H has j u s t  given G change.
(1) G "Okay! Thank you! G takes bag,

Action do doo do doo doo doo" walks out of s to re  with 
e x i t  exaggerated g a i t .

(UU) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(The d e t a i l s  of the  following 
del ivery were negotiated a t  
very grea t  length j u s t  p r io r  
to  t h i s .  See (0 ) ,  Ch. VII. )

(1) K . . . " d r l n g  dring dring" K 1s on s to re  phone.
(2) L "Hello?" L 1s on board phone, which she

has taken to  the  corner  she 
uses as "home".

(3) K "Yes t h i s  i s  the s to r e ­
keeper,  urn be, I ' l l  be, 
r ig h t  over ."

(4) L "Okay ba-bye!" L, then K, hang up.
"Oh no! My husband has L looks around her  corner ,
to  hide!"

"quick, go h ide ."  L whispers to  "husband".
"Okay, okay." L uses “husband" voice.
( ) .  L mumbles. Meanwhile K r o l l s

Action up bag, gets  basket ,  and skips
and over to  L 's  corner .

(5) K "IDring!"
I n te r -  Tha t 's  your door,  your K and L are b r ie f ly  o f f  camera,
act ion door b e l l .  "Dring
e x i t  dring!" K ges tures  1n a i r .

(6) L "Hello?" L i s  s t i l l  o f f  camera.
(7) K "This i s  th e ,  h e r e ' s ,  K extends bag and basket to  L.

you forgot your basket 
(here )" ,  (giggle)  K goes back to  s to re .

'"Kay. Ba-bye."
"Bye bye."fgj  K

(VV) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) K "Thank you." L hands K change.
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Could you please 
d e l iv e r  t h a t . ” K walks away.

L 1s put t ing  money in r e g i s t e rAction
e x i t Mommy I'm home, h e re ' s

a l l  my change." K i s  o f f  camera

The examples i l l u s t r a t e  the  t rend of  increase in in t e ra c t io n  

e x i t s  with age. Although in th e  3-year-old dyads both may 

p a r t i c ip a t e ,  both characters  may not.  In (QQ), (RR)» and (SS), for 

example, most of D's and E's involvements are i n s t r u c t i o n a l ;  they 

d i re c t  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  e x i t s .  In (UU) and (VV), both charac ters  have 

some par t  to  play in the  e x i t .

Episode F in ishes , Session F in ishes , and Episode. Re-arrangements

In Chapter VII,  i t  was reported t h a t  episode f in i s h e s  and sess ion 

f in ishes  were ra re .  Those f in i sh  phases t h a t  did e x i s t  were 

p a r t i c u la r ly  e f f e c t iv e  as boundaries of the  s to r e  fantasy in t h a t  

t h e i r  only function was to  end the  fan tasy .  Most episodes ended with 

a re-arrangement of the next episode.

In t h i s  chapter ,  methods for  analyzing procedures fo r  framing 

in t e r a c t iv e  pre tense  were described,  and r e s u l t s  derived from these  

methods were reported .  I t  appeared t h a t  sub jec ts  were not working 

e i t h e r  frequently  or  cons is ten t ly  a t  framing a s t a t e  of pre tense  

throughout each episode. All sub jec ts  used a t  l e a s t  one l i n g u i s t i c  

device fo r  framing pretense at l e a s t  once in an arrangement phase. 

More subjec ts  used im p l ic i t  p re tense  planning ("You be . . . , "  " I ' l l  be 

. . . , "  " T h i s ' l l  be . . . " )  than used any o ther  device in the  arrangement 

phase, evidence th a t  more subjec ts  were concerned with e s tab l i sh ing

Summary and Discussion
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essen t ia l  play procedures 1n the  arrangement phase than were concerned 

with e s ta b l i sh ing  a s t a t e  of fantasy per se.  Once play began, fewer 

than ha l f  of o lder  su b jec ts '  complete episodes contained por traya ls  of 

charac ter  (customer) e n t r i e s  in to  th e  fantasy scene; no 3-year-o ld  

ever entered the scene. Thus more frequent ly  than no t ,  the  s t a tu s  of 

the  subjec t  as e i t h e r  her ' r e a l '  s e l f  or her pretend charac te r  was 

unclear a t  the  ou tse t  of the episode. Older sub jec ts  appeared 

somewhat more l ik e ly  to  e n t e r  the scene a f t e r  repeated experience ro le  

playing s to re  with the same par tner ;  shared h is to ry  of  ro le  play with 

a pa r tne r  may have helped some subjec ts  consolida te  t h e i r  

represen ta t ion  of possible  s to re  episodes and then a n t i c ip a t e  an 

ep isode 's  beginning. During in t e r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay ,  almost a l l  

sub jec ts  a t  some time used a t  l e a s t  one Im p l ic i t  a s se r t io n  o f /  query 

regarding pre tense ,  evidence t h a t  subjec ts  were sometimes making an 

e f f o r t  to  maintain the  fantasy s t a t e .  There-were some c le a r  cases of 

out-of-frame pretense planning which was followed by in-frame fantasy 

play co n s is ten t  with the  agreed plan.  These, and the  ra re  use of 

e x p l i c i t  a s se r t io n s  o f /que r ies  regarding pretense ( " I s  t h a t  real?"

"I'm p r e t e n d i n g . . . . " )  in d ica te  t h a t  many sub jec ts  had as a goal fo r  a t  

l e a s t  some port ion  of t h e i r  play th e  co-construct ion of  pre tense ,  but 

no subjec t  was engaged in  putt ing on a whole pretend scenario without 

a break in frame. While subjec ts  were able t o  ro le  play complete 

s to re  episodes (see Table 7, Chapter VII,  for  analyses of  complete 

social ep isodes) ,  they were not organizing pre tense  s t a t e s  a t  the  same 

level of complexity. 3 About half  of sub jec ts '  complete episodes

3 The i n a b i l i t y  of coders t o  d is t in g u ish  out-of-frame negot ia t ions  
from in-frame enactments,  furthermore, ind ica tes  t h a t  subjec ts  were



contained por traya ls  of charac te r  e x i t s  out of the fantasy  scene.

Older sub jec ts  were more l ik e ly  than 3-year-olds to  e x i t .  As for  

e n t r i e s ,  th e re  was some evidence t h a t  ro le  play h is to ry  with th e  same 

partner  f a c i l i t a t e d  portrayal of e x i t s .  Episodes were then usually 

concluded with a rearrangement of the next episode. Episode f in i sh e s  

whose unique function i s  t o  c lose  the  episode from ou ts ide  t h e  fantasy 

boundary were very ra re .

The Infrequency of many devices fo r  e s ta b l i sh in g  and maintaining
*

pretense  was both surpr is ing  and methodologically troublesome, in t h a t  

i t  made In te rp re ta t io n  of su b jec ts '  use of framing devices d i f f i c u l t .  

The inconclusiveness  of the  r e s u l t s  may be a consequence of the 

excessively s t ruc tu red  nature  of the play context .  In the  course of 

designing and carry ing out the analyses reported 1n t h i s  chapter ,  1t  

became i ro n i c a l ly  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  study context  was not well su ited  t o  

research on the  framing of  pre tense .  The sub jec ts  1n t h i s  study were 

to ld  what t o  p lay ,  and they were supplied with a complete miniaturized 

s e t t i n g .  The su b je c ts '  c r e a t iv e  cons truc t ions  of ro le  play themes 

o ther  than  s to re  were excluded from a n a ly s is ,  and y e t  these  exclusions 

may b e t t e r  represent  the  to p ic  of study — In te ra c t iv e  'f ramings '  of 

scenarios not given 1n av a i lab le  play m a te r ia l s ,  i n te ra c t io n s  in which 

peers are  con t inua l ly  def in ing for  one another who they  a r e ,  where 

they a re ,  and what they are doing. Given the  in s t ru c t io n s  and s e t t in g  

used 1n the  present  s tudy, 1t  was probably obvious to  sub jec ts  'where' 

they were and f a i r l y  c l e a r  'who' they could possibly be and 'what ' 

they could possibly be doing. The need t o  frame may have been made

often  not methodically organizing pretense s t a t e s  a t  any level of 
complexity.
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i r r e l e v a n t .

Whether the  infrequency of the l i n g u i s t i c  procedures examined i s  

a r e s u l t  of a r ich ly  s t ruc tu red  play context i s  an empirical question.  

The ca tegor ies  of ana lys is  t h a t  were devised are  a con tr ibu t ion  to  a 

p o te n t i a l ly  more complete ana lys is  of communicative procedures fo r  the  

framing of i n t e r a c t iv e  pre tense  than has been av a i lab le  t o  da te .

These categories  should be useful fo r  comparative examinations of  

c h i ld re n ‘s ro le  play in contexts  l e s s  s t ruc tu red  than th e  one used 

here.



CHAPTER IX 

PORTRAYING PERSONS IN SOCIAL EPISODES:

EVIDENCE FOR SOCIAL PLAN KNOWLEOGE

Role play in te rac t io n s  are a valuable source of data regarding 

young c h i ld r e n ' s  conceptions of persons in everyday social 

in t e ra c t io n s .  Reported in t h i s  chapter  are methods and re su l t in g  

analyses which were designed to  reveal how subjec ts  portrayed social 

episodes. Analyses of  developmental d i f fe rences  1n these  por traya ls  

provide a bas is  for  In fe r r in g  th e  course of developmental change 1n 

c h i ld re n ' s  socia l plan knowledge.

According t o  the  end-po1nt ana lys is  of In te ra c t iv e  role play* a 

' s u ccess fu l '  socia l  episode por trayal  1s one in which the  persons 

portrayed appear t o  be pursuing a motivated course of act ions  and 

in te ra c t io n s .  While the  h ighes t - leve l  goal of each charac te r  may be 

independent (the customer needs to  obta in  her g rocer ie s ,  and th e  clerk 

needs to  obtain her pay) ,  a t  lower l ev e l s  the  subgoals of each 

charac te r  i n t e r a c t  (the customer must have her  goods priced and 

to ta l e d  by the  c le rk ,  and the  c le rk  needs to  do her  job by servicing 

the customer).  I t  i s  important to  determine c h i ld re n ' s  

represen ta t ions  of each c h a r a c t e r ' s  independent goals and t h e i r  

represen ta t ions  of c h a rac te r s '  in t e ra c t in g  goals.

To determine what subjec ts  were os tens ib ly  intending to  portray 

in t h e i r  role p lay ,  an ana lys is  of the contents of the  c h i ld re n ' s  

arrangement a c t i v i t y  i s  presented.  Then two kinds of  data  are

-  143 -
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examined as more s p ec i f i c  evidence of  c h i ld r e n ' s  represen ta t ions  of 

motivated act ions  and in te ra c t io n s :  t h e i r  formulations of t h e i r

ch a rac te r s '  i n t en t io n s ,  and the  sequentia l organizat ion and the  

conerence of t h e i r  p o r t r a y a l s .  For the  reader ' s  re ference ,  Table 21 

contains  an o u t l in e  of analyses and r e s u l t s .

Arrangements: Planning th e  Portrayal j j f  a Social Episode

The contents  of arrangement phases are  ca tegorized  as described 

1n Appendix 6. Since these  ca tegor ies  a re  commonsensical, they are 

b r ie f ly  defined below in th e  course of discussing th e  da ta .

Table 22 con ta ins ,  fo r  each category of  arrangement con ten t ,  the 

median proportion of  arrangements containing t h a t  category across  age 

and sess ion .  Over a l l  ages and sess ions ,  few arrangements contained 

planning of play theme (e .g .  "Le t ' s  play s to r e " ) ;  since the  theme was 

assigned, t h i s  1s hardly s u rp r i s in g .  I t  i s  noteworthy t h a t  sub jec ts  

arranged the  theme only in  sessions  1 and 2, the  6-year-o lds  in f ac t  

only in sess ion 1. Apparently the  more often th e  in v e s t ig a to r  

in s t ru c ted  the  sub jec ts  t o  "play s to r e , "  th e  more obvious and shared 

the  theme became. Set t ing  id e n t i ty  was a lso  almost never planned. 

(Indeed, what the  6-year-o lds  were e s tab l i sh ing  in sess ion 1 was not 

the  id en t i ty  of s to re  but of "home.") In many arrangements,  the 

i d e n t i t i e s  (e .g .  "s torekeeper ,"  "lady") and/or the  def in ing a c t i v i t y  

(e .g .  "buy," " s e l l " )  of  the  roles  to  be played were es tab l i shed .  I t  

i s  i n t e re s t in g  t h a t  the  3-year-olds  increased s te a d i ly  in the  

frequency of ro les  names from sess ions  I to  2 to  3, while the 6-year-  

olds decreased s t e a d i l y ,  and the  5-year-o lds  used role  names only in 

sessions 1 and 3. I t  may oe t h a t ,  for  the youngest sub jec ts ,  concepts
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Table 21

P ortray ing  Persons in  Social Episodes: Summary o f Analyses and

Results

C harac te r !s t ie s  
of por trayals

Trends 1n data

Age Session Age x sess ion

Arrangement
contents

Theme ------- Not in 3 For 6-yea r -o lds ,  
not 1n 2

Sett ing Only 6-year-o lds -------- For 6-yea r -o lds ,  
only in 1

Turn-taking Increase with age? ?

Role name Increase with age? For 3-year-o lds ,  
3 > 2 > 1

For 5-year-o lds ,
2 < 1, 3 > 2

For 6-y ea r -o ld s ,
3 < 2 < 1

Role a c t i v i t y 5-year-olds <
3- o r  6-year-o lds

For 3 -year-o lds ,  
2 < 1, 3 > 2

For 5-year-o lds ,  
only in 1

For 6-y ea r -o ld s ,  
2 > 1, 3 < 2

Role s teps Decrease with age 
(Only 3-year-o lds)

-------- For 3-year-o lds ,  
3 > 2 > 1

Role discourse Increase with age 
(Unly 6-year-o lds)

-------- For 6-y ea r -o ld s ,  
only 1n 3

Role locat ion Decrease with age 
(Only 3-year-o lds) ------- For 3 -year-o lds ,  

3 > 2 > 1

Role ownership Decrease with age? 2 < 1 For 6-yea r -o lds ,  
only in 1
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Table 21. continued
P ortray ing  Persons in  Social Episodes: Summary o f  Analyses and Results

Trends in data

C harac te r i s t ic s  
of por traya ls Age Session Age x session

Role purpose Only 5-year-olds

Role motive Decrease with age 
(Only 3-year-o lds)

Simple claim 

Clean up Increase with age

Stock she!ves 

Supply basket 

Supply money

Increase with age?
a

f

Increase with age

Formulations:
Evidence of 
independent goals

Highest role 
conceptua l iza t ion  
in arrangements

Role id e n t i ty  Increase with age 

Role a c t i v i t y  Increase with age 

Role 1ocation Decrease with age 

Simple claim ____

For 5-year-o lds ,  
only 1n 1

For 3-year-o lds ,  
not in 3

 ;?

For 3-year-o lds ,  
3 < 2 < 1

For older  p a i r s ,  
l e s s  than 100% 
only in 1

?

 ?

For o lder  p a i r s ,  
not in 1
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Table 21, continued
P ortray ing  Persons in  Social Episodes: Summary o f  Analyses and Results

Trends in data

C harac te r l s t ie s
of por traya ls  Age Session Age x session

Role names in. 
accomplishments

Role formulation

Role
presupposi tion

Motive and 
purpose

Seneri c purpose 

Item purpose 

Generic motive

Item motive

Formulations:
Evidence of 
interacting goals

Formulation of Decrease with age ___  For 3 -year-o lds ,
both ys.  Ojjg role in both ro les  3 > 2 > 1

For 5-year-o lds ,  
only 1n 1

For 6-y ea r -o ld s ,  
only in 3

(used by few subjec ts )

(used by majori ty  of su b jec ts ,  but 
too infrequent  fo r  q u a n t i t a t i v e  ana lys is )

(too in frequent  fo r  q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is )

(too infrequent  fo r  q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is )

(used by a l l  subjec ts  a t  l e a s t  once; too 
infrequent  fo r  q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is )

(used by 12/14 sub jec ts  a t  l e a s t  once; too 
infrequent fo r  q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is )
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Table 21, continued
P ortray ing  Persons in  Social Episodes: Summary o f Analyses and Results

C h arac te r i s t i c s  
o f  por traya ls

Trends in da ta^

Age Session Age x session

Episode organizations:
Eiideace of 
Independent goals

Episode
completion

Increase with age 2 < 1 For 6-yea r -o lds ,  
3 > 2

Successful rald- 
eoisode turn  
switch

Decrease with age 
(Only 3-year-olds) ------ -------

Carry-overs Decrease with age 
(Unly 3-year-o lds) ------- -------

Episode 
d1rec tedness /  
Fragments Decrease with age 

(No 6-year-o lds)
For 3-year-o lds ,  
3 > 2 > 1 

For 5-year-o lds ,  
only in 1 and 2

Simultaneous
por trayals

Thematically 
cons is ten t  vs. 
incons is ten t  
monologues

Increase with age * --------

a Any age or session e f f e c t s  found to  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ig n i f i c a n t  are ind ica ted  with an a s t e r i s k  (*) .
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Table 21, continued
P o rtray ing  Persons in  Social Episodes: Summary o f Analyses and Results

Trends in data

Character! st1 cs
of  por traya ls  Age Session Age x sess ion

Episode o rgan iza t ions :
Evidence of 
in t e ra c t in g  goals

Role switch Increase with age _________  _____

P a r a l l e l /  Decrease with age   For 3-year-o lds ,
s o l i t a r y  only in  1 and 2
col le 'c tions

Clerk (too Infrequent  fo r  q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is )
in t ru s ions

Valid Increase with age __________ _?
TfflTeractions



150

Table 22

Median Proportion of Arrangements containing Categories of 

Arrangement Content by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Arrangement contents  

Session Age Theme Sett ing Turns Name Activ i ty  Steps Talk Location

3 .1 1 * o o

GOO
• .5 0 .6 7 .40 .0 0

oCM•

5 .1 6 .0 0 .1 6 .5 8 .1 6 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0

6 .1 2 .3 8 .1 2 .1 2 .3 8 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0

3 .3 3 .0 0 . o o .2 2 .3 3 .2 2

oo. .3 3

5 .1 2 .0 0 .1 2 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0

6 .0 0 .0 0 .5 0 .5 0 .7 5 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0

3 .0 0 .0 0 .0 7 .1 3 .8 0 .20 .0 0 .6 0

5 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .5 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0

6 .0 0 .0 0 .1 6 .7 5 .2 5 .0 0 .1 6 .0 0
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Table 22, continued

Arrangement contents

Session Age Owner Purpose Motive Claim Clean-up Stock Basket Money

3 .33 .00 .20 .11 .20 .11 .20 .00

5 .00 .16 .00 .00 .83 .25 .00 .00

6 .25 .00 .00 .50 .83 .00 .50 .00

3 .11 .00 .11 .00 .16 .11 .00 .00

5 .00 .00 .00 .25 1.00 .25 .25 .25

6 .00 .00 .00 .00 1.00 .25 .00 .25

3 .13 .00 .90 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

5 .00 .00 .00 .50 1.00 .00 .50 .25

6 .00 .00 .00 .00 1.00 .25 .00 .00



of the  s to r e  roles  emerged over the  course of the th re e  play sessions  

t o  become more 'nameable, 1 while the  older  subjec ts  were Instead 

making adjustments in use of ro le  name t o  c e r t a in  communicative 

contexts .  (However* only th e  5-year-olds  made adjustments 1n sess ion 

3* i f  we can Indeed regard an increase  1n use of ro le  names as the 

appropria te  adjustment to  sess ion 3 . )  Only 3-year-olds ever planned 

sp ec i f ic  s teps  of a ro le  (e .g .  “. . . t h e n  you take  i t  to  your c a r . . . " )  

or the  appropria te  loca t ion  of a ro le  (e .g .  "You go 1n t h e r e ! " ) .  Only 

6-year-o lds  ever arranged charac te r  discourse (e .g .  "Hello! I'm the  

storekeeper!"  Tha t ' s  what you do).  Thus the sub jec ts  who knew le a s t  

about s to r e  episodes,  the  3 -year-o lds ,  (see Chapter VII and X) were 

more apt to  arrange the s teps  of th e  episodes e x p l i c i t l y .  Perhaps the 

3-year-olds* concern with episode act ions  and th e  6-yea r -o lds '  

( in f requen t)  concern with cha rac te r  discourse in d ica te  emerging 

awarenesses of these  r e spec t ive  components of social episodes.  I t  i s  

important t o  note ,  however, t h a t  arrangement of episode ac t ions  and 

discourse  was, fo r  any subjec t  group, l e s s  frequent than arrangement 

of ro le  i d e n t i ty  and ro le  a c t i v i t y .  Thus a l l  o lder  subjec ts  and 

3-year-olds  in many arrangements appeared t o  assume th a t  they and 

t h e i r  par tners  shared understanding about what to  do once ro les  were 

e s ta b l i sh ed .  (As discussed 1n Chapter VII,  t h i s  assumption was often 

egocentr ic ;  fo r  example, sub jec ts  did not Increase the  var ie ty  of 

arrangement contents  in sess ion 3 when repar tnered . )  Consistent with 

the  argument tha t  e x p l i c i t  planning of episode components may r e f l e c t  

emerging understandings of those  components, only 3-year-o lds  ever 

e s tab l i shed  a charac te r  motive 1n the  arrangement phase (e .g .  "and you 

want food, s o . . . " ) ,  and i t  was primarily 3-year-olds who es tab l isned  a
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c h a r a c t e r ' s  ownership of objec ts  (e .g .  "This i s  my food fo r  me to  ea t  

not you") .  Only 5-year-olds  ever es tab l i shed  a ch a rac te r  purpose 

(e .g .  "I'm making a l o t  of dinner  t o n ig h t " ) ;  these  were too 

infrequent  to  warrant i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Character  motives and purposes 

were es tab l i shed  only In sessions  1 (motives, purposes) and 2 

(motives),  suggesting t h a t  these  were Increas ingly  assumed by subjec ts  

t o  be shared r ep resen ta t ions .  The 5- and 6-year-o lds  demonstrated 

planful o rd e r l in es s  in preparing the  s e t t i n g  fo r  an episode. They 

almost always re turned th e  s e t t in g  to  i t s  I n i t i a l  s t a t e  before playing 

again (an ana lys is  done only for  Rearrangements),  and they more often 

transformed th e  I n i t i a l  s e t t in g  by stocking th e  prop shelves with toy 

foods. Older sub jec ts  In f requen t ly ,  but more of ten  than younger 

3 -yea r-o lds ,  supplied th e  customer with a basket and/or  money before 

i n i t i a t i n g  ro le  p lay.

In sum, In arrangements sub jec ts  were primari ly  engaged in 

e s ta b l i sh in g  ro le  i d e n t i t i e s  by name or by defining ro le  a c t i v i t y .

Only 3-year-olds arranged spec i f ic  s teps  of a ro le  play episode,  or 

charac te r  lo c a t io n s ,  or  cha rac te r  motives. Older sub jec ts  were more 

planful in s e t t i n g  up the  fantasy  scene.

Formulation^

Formulations of  Role

Arrangements. As an i n i t i a l  examination of  su b jec ts '  concepts 

of c h a ra c te r s '  r o l e s ,  arrangements were examined fo r  formulations of 

the  ro les  t h a t  sub jec ts  were organizing and claiming.  Categories were 

constructed from th e  data  themselves. Subjects  were observed to  

formulate ro le  i d e n t i t i e s  ("s to rekeeper" ,  “lady",  "customer", "buyer",



" s e l l e r " ,  "payer"),  bas ic  ro le  a c t i v i t i e s  ("buy", " s e l l " ) ,  and role  

locat ions ("behind the counter" ,  "in f ron t  of the coun te r" ) ,  as well 

as make simple claims to  ro les  containing no ro le  formulation ("my 

t u rn " ) .  Typica lly  the f i r s t  d iscourse  act  containing any ro le  

formulation or a simple claim re su l ted  in a successful claim to  (or  

assignment of)  t h a t  ro le ,  and subsequent d iscourse  ac t s  containing 

o ther  kinds of  formulations served t o  e labo ra te  t h e  ro le .  For the 

purposes o f  t h i s  an a ly s is ,  a l l  formulations  were coded, whether role  

claim or  ro le  e labo ra t ion ,  and th e  most e x p l i c i t  formulation of any 

ro le  was s e le c ted ,  where e x p l i c i t n e s s  corresponded t o  a hierarchy of

(1) ro le  I d e n t i t y ,  (2) r o le  a c t i v i t y ,  (3) ro le  loca t ion ,  and (4) 

simple claim. I t  was reasoned t h a t :  (a) formulations of ro le

i d e n t i t i e s  are formulations of p a r t i c ip a n t  ro le s  — of  persons — 

while formulations of a c t i v i t y  and loca t ion  do not c le a r ly  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  the  ' r e a l 1 ch i ld  from the  charac te r  she wil l  por tray;

(b) appropria te  formulations of bas ic  ro le  a c t i v i t i e s  ( i . e .  "buy", 

" s e l l " )  in d ica te  a (more or l e s s )  normative represen ta t ion  of what 

c le rks  and customers do, while formulations of  ro le  loca t ion  are  

overly p a r t i c u la r  (clerk and customer ro les  are not defined by 

lo ca t io n ,  even i f  clerk and customer are  usually  found in ce r ta in  

lo c a t io n s ) ;  (c) simple claims can be q u i te  appropria te  in a var ie ty  of 

contexts ,  including arrangements where p a r t i c ip a n ts  share 

understandings about t h e i r  ro le  play p lans,  and ' the re fo re  they are 

ambiguous as evidence of su b je c ts '  represen ta t ions  of t h e i r  ro le s .

The data 1n Table 23 in d ica te  a t rend  of increase with age 1n 

formulations of role i d e n t i ty  (except in sess ion 1) and a c t i v i t y  and a 

decrease with age in formulations of ro le  lo ca t io n .  Thus older
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Table 23

Median Proportion of Arrangements conta ining,  

as the Highest Level Formulation for  a given Role, 

Formulations of Role I d e n t i t y ,  Role A c t iv i ty ,  Role Location, 

and Simple Claim, by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Highest level formulatl on

Role Role Role Simple

Session Age Ident i ty Activ i ty Location Claim

1 3 .22 .13 .20 .11

5 .58 .17 .00 .00

6 .12 .42 .00 .58

2 3 .17 .33 .11

oo•

5 .00 .00 .00 .33

6 .75 .50 .00 . o o

• 3 3 .20 .13 .47 .00

5 .50 .00 .00 .50

6 .75 .25 .00 .00
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sub jec ts  more f requent ly  i d e n t i f i e d  a ro le  by name and thus  formulated 

the  persons whose i d e n t i t i e s  thqy would assume. There i s  no evident 

pa t te rn  in  the  age d i s t r i b u t io n  of simple claims. There i s  no evident 

p a t te rn  of session or age x sess ion d i f fe rences  for  any category.

Accomplishment phases. In accomplishment phases, ro les  were 

sometimes formulated, as in arrangement phases, and sometimes 

presupposed in  speaker-se lec t lon  devices  (e .g .  "Payer?," “Miss") or 

o ther  charac te r  d iscourse (e .g .  to  someone on the  phone: "Could you

wait a minute? I have a customer r ig h t  he re" ) .  However, the 

incidence of role formulation and ro le  presupposi tion  in the  

accomplishment phase was too infrequent  to  warrant q u a n t i t a t iv e  

an a ly s is .  Roles were formulated a t  l e a s t  once by only 5 of 14 

sub jec ts  during play across  a l l  se ss ions .  More sub jec ts  (10) 

presupposed t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  ro le  Id en t i ty  a t  l e a s t  once from within 

the  fan tasy .  There was no apparent age t rend .  Thus 1n accomplishment 

phases, many subjec ts  were sometimes con tr ibu t ing  t o  th e  construct ion 

of a ro le  id en t i ty  from within t h e  fan tasy ,  by presupposing a fantasy 

id e n t i ty .

Formulations of Motive and Purpose:

Evidence of Charac ters1 Independent Goals

In order  t o  examine c h i ld r e n ' s  rep resen ta t ions  of each 

c h a r a c t e r ' s  independent goa ls ,  four ca tegor ies  of cha rac te r  in te n t  

were defined:  generic motive, item motive, generic  purpose, item 

purpose. (See Appendix 13 fo r  coding procedures .)  'Motives' are 

statements of or questions  regarding need or d e s i r e  (e .g .  "I want some 

food" or "Go you need a lemon?") for  some s to re  1tem(s) ,  with no
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s ta ted  goal fo r  t h e i r  use. "Purposes" are  statements of (or  ques tions  

regarding) in t e n t  fo r  use of s to re  item(s)  (e .g .  " 'cause  I'm making a 

l o t  of d inner") .  E i the r  motive or purpose can r e f e r  to  e i t h e r  items 

in general ( " . . . f o o d . . . " ,  " . . . a l l  t h e s e . . . " )  or  a sp e c i f i c  item 

( " . . . l e m o n . . . " ,  “. . . m i l k . . . " )  or  s e t  of items ( " . . . l e m o n s . . . " ,  "wine 

and milk") .  I t  was reasoned t h a t  any of these  formulations

contr ibuted  t o  the portrayal  of  a motivated ch a rac te r ,  but t h a t

generic formulations,  both motive and purpose, were e f f o r t s  to

e s ta b l i s h  charac te r  in ten t ions  a t  the level of the episode, and tha t

formulations of generic purpose in p a r t i c u l a r  were e f f o r t s  to  motivate 

the  ch a rac te r  by supplying her with an episode goal.

Formulations of motive and purpose were so in frequent  t h a t  

q u a n t i t a t iv e  ana lys is  was not app ropr ia te .  Only 2 o f  14 subjec ts  ever 

used purpose formulations.  Most subjec ts  produced motive 

formulations; generic  motives (12 of 14 su b je c t s ) ,  Item motives (12 

of 14 su b je c ts ) .  (One 3-year-old  produced n e i th e r  a gener ic or an 

item motive.)

Examples (A) and (B) are  the  s e t  of generic purpose 

formulat ions . 1

(A) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

I and J are  stocking th e  shelves.
(1) I Don't give,  too much, Foods are ro l l in g  a l l  over counter,

to  ( )
*(2) J ( ) ( t h i s ) ,  'cause

I'm making a l o t  of
dinner  (you have to )  J cont inues  t o  give I foods.

1 In each of examples c i t e d  in t h i s  chapter ,  an a s t e r i s k  (*) ind ica tes  
the u t te rance  which exemplifies the  category of analys is  being 
discussed.
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(8) K, 73 mos; Mf 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

K wants to  buy more foods, but M 
*(1) K (huh wha), I need a refuses  her.

big dinner ton igh t !  K r a i se s  her voice , bangs t a b le .
(2) M Well, t h i s  1s a l l  we

got ,  ( to  give you).  Dfspute continues.

All dyads 1n sess ions  1 and 3 and most dyads in session 2 

formulated a generic motive, and some dyads an item motive. Examples 

below i l l u s t r a t e  generic motives fo r  each age group.

(C) A, 38 mos; 8 , 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 2 (Incomplete)

B 1s I n i t i a t i n g  s to re  play. 
*(1) B m'you need some food? B watches A walk about room.

(2) A I have to  m — oh god. A knocks phone o f f  hook. B
*(3) B Okay, do y 1 do you need helps her pick 1t up.

some buy,<some food?
Do you need ( to )  buy 
some food?

(4) A No.
(B's e f f o r t s  f a l l . )

•
Later ,  B pours foods from bag

(5) B . . .You t ry  to  get a l l .  onto board and i n s t r u c t s  A.
‘You t r y .  And and and 

* you want some food.
Then give i t  me and I 
will buy i t  fo r  you 
okay?

(0) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 8

*(1) F Goodbye. I f  I need E has j u s t  given F her pizza  and 
some more tomorrow a coin, 
then ,  then I can come 
over here ,  r igh t?

(E 's  response 1s u n in te rp re ta b le . )

(E) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

*(1) I You want some more I i s  bagging J ' s  i tems,
s tu f f ?  ( f i f ty )*  ( )

(2) J Gimme me my, (corn- J reaches for  an Item on s h e l f ,
f l a k e s ) .
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(F) L , 74 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 3 , Episode 1

*(1) L Yes what would you L speaks over the  counter  to
l l l i k e .  imaginary person, palins-up

ges tu re ,  dramatic voice.

(G) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

*(1) L Take anything you want. To s e l f ,  palms up, looks a t
food items.

Examples below i l l u s t r a t e  item motives fo r  each age group.

(H) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 2, Episode 1 (incomplete)

D seems to  be t ry ing  anything 
to  get C In te re s te d  in play. 

*(1) D You want a p lan t?  She spies a pot on the  f lo o r .
(2) C No p lan t ,  thanks.

(I)  E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2, Episode 3

*(1) E O'you want some (ce le ry )?  E i s  of fer ing  items to  F. 
*(2) F Yes some be r ry ,  I would 

l ik e .

(J) G, 66 mos; ri, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

*(1) G I would l ik e  some of G points  to a p ic tu red  item 
th a t  cake p lease ,  on f ron t  of s to re  prop,
t h a t ' s  on the  bottom 
of here.

(K) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

*(1) J I want a l i t t l e  donut.  J puts item on counter.
(2) I All r ig h t ,  t h a t ' s  — (Transact ion con t inues . )

(L) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

*(1) L (You) need.some f i sh
ma'am? * L speaks p o l i t e ly  t o  K over

(2) K Urn, yes I dol counter .
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(M) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

*(1) N (wel l)  I have to  get  N i s  se lec t ing  items, 
two eggs, and a 
cucumber, and some 
milk, and chocolate 
milk, and —

Most episodes contained al: l e a s t  one formulation of customer motive 

which con tr ibu ted  to  the  por trayal  of  the  customer as pursuing a 

motivated course of ac t ion .  2

Formulations: Evidence of Charac te rs1 In te rac t ing  Goals

I t  was very r a re  fo r  a s ingle  d iscourse  ac t  to  contain  a 

formulation of the  clerk/customer  r e l a t io n s h ip .  However, i t  was not 

r a re  to  f ind  formulations of both roles  1n a sequence of discourse 

ac ts  1n arrangement phases, when ro les  were negot ia ted .  Accordingly, 

arrangements were examined fo r  the  incidence of subs tan t ive  role  

formulations of  one or both ro les  — formulat ions o f  ro le  names 

( " . . . s t o r e k e e p e r . . . " ) ,  of c r i t i c a l  ro le  a c t i v i t i e s  ( " . . b u y . . s e l l . . " ) ,  

and of c r i t i c a l  ro le  loca t ions  ( " . . . b e h in d  the  counter") .  (See 

Appendix 6 fo r  procedures fo r  coding arrangement con ten ts ,  including 

role  fo rmula t ions . )  I t  was reasoned t h a t  e f f o r t s  to formulate both 

ro les  were e f f o r t s  to  formulate ro le  r e l a t io n s h ip s .  (Arrangements 

which contained no formulations — as when one ro le  was claimed simply 

by "My tu rn " ,  and th e  o ther  ro le  was claimed by Implication — were

2
The c lerk  was never portrayed as pursuing a s a la ry ,  but a va l id  and 

coherent por trayal  of a s to re  episode does not require  motivation of 
the c le rk .  The c l e r k ' s  pursu i t  of  pay explains  her ac t ions  across 
many s to re  episodes; within any given episode, she need merely be 
portrayed as intending to  serve the  customer. The 6- y e a r - o ld s 1 
occasional desc r ip t ions  of the c lerk  as "doing her  job" or  "doing 
work" seem to  ind ica te  t h e i r  emerging understanding of employee 
serv ice .
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not Included as data for  the  following ana lyses . )

There i s  a trend in  t h e  data in Table 24 ind ica t ing  t h a t ,  when 

subject  pa i r s  produced arrangements containing ro le  formulat ions,  

o lder  sub jec ts  were more l ik e ly  than younger sub jec ts  t o  formulate 

only one ro le .  I t  i s  highly unlikely  t h a t  the  o lder  subjec ts  were 

l e s s  able than th e  younger sub jec ts  t o  formulate ro le  r e l a t io n s .  A 

more reasonable i n t e rp re ta t io n  i s  t h a t  shared knowledge of ro le  

r e l a t io n s  enables older  subjec ts  to  arrange only one ro le  e x p l i c i t l y ,  

leaving th e  other  ro le  arranged i m p l i c i t l y .  Session d i f fe rences  in 

formulation of both roles  across  age groups are  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

i n t e r p r e t .  The 3-year-olds  increased in  formulation of both roles  

from sessions  1 to  2 to  3. The 5-year-olds decreased from sess ions  1 

to  2 ( to  .00) and then remained a t  .00. The 6-year-o lds  decreased 

from sess ions  1 to  2 and then increased in  sess ion 3. This pa t te rn  

might Indica te  t h a t ,  fo r  the  youngest su b jec ts ,  p rac t ic ing  ro le -  

playing a given theme with any par tner  enables them to  represent and 

to  negot ia te  the appropria te  complementary ro le s ;  the older  sub jec ts  

may background negot ia t ion of both roles  once par tners  share ro le  play 

his tory  (session 2) ;  i t  may be only the  o ldes t  su b jec ts ,  however, who 

recognize t h a t  re -par tner ing  in  sess ion 3 requires  a re turn  to  

e x p l i c i t  negot ia t ion  of j o i n t  ro le s .

Episode Organizations 

Evidence fo r  Charac ters1 Independent Goals

I f  sub jec ts  are portray ing persons in goa l -d i rec ted  a c t i v i t y ,  the 

portrayed episode wil l  be: ( 1) sequent ia l ly  organized (play will not

cons is t  of an unpredictably organized ' c o l l e c t i o n '  of  act ions and
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Table 24

Median Proportion of Arrangements 

containing Formulations of Both Roles vs .  One Role 

by Age and Session (Oyad as Subject)

Formulations

Both One

Session Age Roles Role

1 3 .33 .67

5 .25 .75

6

oo. 1.00

2 3 .50 .50

5 .00 1.00

6 .00 1.00

3 3 .80 .20

5 .00 1.00

6 .50 .50
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in te ra c t io n s )*  (2) complete (a reasonable outcome fo r  a t  l e a s t  one 

c h a r a c t e r ' s  a c t i v i t y  will  be portrayed)* (3) d i rec ted  ( sub jec ts  will  

not become absorbed in repeated cycles  of r i t u a l  not d i rec ted  to  the 

accomplishment of a recognizable outcome). I f  subjec ts  are  portraying 

persons whose goals are independent,  the  portrayed ro le  r e l a t io n s  will  

furthermore of ten be (4) independent and simultaneous (each charac te r  

wil l  pursue her own goal Independent ly, un t i l  a need fo r  in te ra c t io n  

a r i s e s ) .  The organization of the  portrayed episodes is  examined next.

Episode completion and sequentia l o rgan iza t ion . Data regarding 

the  sequentia l organizat ion and completeness of por traya ls  have 

already been presented .  Table 7, in  Chapter VII,  contains th e  median 

proportion of episodes which were complete and which were c o l le c t io n s .  

Most episodes were adequately complete ( the  customer obtained food).  

There were few co l lec t ions*  and th ese  occurred only 1n th e  3-year-old 

da ta .  Therefore most po r traya ls  were sequen t ia l ly  organized and 

complete. However, there  i s  a t rend  ind ica t ing  t h a t  younger subjec ts  

were somewhat l e s s  l ik e ly  to  cons t ruc t  complete, sequent ia l ly  

organized episode p o r t r a y a l s .

More de ta i l e d  analyses of  incomplete episodes provide fu r the r  

evidence of 3 -year-o lds '  d i f f i c u l t i e s  with the  construct ion of a 

complete episode.

Incomplete episodes were of ten  rendered incomplete when one 

p a r t i c ip a n t  success fu l ly  se ized the  o t h e r ' s  ro le  mid-episode; the 

tu rn  switch rendered the p r io r  episode incomplete.  (See Appendix 14 

for  procedures for  coding mid-episode tu rn  neg o t ia t io n s . )  The mere 

presence of an at tempt a t  turn  switch mid-episode, even i f  

unsuccessful ,  i s  evidence t h a t  p a r t i c ip a n ts  do not agree on what
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c o n s t i tu t e s  episode completion. Attempts to  change ro le s  m1d-ep1sode 

were made by some 3-year-olds (2 pa i rs  1n session 1, 1 pa i r  1n sess ion 

2, 1 p a i r  1n session 3) and some 6-year-o lds  (1 p a i r  1n session 1, 1 

p a i r  1n sess ion 3) .  However, such attempts were successful only for  

the 3-year-o lds .  Thus some 3-year-o lds  sometimes abandoned an episode 

before t h e  customer had purchased her Items.

Many incomplete episodes were followed by a disorganized episode 

in which some components of a p r io r  episode were inappropria te ly  

ca r r ied  over in to  the  next episode. (See Appendix 14 for  procedures 

fo r  coding cross-episode carry-overs  of ownership.) 'C ar ry -overs1 

very commonly involved ownerships defined in  one episode ca r r ied  over 

in to  t h e  next.  In one case,  fo r  example, the  'customer' in one 

(incomplete) episode got only as f a r  as unloading items a t  th e  counter  

and then ro le s  were switched; she then proceeded, as ' c l e r k 1, to  bag 

these  same foods, and the re  were very confusing disputes  over the 

ownership of these  foods. Carry-overs can be c a r r ied  over in several 

success ive episodes,  rendering in te rp r e ta t io n s  of the charac te rs '  

motives 1n any given episode problematic .  Many 3-year-olds  (2 pa i r s  

in sess ion 1, 2 pa i r s  1n sess ion 2,  1 p a i r  in sess ion 3) and no older  

sub jec ts  ca r r ied  over ownerships from episode to  episode, thereby 

rendering c h a rac te r s '  motives unclear .  (This r e s u l t  can be 

h ighl ighted  1n an overlapping ana lys is  of rearrangement procedures:

As shown in Table 22, 5-year-olds and 6-year-o lds  almost always 

returned the  foods, money, bags, and basket to  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  locat ions  

before i n i t i a t i n g  a new episode, while only 1 3-year-o ld  dyad ever 

d id,  and t h i s  dyad did so in f req u en t ly . )

In sum, a l l  dyads a t  some time co-constructed  a complete social
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episode. However, 3-year-olds were mare l i k e l y  than o lder  sub jec ts  to  

abandon an episode before completion and to  carry  over claims to  

subsequent episodes. These behaviors r e su l ted  in many a c t iv i t y  uni ts  

where th e  motive of the  charac te r  e i t h e r  was not portrayed as 

s a t i s f i e d  o r  was q u i te  d i f f i c u l t  to  I n te r p r e t .

Episode d i rec tedness . Examination of the in te rna l  organizat ion 

of complete episodes was necessary t o  reveal whether p a r t i c ip a n ts  were 

por traying a c t i v i t i e s  d i rec ted  toward an outcome. Examination of the 

in te rna l  organizat ion of episodes revealed t h a t  many por trayals  

contained repeated 'fragments '  of  episodes — repeated r i tu a l  

sequences of  ac t ions  or i n t e r a c t io n s .  S im i la r ly ,  some episodes were 

r i t u a l l s t l c a l l y  repeated without an arrangement o r  a tu rn  change of 

any kind. The 4yad simply s ta r te d  a l l  over again 1n th e  same ro le s ;  

t y p i c a l ly  th e  customer added to  her foods obtained in the  p r io r  

episode,  or bags of  foods from p r io r  episodes accumulated 1n odd 

p laces ,  Whenever there  were r i t u a l  fragments and unarranged episodes 

without tu rn  changes, 1t  was very d i f f i c u l t  to  recognize the 

customer 's  goal un t i l  a l l  r e p e t i t i o n s  were over and some outcome 

emerged. Thus the  customer 's  goal was d i f fu se  and ambiguous.

Repeated 'f ragments '  of por traya ls  and unarranged, unannounced 

r e p e t i t io n s  of episodes were Inconsis ten t  with motivated charac te r  

p o r t r ay a l .

A fragment was defined as a sequence of a t  l e a s t  3 ac t ions  or 

in te ra c t io n s  which 1s repeated.  (See Appendix 6 for  d e f in i t io n s  of 

ac t ions  and in t e r a c t io n s .  See Appendix 15 fo r  d e f in i t io n  of a 

fragment .)  Only r e p e t i t io n s  of the sequence and not th e  i n i t i a l  

sequence were coded as fragments. Unarranged episodes were those
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I n i t i a t e d  without a turn  change and without an arrangement of any kind 

(see Appendix 15).  Table 25 conta ins  the  median r a t i o  of fragments 

and unarranged episodes per complete episode by age and sess ion.

(There were fragments in incomplete episodes as w el l ,  but the  point  

here i s  to  show the r i t u a l  ch a rac te r  of otherwise well-formed, 

complete social e p i so d e s . )

The frequency of fragments and of episodes without arrangements 

appeared to  dec l ine  with age. The majori ty  of  3 -year-o lds '  wel l-  

formed episodes contained e i t h e r  a t  l e a s t  one fragment or  was 

i n i t i a t e d  without an arrangement; no episode of the  6-year-o lds  

contained a fragment or was i n i t i a t e d  without a turn  change and an 

arrangement.  The episodes of younger sub jec ts  were thus  le ss  l ike ly  

to  be d i re c te d ,  in t h a t  they were more l ik e ly  to  contain repeated 

sequences which did not con tr ibu te  to  a portrayal of charac ter  

a c t i v i t y  d i rec ted  t o  the  achievement of a well-defined outcome. The 

3- and 5-year-olds appeared t o  Increase s l i g h t ly  in frequency of 

fragments and no arrangements 1n session 2. This pa t te rn  would 

suggest t h a t  experience in  role  playing a p a r t i c u la r  theme with the  

same p a r tne r  may lead to  th e  construct ion  of w el l -p rac t iced  r i t u a l  

rou t ines .  Session 3, then,  should provide evidence of d is rup t ion  in 

p a r tn e r - sp e c i f i c  r i t u a l .  But while the  5-year-olds f i t  t h i s  pa t te rn  

with no fragments 1n sess ion 3, the  3 -yea r -o lds '  complete episodes 

contained more fragments in sess ion 3 than in e i t h e r  p r io r  sess ion.

I t  might be t h a t  the  role play of 3-year-olds  cons is ts  largely  of 

'p i e c e s '  of the portrayed event and t h a t  experience ro le  playing t h a t  

event with any par tner  provides useful p rac t ice  in producing those 

p ieces;  the 5-year-olds may be able to  produce a complete episode
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Median Ratio of Ritual Sequences per Complete Episode 

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Ritual sequences

Table 25

No arrangement 

Session Age Fragments No tu rn  change

1 3 .11 .22

5 .17 .17

6 .00 .00

2 3 .50 .38

5 .25 .25

6 .00 .00

3 3 2.50 .25

5 .00 .00

6 .00  .00
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without r e p e t i t io n  of in te rna l  p ieces ,  but with a f a m i l ia r  ro le  play 

p a r tn e r ,  may lapse  in to  playful  r e p e t i t i o n s  of ce r ta in  sequences. The 

p o s s ib i l i t y  t h a t  the ex is tence  of fragments in  preschoolers '  ro le  play 

ind ica tes  d i f f e r e n t  competences a t  d i f f e r e n t  ages should be explored 

in fu tu re  work.

Simultaneous p o r t r a y a l s . Because c lerk  and customer ro les  are 

p a r t i a l l y  Independent, por trayal  of grocery s to re  contains  

simultaneous, unrelated  c le rk  and customer a c t i v i t i e s  as well as 

motivated in t e r a c t io n s .  A c lerk  may stock shelves or serve other  

customers,  while the  customer s e l e c t s  her i tems.  In these  data ,  

sub jec ts  of ten  used monologue to  por tray t h e i r  c h a ra c te r s '  

independence. For example, many o lder  sub jec ts  conducted s to re -  

appropria te  'd ia logues '  with a pretend t h i r d  par ty  (e .g .  for  the 

c l e rk ,  another  customer, and fo r  the  customer, a shopping companion). 

Ur they accompanied independent a c t i v i t i e s  with an ongoing monologue. 

Narrat ive monologue accompaniments to  them at ica l ly  appropriate  

independent a c t i v i t i e s  may be Inval id  as  r e a l i s t i c  por trayal  (usually 

people do not t a lk  aloud as they work or  shop),  but they are  e f fe c t iv e  

means of  making independent a c t i v i t y  s o c ia l ,  for  displaying to  the 

par tner  what one i s  doing.

Categories of monologue were constructed to  r e f l e c t  t h e i r  

appropriateness  to  th e  s to re  context  and t h e i r  content .  Consistent  

t h i r d  party  dialogues are  telephone conversations of the  c l e r k ' s  with 

o ther  customers and bosses,  serv ice  dialogues with o ther  customers in 

the s to r e ,  and conversat ions of  the  customer 's  with shopping 

companions. Inconsis ten t  t h i rd  party dialogues are any conversations 

with a pretend person i r r e l e v a n t  to  s to r e  play.  In these  da ta ,  they



were ty p ic a l ly  b r ie f  telephone c a l l s  to  an un iden t i f ied  person 

("Hello? Goodbye!") and phone c a l l s  with a person not appropria te  in a 

s to re  scenario (mothers, b a b y s i t t e r s ,  Woody Woodpecker). Consistent 

accompaniments a re  accompaniments to  (e .g .  i t e r a t i o n s )  or  na r ra t ive  

descr ip t ions  o f  ongoing s to r e  a c t i v i t i e s  such as se le c t in g  items, 

stocking shelves ,  counting money, pr ic ing Items, bagging.

Inconsis ten t  accompaniments are  desc r ip t ions  of any a c t iv i t y  

Inconsis ten t  with s to r e  play.  Examples are making "oink" sounds, 

describing " l lam a 's  family",  plans fo r  bir thday cake, closing a 

"lunch" bag. Consistent other  monologues are  a s se r t ions  of in ten t  to  

the  s e l f  regarding s to re  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  i s  not ongoing and id le  remarks 

about- the s to re  s e t t in g  to  th e  s e l f ,  incons is ten t  other  monologues 

are comments about accidents  (e .g .  f a l l e n  ob jec ts )  and a s se r t ions  of 

in te n t  to  th e  s e l f  regarding nonstore a c t i v i t y  t h a t  1s not ongoing 

(e .g .  where to  put a lunch bag).  (See Appendix 16 fo r  procedures for 

coding monologue fu nc t ions . )

As presented in Table 26, thematica l ly  co n s is ten t  monologues 

(Total) were produced le ss  of ten by 3-year-olds  than by older  

sub jec ts .  Only 5-year-olds  and 6-year-o lds  created th i rd - p a r ty  

thematical ly  cons is ten t  conversat ions with o ther  customers and with 

bosses,  as the following examples i l l u s t r a t e .

(N) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) G "mmmmmmmmmmm G d ia l s  s to re  phone. H 1s
Hello? Yes, I ' l l  order  s e le c t in g  foods.
1 t ,  you 're  welcome. G then puts phone down.
(Hello,  yes ,  very G picks up phone again.

_ good), stay on the  
l in e .  G puts phone down.
Are you s t i l l  the re?  G picks up phone again.

H comes to  counter  with fu l l  
Okay! In a minute, basket .
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Table 26

Median Proportion of Monologues which were 

them at ica l ly  cons is ten t  or  them at ica l ly  incons is ten t

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)
«

Thematically cons is ten t  Thematically inconsis ten t

Ses- Age Third Accompan- Other Total Third Accompan- Other Total

sion party iment party iment

1 3 . o o .38 .00 .36 .30

OCM•

CM• .68

5 . .12 .52 .17 .78 .11 .00 .05 .21

6 .09 .46 .04 .62 .20 .00 .20 .38

2 3 .00 .26 .00 .26 .24 .28 .18 .74

5 .30 .10 .04 .61 .20 .00 .14 .39

6 .04 .43 .14 .76 .24 .00 .12 .24

3 3 .00 .40 .04 .40 .19 .17 .19 .60

5 .25 .38 .04 .71 .07 .10 .08 .28

6 .08 .62 .00 .71 .17 .00 .08 .29

There was a s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  fo r  Thematically c o n s i s t e n t /  

Total in Session 3 (H = 7.7142, p < .049; 3-year-olds  < 

5 -year-o lds ,  F isher ,  p =» .025; 3-year-olds  < 6-yea r -o lds ,  

F isher ,  p = .025)
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in a minute, I have a H s i t s  down, waiting fo r  G. 
customer, so could you
wait a minute?" G puts rece iver  down, H

comes back to  counter .

(0) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) H “Dingal ingal ingal ing .  H smiles ,  answers phone.
Wait a minute boss."  G unloads items onto counter .

(P) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2 ,  Episode 1

(1) L "Yes okay. L reaches hand out as i f  giving
something t o  a customer, 

swhuuuu" L opens then closes cash r e g i s t e r ,
taps  cash r e g i s t e r  numbers.

(q) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) K "Mommy I'm home, h e re ' s  K goes o f f  camera, 
a l l  my change. Here 
y ' a r e ,  f ive  cen ts ,  
f ive  cents .  Twenty- 
f ive  cen ts ,  twenty- 
f ive  cen ts ,  ten  cen ts ,  
twenty, ten cen ts ,  five 
pennies and ( )"

Most su b jec ts ,  however, were l i k e l y  to  c rea te  a phone conversat ion 

with an ambiguous or in co n s i s ten t  t h i r d  p a r ty .

Most subjec ts  produced appropria te  accompaniments to  independent 

s to re  a c t i v i t i e s .

(R) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 1 ,

(1) E Can I count these? B i s  unloading items. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 

‘ 11 14 16 17 18 19 20 E seems to  count by waving
11 17 14 16 18 19 20 bag over i tems.
11 14 16 18 19 20 11
14 16 11 ( ) 18 19 20.
Okay.
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(S) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) G (one, two, t n r e e ,  G mutters  as she puts  Items
th re e ,  fou r ) ,  In to  basket.
( )•

(T) K» 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) K "so you want — K begins to  remove Items
80 cen ts ,  99 cen ts ,  from basket on counter one
(20) but oh — by one, chanting. An Item drops.
(70 cents)  and n\y my 
my, and, n' twenty".

(U) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1 ,  Episode 1

(1) L "Now look for  some- L goes to  board with basket 1n
thing to  e a t .  Ah hand.
( ) (I  want th a t ) "

K In te r ru p t s  to  supply L with 
money.

" . . I ' l l  take  the l i f e  L resumes se lec t ing  Items, 
savers ,  and th e  ca r ­
r o t s ,  urn and oop, I 
(have t o ) ,  go t ta  take 
a p ie ,  small p i e . . . "

No 6-year-o ld  (and 5-year-olds only in session 3) ever produced 

inappropria te  accompaniments to  independent,  non-store a c t i v i t i e s .

(The infrequency of thematical ly  Incons is ten t  monologues must be 1n 

par t  an a r t i f a c t  of the data s e le c t io n  procedures: Any substant ia l

sequence of non-store play was excluded from a n a ly s i s . )

In sum, thematical ly  appropria te  accompaniments to  independent 

a c t i v i t i e s  were common a t  a l l  ages , while o lder  subjec ts  seemed l ik e ly  

to  produce thematical ly  cons is ten t  dialogues with a pretend t h i r d  

par ty .  Thus most subjec ts  were sometimes using monologues to portray 

t h e i r  ch a rac te r s '  Independence. Older sub jec ts  appeared more able t o  

represent  the  c lerk  1n r e l a t io n  to  more than one (present)  customer. 

These r e s u l t s  ind ica te  th a t  some monologues have a social function in
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the  i n t e r a c t iv e  por trayal  of p a r t i a l l y  independent ro les .

Evidence for  Charac te rs1 In te rac t ing  Goals

Analyses of episode organizat ion were designed to  provide 

evidence of su b je c t s1 a b i l i t i e s  to  por tray motivated In te rac t io n s .

The frequency with which tu rns  a t  ro les  were changed 1n each 

rearrangement i s  examined as evidence t h a t  par tners  shared a 

represen ta t ion  of t h e i r  cha rac te r  i d e n t i t i e s  as complements. Data 

already reported regarding the  incidence of p a ra l le l  or s o l i t a r y  

a c t i v i t y  are reexamined as evidence of u n d i f fe ren t ia ted  ro le s .  

Complete social episodes were examined fo r  the  incidence of well-  

formed* val id ly  portrayed clerk-cus tomer in te ra c t io n s .

Turn changes. A change in ro les  following each round of s to re  

play i s  evidence t h a t  each p a r t i c ip a n t  in the  p a i r  represents  her  

just-completed role  as the complement of the ro le  she now wishes to  

assume. (See Appendix 17 fo r  procedures for  coding tu rn  changes.)

As displayed in  Table 27, 5- and 6-year-o lds  almost always 

changed ro le s  a f t e r  each complete episode, while most of the 3-year-  

o ld s 1 complete episodes were not followed by an exchange of ro les .

Thus o lder  sub jec ts  demonstrated, in the  readiness  with which they 

changed r o le s ,  g rea te r  understanding o f  the  complementary r e l a t io n  

between ro le s .

Co l lec t ions : Undif ferent ia ted  r o l e s . Data regarding the

incidence of social vs. s o l i t a r y  or p a ra l le l  a c t i v i t y  uni ts  (episodes , 

incomplete episodes,  and c o l l e c t io n s )  were presented 1n Table 7, 

Chapter VII. Most episodes and c o l l e c t io n s  were so c ia l .  

P a r a l l e l / s o l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y  u n i t s ,  though in frequent ,  were produced
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Table 27

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes which 

were followed by an Exchange of Roles 

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 ' 2 3

3 .33 .33 .17

5 .88 1.00 1.00

6 .88 1.00 1.00
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only by the  3-year-o lds .

The existence of any pa ra l l e l  or s o l i t a r y  a c t i v i t y  takes  on 

s ign if icance  when the  I n te ra c t iv e  ta sk  1s ro le  play.  I t  i s  very 

d i f f i c u l t  to  por tray more than one person o n ese l f ,  and, as i l l u s t r a t e d  

below, the  r e su l t  fo r  these  3-year-olds  was the  co l lapse  of  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  r o le s .

(V) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Ac t iv i ty  un i t  3

i l l

( P a r a l l e i / s o l i t a r y  Collect ion)

(1 )  B . . . s h e  d i d n ' t  know 
what, I d o n ' t ,  care 
I'm th e  buyer. And 
t h e r e ' s  a s to r e ,  
here .  (There's  ano­
t h e r  playroom, }

Go back, here - -  ana 
the  and no put on 
here ,  on the counter, 
Put on th e  counter.  
I ' l l  show you.

No.
Right t h e r e .  Right 

on here ,  okay?

(4) 8 You have to .

(5) A

(6 ) 8

Let me (uh) have the  
bag. 'Cause I need 
t o  f i l l  ( the)*

But I'm th e  buyer so 
you have t —
' Kay.

13!
Ckay). 
no NO!
Okay. Then you nave

8 i s  on s to r e  phone. A is  
i s  put t ing  items in basket .

A approaches s ide of s to re  
with basket .  8 remains on 
phone, taps  counter  repeatedly .

8 t r i e s  to  t ak e  basket from A.
A rebuffs  B.
8 bangs on counter.
A touches, then knocks on one of the  

outside s to re  shelves.  A then 
appears to  spy paper bag on f lo o r .
A picks up bag, opens i t ,  s t a r t s  
to  put food from her basket in to  
bag, then tu rns  back to  board and 
puts food from board in to  bag.
A glances a t  B, re turns  to  bagging. 
B opens up a toy food box, peers 
ins ide .
A runs over behind counter ,  grabs 

a second paper bag, brings i t  
back to  food board.

B i s  annoyed.
A to sses  one p a r t i a l l y  f i l l e d  

bag a t  B. B takes i t  and dumps 
1t out on counter.  A watches B 
b r i e f l y .  8 puts empty bag on 
f lo o r  behind counter .  A opens 
her new bag. 8 comes out of 
s to re  and t r i e s  t o  take A's 
basket.

A p ro te s t s .
B re turns  to  s to r e ,  gestures
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t o  bring i t  here.  emphat ical ly .
[{You have to )  bring 

i t  here.
(9) A [ (  ) A continues to  shake open bag.

I'm doing t h a t .  A tu rns  back to  board, puts
bag down, s t a r t s  t o  take  
food from basket ,  then takes  
food from board and puts i t  in 

You have t o ,  t a lk  t o  bag. Meanwhile, B takes  coins 
(Johnny), 'cause  out of cash r e g i s t e r ,
h e ' s  bad. (and)

(10) B (un in te rp re tab le  l i s t  B i s  arranging coins on counter .
of numbers and l e t ­
t e r s ) ,  1, A, 1, I ,  A i s  s t i l l  bagging a t  food board.
2, 'kay? 1 S. Okay A i s  t ry ing  t o  dump whole
oh dear oh dear basket in to  bag. B drops coin.

A comes to  counter ,  takes  a
No, I'm [ the  s e l l e r .  coin ,  t r i e s  to  put i t  in cash

(11) A [I 'm (put i t ) .  r e g i s t e r .
(12) B Okay. B closes  cash r e g i s t e r .

There i s  no question t h a t  B makes an e f f o r t  t o  organize an episode 

t h a t  might have become, had she been success fu l ,  a complete social 

episode.  Never theless ,  In th e  face of r e s i s ta n c e ,  she r e t r e a t s  in to  

a c t i v i t i e s  as sequent ia l ly  d isorganized as A's:  she plays  with a toy

food (4);  she 'co u n ts '  money (10).  Her behavior can be contras ted  

with D's in (W), who proceeds to  carry  out both customer and c lerk  

act ions  when C refuses  t o  play.

(W) C, 44 mos; 0,  46 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

(1) 0 Take, some and I ' l l
put i t ,  in  a bag, and 
I ' l l  put some money 
1n ( the  bag)

(Talk de le ted :
0 t r i e s  to  catch C who 
runs by.)

(2) 0 Here, h e r e ' s  your bag.

D has been t ry ing  to  get C to  
play s to re .  0 now goes to  
food board, gets  items and 
takes  them back to  counter ,  
begins to  bag them from 
behind counter .  D may tap 
a number on r e g i s t e r .

0 opens r e g i s t e r  drawer, takes 
out two co ins ,  puts them in 
bag, c loses  drawer.

0 puts another food in bag, then 
takes  more coins from r e g i s t e r  
and bags those.  0 folds bag, 
t r i e s  again to  involve C.
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(3) C I don ' t  need i t !
(4) D [Oh.
(6) C [ ( I )  (gonna/gotta)  ca l l  C picks up board phone.

someone.
(7) D This 1s my lunch. (So 0 folds bag, looks up at

/ I  w i l l )  put my lunch inner  s to re  shelves,  
up here.

When a complementary episode gets  organized with only one p a r t ic ip a n t  

doing both ro le s ,  th e  demands on par tners  t o  coordinate  t h e i r  

in te ra c t io n s  are minimal. (See a lso  "Doer-observer accomplishments1' 

in Appendix 9.)

Clerk In t r u s io n s : U ndif fe ren t ia ted  Roles. While the customer

s e le c t s  her Items, th e  c lerk  has l i t t l e  appropria te  to  do except wait  

and watch, or serve other  customers on the  phone or in th e  s to r e .  I t  

was common a t  a l l  ages t h a t  the  c lerk  intruded upon the  customer's 

independent a c t i v i t y :  she might deny the customer the  r ig h t  to  s e le c t

an item; she might i n s i s t  t h a t  the  customer s e le c t  an Item; she might 

demand t h a t  the  customer come to  the  counter pronto.

Clerk in t ru s ions  were not common enough to  permit q u a n t i t a t iv e

an a ly s is .  However, inspect ion  of the j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  which c le rks  used

in t h e i r  In t ru s ions  and customers used to  r e j e c t  in t ru s ions  Ind ica te

age d i f fe rences  in c h i ld r e n ' s  represen ta t ions  of t h e i r  ch a rac te r s '

r ig h t s .  The j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  of 3-year-old  c le rks  were almost always

a r b i t r a r y ,  or by f i a t :  "You c a n ' t  have . . . , "  "I don ' t  want you to

. . . , "  "You have to  . . . " .  These c lerk  in t rus ions  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  by

f i a t  r e su l ted  in c lerk  por traya ls  which b e t t e r  resembled hassled 
mothers.  Subjects  appeared to  understand t h a t  c le rks  had c e r ta in

r ig h ts  over the  foods but confused these  with parental r ig h ts  exerted
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over foods in a var ie ty  of nonstore and s to re  contexts .  3-year-old 

customers of ten did not dispute  those r i g h t s ,  even 1f  they t r i e d  to  

circumvent them. The j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  of older  su b jec ts '  c le rk s  and 

customers of ten included e f f o r t s  to  formulate s to re -appropr ia te  

procedures (e .g .  “These are  on s a l e , "  "These come f r e e , "  "I can buy 

d i f f e r e n t  th ings  from you").  These j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  were not 

necessar i ly  used in appropria te  s to r e  contexts  (e .g .  a c lerk  might 

i n s i s t  t h a t  a customer buy an item because i t  was "on s a l e " ) ,  and 

the re  was s t i l l  evidence t h a t  c le rks  were attempting t o  exer t  r a the r  

a r b i t r a r y  r ig h t s ,  but the  negot ia t ions  b e t t e r  resembled s to r e -  

appropria te  d iscourse ,  and the  customer was b e t t e r  portrayed as having 

her own r ig h t s .

In (X), D t e l l s  C when she has s e lec ted  enough. So does E in 

(HH), j u s t i f y in g  her  request  with parental ru le s  not appropriate  to  

s to re  contexts .

(X) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) D Put j u s t  some. T ha t ' s  C 1s se lec t ing  items,
a l l  you can, put 1n.
Now bring i t  over.  C brings basket to  s to r e .

(V) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episodes 7 and 8

I need two pumpkins. F 1s se lec t ing  Items.
Faye, Faye, no you E tu rns  to  look,
only need one a t  a 
time.

(F then successful ly  negot ia tes  
"one fo r  me and one fo r  l lama.")

F I need pizza.
E Nope, you c a n ' t  have E makes emphatic palms-up gesture ,

i t ,  [ u n t i l  you eat
5) F [uh
6) E a l l  of those th in g s ,  E ges tures  toward foods on s h e l f .

okay?
(F drops request for  now.)
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5-year-o ld  c le rks  almost never intruded upon customers, (Z) 

I l l u s t r a t e s  the  rare  ins tance .

(Z) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2 ,  Episode 4

(1) G Tha t ' s  enough I th in k ,  G looks a t  H's o v e r f i l l e d  basket.
lady.

(2) H (okay) H keeps adding more Items.
G readies  bag, watches H, waits .

The 6-year-o ld  c le rks  were sometimes in t ru s iv e  but not necessar i ly  

successful  a t  i t .  Note the  s to re - re l e v a n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  used by 

c le rks  and customers.

(AA) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session I ,  Episode 1

81

(1) N Aren 't  you ever gonna?
d' b*, you d o n ' t  have 
to  buy everything.

(2) M I (g iggle)  I'm not.
I'm buying a l l  my 
groceries  1=

N =8uy some b u t t e r ,  
rt Ya.

Don't t e l l  me what 
[ to  buy.

(5) N [ c a r r o t .
(6) M [uh
(7) N [You c e r ta in ly  need

t h a t l
(8) M I know, (g iggles)

( I t ' s / t h a t ' s )  a l l  
the  ca r ro t  we have.

N waits  behind counter .

N leaves  s to r e ,  approaches M. 
M cont inues  loading basket .

N holds an item up to  M.
M takes i t  and baskets 1t .
M gently shoves N toward s to re .

N i s  pointing t o  an item.
N picks up item, 

shakes i t  a t  M.

M takes 1 t ,  baskets i t .  N 
re tu rns  t o  s to r e .

(88) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

(1) M Here 's  a l l  your s t u f f 1 M t r i e s  to hand K basket.
(2) K Oh but there*re  some K poin ts  to  Items o f f  camera.

things  down th e re .  M looks.
(3) M Wnhmm. But you c a n ' t

pey for  those  t h e y ' r e  
not on sa le .

(4) K we 111111
(5) M These we have to  put M takes  top item from basket ,

back. puts i t  on s h e l f .
(6) K Why? [(do we) K whines.
(7) M [ 'Cause other  M puts back more foods.
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people have to  buy.
(8) K Ahhhl But I need them!

I need them!
(negot ia t ions  c o n t i n u e . . . . )

i

Character  i n t e r a c t io n s . I t  i s  possible  fo r  an episode to  be 

social without focused in t e r a c t io n .  Characters can a l t e r n a t e  

con tr ibu t ions  to  ro le  play ( the customer unloads, the  c le rk  p r ices ,  

the  c le rk  bags, the  customer takes  the bag) and never engage in 

in t e r a c t io n .  Complete social episodes were examined fo r  the  incidence 

of va l id  in t e r a c t io n s .  A va l id  s to r e  in t e ra c t io n  was defined on the  

bases both of i n tu i t io n s  and the  da ta .  Valid in te ra c t io n s  Included 

( l i s t e d  in  order of common sequence): customer c a l l s  ahead to  s to r e ,

customer and/or c lerk  g ree ts  o the r ,  customer requests  help from clerk 

and/or  c lerk  o f fe r s  help ,  clerk informs customer of t o t a l  cos t  and 

requests  pay and/or  customer pays c le rk ,  c lerk  gives customer change, 

c le rk  hands customer bag, c le rk  and/or customer thanks o the r ,  clerk 

and/or  customer bids other  f a rew e l l ,  clerk c a l l s  customer re  upcoming 

de l ive ry ,  clerk de l ive rs  foods to  customer. An in te ra c t io n  f i t t i n g  

each of these category types occurred a t  l e a s t  once in  some complete 

social episode. When examining the  t a b le  below, i t  is  important to 

consider  t h a t  the  above s e t  of possib le  In te rac t io n s  i s  large;  the re  

are  many appropria te  occasions, fo r  in t e r a c t io n .

From th e  data  in Table 28, i t  appears t h a t . c h a ra c t e r s  were more 

often portrayed 1n va l id  in te ra c t io n  by the  5-year-o lds  and 6-year-  

olds than by the  3-year-o lds .  There were no apparent pa t te rns  of 

sess ion or age x sess ion e f f e c t s .  I t  might be expected th a t  role  play 

experience with a p a r t i c u l a r  pa r tne r  might f a c i l i t a t e  portrayal  of 

in te ra c t io n  in session 2 and t h a t  repartner ing in  sess ion 3 would
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Table 28

Median Proportion of Actions and In te rac t io n s  

which were Valid In te rac t io n s  

per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Aye 1 2 3

3 . 1 2

CMO
. • .06

5 .38 .35 .53

6 .38 . 6 6 .18
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d is rup t  in t e ra c t io n  p o r t r a y a l ,  but only 6-year-olds  displayed t h i s  

p a t te rn .  The 3-year-olds  e s s e n t i a l ly  showed l i t t l e  change from 

session to  sess ion;  they were co n s is ten t ly  producing very few val id  

in t e r a c t io n s .  The 5-year-olds showed no change from sess ions  1 to  2 

and increased in session 3. Why repar tner ing  was not d i s ru p t iv e  fo r  

them but apparently was fo r  t h e  6-year-olds  i s  not apparent.

Summarv and Discussion

The analyses of charac te r  po r t raya ls  reported in t h i s  chapter  

in d ica te  t h a t  there  i s  development 1n c h i ld r e n ' s  understandings of 

motivated ac t ion  and in te ra c t io n  over the  age range of 3 years to  6 

years  of age. Although many of  the  methods developed when applied t o  

tnese  data re su l ted  in  nonsignif icant  age d i f f e re n c es ,  the re  were 

cons is tenc ies  1n trends which recommend th e  fu tu re  app l ica t ion  of 

these  methods to new data .  The r e s u l t s  demonstrated t h a t  ro le  play 

in te ra c t io n s  are a valuable source of evidence regarding young 

c h i ld r e n ' s  represen ta t ions  of social episodes.

In summary, analyses of arrangement contents  Indicated t h a t  

subjec ts  were primarily arranging r o le s ,  by name or by a r o l e ' s  

def in ing a c t i v i t y .  There was l i t t l e  arranging of theme or s e t t in g  

i d e n t i t i e s ,  although when these  were arranged,  they were appropria te ly  

arranged in  e a r l i e r  sess ions  when sub jec ts  might not be q u i te  sure 

what they were going to  do. There was l i t t l e  arranging of sp e c i f i c  

ro le  ac t io n s ,  charac te r  motivat ion,  or charac te r  ownerships, although 

when these  were arranged, they were arranged by the  youngest subjec ts  

only (a finding to  be discussed s h o r t l y ) .  Older subjec ts  were more 

organized in se t t in g  up the fantasy  scene and thus  demonstrated the
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capacity to  a n t i c ip a te  the  r e l a t io n  of the s e t t i n g  and toys  to the  

act ions  and In te rac t ions  to  be portrayed In t h e  next round of play.

Since these  sub jec ts  were assigned the ro le  play theme, 

In te rp re ta t io n  of these  arrangement data i s  made d i f f i c u l t .  I t  

appears t h a t  the  children were not arranging what was 'given* t o  them 

— theme, s e t t i n g  i d e n t i t y ,  object i d e n t i t i e s  — but were arranging 

only what was essen t ia l  fo r  the  role  play to  begin — who should play 

which ro le .  The thematic assignment,  in conjunction with the  r ich ly  

supplied play s e t t i n g ,  may have reduced the  need fo r  j o i n t  

arrangements and supported the  b e l i e f  th a t  what was to  be done was 

obvious. These preschoolers '  c ap a c i t i e s  fo r  social planning of j o i n t  

pretense may have been obscured 1n t h i s  study context .  I t  1s very 

i n t e re s t in g  t h a t  the  youngest sub jec ts  were th e  only ones t o  plan 

s p e c i f i c  ro le  play ac t io n s .  I t  may be t h a t  the  l e s s  well learned a 

play tiheme i s  the  g rea te r  1s the  need to  formulate 1 t ,  fo r  oneself  as 

well as fo r  one 's  par tner ;  the  b e t te r  learned i t  i s ,  the  more l ike ly  

a c h i ld  may assume (not necessar i ly  appropria te ly )  t h a t  'everyone 

knows' what to  do. Thus th e  youngest subjec ts  ac tua l ly  appear less  

egocentr ic  1n t h a t  they communicate more about the  s to re  s c r i p t  in 

arrangements than do t h e i r  o lder  peers.

The ch a rac te r s '  Independence and Independent motivations were 

somewhat more e f f e c t iv e ly  and co n s is ten t ly  portrayed by older  

sub jec ts .  Almost a l l  subjec ts  portrayed th e  customer as motivated by 

a need fo r  food, 1f only for  an Item. 3 Older subjec ts  were somewhat

3 I t  was very unusual,  however, fo r  the  customer t o  have a formulated 
purpose fo r  th e  food; the customer was not usual ly  portrayed as 
purchasing food in order  t o  cook -1t, to  ea t  i t ,  to  feed o thers  with 
i t .  Portrayal  of a s to re  episode does not require  such a



more l ik e ly  t o  e s ta b l i s h  and e labo ra te  a ro le  in th e  arrangement phase 

by ro le  id en t i ty  or ro le  a c t i v i t y  and le s s  l ik e ly  to  do so by ro le  

lo ca t io n ,  and thus  o lder  subjec ts  were more e f f e c t iv e  in e s ta b l i sh in g  

charac ters  as persons with names or with th ings  to  do; of these  th re e  

ro le  formulat ions,  role loca t ion  {e.g. "You go th e r e " ) ,  used only by 

the  3 -y ea r -o ld s ,  1s l e a s t  e f f e c t iv e  in  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  th e  ' r e a l '  

ch i ld  from th e  charac te r  she i s  becoming. Older su b jec ts '  episodes 

were more l ik e ly  t o  be complete,  l e s s  l ike ly  t o  contain repeated 

r i t u a l  fragments or  to  have been unarranged without role change, le s s  

l ik e ly  t o  contain ownerships ca r r ied  over from p r io r  episodes,  and 

thus  the  customer 's  goal was more of ten accomplished and more often 

defined and contained within a s ing le  episode. Almost a l l  subjec ts  

produced charac te r -appropr ia te  monologues, although older  sub jec ts  as 

c le rks  were more l ik e ly  t o  portray dialogues with o ther  customers 

thereby construc t ing  the  independence of t h e i r  ro les  from the  

r e la t ionsh ip  with t h e i r  customer p a r tn e r .

The c h a ra c te r s '  complementary re la t io n sh ip  was more success fu l ly  

portrayed by o lder  sub jec ts .  Only the  older  subjec ts  switcned ro le s  

smoothly a t  the  end of  each episode, ind icat ing  t h a t  they eas i ly  

an t ic ip a ted  playing both ro le s .  P a ra l le l  or s o l i t a r y  por traya ls  

occurred only in  the  3-year-old da ta .  Most c le rks  a t  a l l  ages 

Intruded Inappropr ia te ly  upon t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  food s e le c t io n ,  but 

o lder  customers were more l ike ly  t o  j u s t i f y  pursuing t h e i r  own course 

of ac t ion .  Tne por t raya ls  of o lder  sub jec ts  contained a g re a te r  

proportion of val id  i n t e ra c t io n s .

ve rb a l iza t io n ,  so absence of purpose formulations i s  ambiguous as 
evidence of lack of rep resen ta t ion  of customer goals.



The pa t te rn  of r e s u l t s  reported 1n t h i s  chapter  provides some

clues  about the course of development of social plan knowledge.

Progress was observed over age in the resemblance of su b jec ts '  ro le

play to  adu l t  social  episodes (as presumed in th e  endpoint a n a ly s i s ) .

The a b i l i t y  of a l l  o lder  sub jec ts  to  represen t  the completion of j u s t

a s ing le  round of  customer purchases within an episode , without r i tu a l
♦

r e p e t i t i o n s ,  ind ica tes  an increas ing ly  well organized concept of an 

episode as a un i t  of social  l i f e ,  a t  l e a s t  from one p a r t i c ip a n t ' s  

perspec t ive .  The g re a te r  a b i l i t i e s  of o lder  subjec ts  to  represent  

va l id  i n t e r a c t io n s ,  re levan t  r ig h ts  of both cha rac te r s ,  appropria te ly  

simultaneous a c t i v i t i e s ,  and in te ra c t io n s  with re levant  persons other  

than the  p a r t n e r ' s  cha rac te r  a l l  in d ica te  emerging rep resen ta t ions  of 

ro les  as inherent ly  r e l a t i o n a l .

Were sub jec ts  por traying persons 1n s to r e  episodes or were they 

merely por tray ing ,  as El'Konln (1966) argued, con tex t-appropr ia te  

a c t i v i t i e s ?  Subjects  appeared to  know more about persons in social  

episodes than El 'Konln 's  ana lys is  of preschoolers '  ro le  play would 

lead us to expect.  All ch i ldren  a t  some point  formulated some kind of 

motive for  the  customer. Furthermore, as j u s t  d iscussed,  many 

episodes were s o c i a l ,  wel l-organized,  and complete. To be sure ,  many 

sub jec ts ,  e sp ec ia l ly  the  younger su b jec ts ,  were a t  best only 

incons is ten t ly  por traying the  motivated ac t ions  and in te ra c t io n s  of 

'p e r so n s . '  Consis tent  with El 'Konln 's  an a ly s is ,  the  episodes of the 

younger sub jec ts  were of ten  disorganized,  and many episodes of the 3- 

and 6-year-olds  contained r i t u a l  fragments.  Even o lder  sub jec ts ,  l ike  

a l l  su b jec ts ,  only infrequent ly  and unpredictably formulated some kind 

of motive. Thus much of these s u b je c t s '  ro le  play did indeed resemble
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the  portrayal  of context-appropr ia te  a c t i v i t i e s ,  but c lose  examination 

a lso  revealed evidence of emerging knowledge of persons'  motives in 

everyday socia l episodes.

El 'Konin 's  d i s t in c t io n  between the ro le  play of persons and the  

ro le  play of a c t i v i t i e s  appears to have as i t s  cognit ive c o r re l a t e  the  

d i s t i n c t i o n  made in Chapter IV between socia l  plan knowledge and 

social event knowledge. Social plan knowledge enables representa t ions  

of persons '  goals in in t e r a c t io n .  Social event knowledge contr ibutes  

only t o  representa t ions  of sequences of social  behavior. To explore 

f u r th e r  t h e  developmental r e l a t io n s  between socia l  event knowledge and 

social plan knowledge, fu r th e r  analyses of the  c h i ld re n ' s  episodes as 

they reveal t h e i r  knowledge of sequences of s to r e  events i s  reported 

next .



CHAPTER X

SOCIAL EVENT KNOWLEDGE

In the  Introductory chap te r s ,  I t  was suggested t h a t  shared event 

knowledge (con tex t -appropria te  sequences of  i n t e r a c t iv e  behaviors) 

could enable young chi ldren  t o  portray coordinated social  behaviors.  

Even i f  ch i ld ren  were unable t o  represent  ch a ra c te r s '  goals and 

in t e ra c t in g  goals and even 1f ch i ldren  were not able to  represent  and 

coordinate  p a r t e r s '  perspect ives  in the co-construc t ion  of a shared 

plan fo r  t h e i r  play,  shared event event knowledge could permit 

"co l labora t ion  in  non-abstrac t  thought" (P iage t ,  1926/1955). In t h i s  

chap te r ,  su b jec ts '  knowledge of the  sequence of s to r e  events 1s 

in fe r red  from analyses of complete s to re  episodes.  In the  l a s t  

sect ion  of t h i s  chap te r ,  these  r e s u l t s  are re la te d  t o  the  analyses 

reported 1n Chapters VII,  VIII ,  and IX.

Complete episodes were examined for  t h e i r  complexity, the 

appropriateness  of t h e i r  sequent ia l o rgan iza t ion ,  and t h e i r  coherence. 

For th e  r e a d e r ' s  re ference ,  Table 29 contains  a summary of analyses 

and r e s u l t s .

Comp!exity of  Complete Episodes 

Two analyses of episode complexity were devised.

Actions and In te rac t ions  within Episodes

For the  f i r s t  ana lys is ,  a standard se t  of act ions  and

-  187 -
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Table 29

Social event knowledge: Summary of analyses and r e s u l t s

Trends 1n data

C h a ra c te r i s t i c s

of social episodes Age Session Age x sess ion

■C9fflP.1qMUy

D iffe ren t  act ions  
and in te ra c t io n s

Secondary s to re  
charac ters

Sequential organizat ion

Inval id  sequencing

Coherence

Inval id  act ions  
and 1 rite rac t  ions

Increase 
with age

Increase 
with age

( infrequent a t  a l l  ages, a l l  sess ions)

Decrease 
with age

Secondary non­
s to re  charac te rs

Decrease 
with age
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In te rac t ions  was compiled on the  bases both of i n t u i t i o n  and of the 

data themselves. Only act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  which normatlvely 

occur a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  point 1n a sequence of act ions  and In te rac t io n s  

were included In these  analyses .  Thus, any event which could 

appropria te ly  occur a t  any point 1n the  episode were excluded from 

t h i s  ana lys is  — fo r  examples, phone c a l l s  ( regard less  of t h e i r  

appropriateness)  and serv ice  to  pretend customers.

Table 30 contains the  standard s e t  of act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  in 

the  two most common sequences. (Analyses of sequencing are  found in a 

l a t e r  s e c t io n . )  Actions or In te rac t ions  followed by an a s t e r i s k  (*) 

could occur more than once per episode, but they were never theless  

counted no more than once per episode. (For "Thanks" to  be coded at  

a l l ,  i t  must have occurred a f t e r  the  c lerk  received payment for  goods 

or th e  customer received change or the  customer received her bag or  

the  customer received her  d e l iv e ry . )

Table 31 contains the median number of d i f f e r e n t  ac t ions  and 

in te ra c t io n s  per complete episode.

As indicated in Table 31, th e re  1s a t rend  1n sessions  1 and 2 

ind ica t ing  th a t  older  subjec ts  cons tructed  more complex episodes. 

( Inspection of the raw data shows t h a t ,  while some older  subjec ts  

produced episodes no more complex than t h e i r  younger peers ,  the 

longes t ,  most d iverse  episodes were found only among the  older  

su b je c t s . )  Experience role  playing with the same p a r tne r  (session 2) 

did not appear to  f a c i l i t a t e  complexity of  episode fo r  sub jec ts  of any 

age, and repartner ing (session 3) d isrupted  play fo r  many sub jec ts .
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Table 30

Standard act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  in s to re  episodes

CLERK CUSTOMER

(receive  c a l l )

g reet  customer 

g ree t  customer 

get requested 

items

pr ice  items 

to t a l  items 

request  pay

give change

bag items and/or

hand customer bag 

thank customer * 

bid farewell *

cal l  re  de l ivery  

d e l iv e r

thank customer * 

bid farewell *

■' c a l l  ahead t o  s to re

take basket t r a v e l  t o  s to re

t rave l  t o  s to re  greet  clerk

greet c le rk  take basket

request  1tem(s) s e le c t  items

put items on counter

pay c lerk  

( rece ive  change) 

bag items

re turn  basket 

(receive bag) 

thank c lerk  * 

bid farewell  * 

t rav e l  home

thank clerk * 

bid farewell *
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Table 31

Median Number of D if fe ren t  Actions and In te rac t ions  

per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 7.9 5.8 6.5

5 8.8 9.0 8 .0

6 9.8 9.0 6.0
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Secondary Store Characters

A second measure of episode complexity was the number of 

secondary s to re  characters  created  fo r  the  episode o ther  than the  

primary ro les  of c le rk  and customer (e .g .  o ther  customers,  bosses) .  

(See Appendix 18 fo r  procedures for  coding secondary c h a ra c te r s . )

The data in Table 32 are  co n s is ten t  with a developmental increase  

in the  number of thematical ly  appropria te  secondary cha rac te rs .  There 

are  no apparent sess ion or age x sess ion t ren d s .

Sequential Organization

I t  has already been reported th a t  only younger subjec ts  produced 

c o l l e c t io n s ,  and th e re fo re  o lder  subjec ts  appeared to  be more l ik e ly  

to  produce sequent ia l ly  organized episodes (Table 7, Chapter VII);  A 

more d e ta i led  ana lys is  of sequentia l organizat ion was devised using 

the  standard l i s t  of  act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  presented above. There 

are many possible va r ia t ions  in sequencing of these actions and 

in te rac t ions  which are cumbersome to  rep resen t ,  and decis ions about 

the  accep tab i l i ty  of any portrayed sequence were often l e f t  to  the 

coders '  judgment of  a c c e p ta b i l i ty .  (See Appendix 6 for  d e t a i l s  of 

coding procedures .) Note th a t  1f a dyad omitted o r  reversed some step 

and then repaired the  omission or  r ev e r s a l ,  only th e  f ina l  version of 

the  por trayal  was coded.

The data in  Table 33 ind ica te  t h a t  inva l id  sequencing of 

otherwise val id  act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  was infrequent  a t  a l l  ages. 

There were no apparent age, sess ion ,  or age x sess ion t rends .
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Table 32

Median Number of Secondary Store  Characters 

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session »

Age 1 2 3

3 .0 .3 .3

5 1.0 1.0 .5

6 1.5 1.0 2.0

There was an e f f e c t  fo r  age in sess ion 1 

(H =* 4.8000, p < .048; 3-year-o lds  <

5-year-olds & 6-year-o lds ,  F isher ,  p = .05)
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Table 33

Median Proportion of Actions and In te rac t ions  

which were Valid but Invalidly Sequenced 

per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Age

Session

1 2 3

3 .01 .04 .00

5 .09 .08 .14

6 .00 .11 .00
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Coherence

I t  was reported in Chapter IX t h a t  the monologues of o lder  

subjec ts  were more l ik e ly  t o  be them at ica l ly  appropr ia te .  Two 

addit ional analyses of coherence were devised.

The f i r s t  ana lys is  was devised from th e  s tandard se t  of act ions 

and in te ra c t io n s  presented e a r l i e r .  Not a l l  of su b jec ts '  s to r e  play 

could be described by one of these act ions  and in te ra c t io n s .  Almost 

always, inadmissible data could be described as inva l id  versions of 

s to re  a c t i v i t y .  The most frequent  included: c lerk  ex e r t s  a rb i t r a ry  

r ig h t s  over foods during food s e le c t io n ,  clerk bags money, someone 

e a t s  foods (when i t  did not occur a t  the  end of t h e  episode and when 

the re  was no evidence of a joke or a por trayal  of  a v io la t io n  of 

convention) ,  c lerk  goes home with customer. (There were, however, 

many occasions when steps were missing. Many s teps  are  op t iona l ,  and 

t h e i r  omission posed no problem to  the  v a l id i ty  of the p o r t raya l .

Some omissions, however, were of  necessary s teps .  The 3-year-old 

customers,  fo r  example, never paid ,  although the c lerk  often gave the 

customer "change". While such an omission renders r e la ted  events  

inva l id  in  context ,  never theless  i f  the  remaining s teps  were 

recognizably appropriate  (e .g .  i f  “change" involved th e  c l e r k ' s  

handing th e  customer money), they were considered v a l id  fo r  t h i s  

ana lys is .  In t h i s  regard,  the  following ana lys is  tends to  exaggerate 

the  coherence of sub jec ts '  s to r e  ep isodes . )

In Table 34, the re  1s evidence of a decl ine  with age in inva l id  

a c t s .  There i s  no in te rp re ta b le  pa t te rn  of session or  age x session 

di f fe rences .

A second measure of episode coherence was the number of secondary
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Table 34

Median Proportion of Actions and In te rac t ions  

which were Inval id  

per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 .17 .53 .40

5 .08 .02 .00

6 a O O

I

.04 .09

There was an e f f e c t  f o r  age in session 3 

only (H = 4.5714, p = .067).
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nonstore charac ters  (Mommy, f rogs ,  b a b y s i t t e r s ) .  A le s s e r  number of 

nonstore charac ters  was taken as evidence of  g rea te r  coherence of  

s to re  episode. (See Appendix 18 fo r  coding procedures .)

In Table 35, there  i s  evidence of a dec l ine  with age in the  

in t ru s ion  of  episode inappropria te  charac ters  and thus  an increase  

with age in coherence of episode. This r e s u l t  is  strengthened by the  

observation t h a t  only 6-year-olds  ever complained about such 

in t ru s io n s ,  as the following example I l l u s t r a t e s :

(A) L, 74 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

(1) L Pretend (giggle)  I'm a L kneels behind counter,  
l i t t l e  frog in the
s to re .  "Here's  your . L t r i e s  to  give N money with 
money s i r . "  her t e e t h .  N takes i t .

I'm a l i t t l e  k i t t y  ca t .  
meow meow. Mould you
l ik e  a ,  a can o f ,  L looks a t  f i sh  p ic tu re s ,
tuna f i s s ?

*(2) N No tuna.  Lisa,  come on.
(3) L (giggle)

Okay. L seems embarassed.

Conclusions

There is  evidence t h a t  the 3-year-olds  knew somewhat l e s s  

about the  events in s to re  episodes than did th e  5-year-olds  and

6-y ea r -o ld s .  The 3 -year-o lds '  complete social  episodes were l e s s  

d iverse ;  t h e i r  episodes contained a higher proportion of inval id  

a c t s ;  t h e i r  secondary charac ters  were more l ik e ly  to  be thematical ly  

inappropria te  or ambiguous. However, the re  were no age d i f ferences  in 

sequentia l  o rgan iza t ion .  Although 3-year-olds  were l e s s  l ik e ly  than 

o lde r  sub jec ts  to  organize successfu l ly  a complete socia l episode 

(Table 7, Chapter VII) ,  when they d id ,  they were no le s s  l ike ly  to  

sequence act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  app rop r ia te ly .  ( I t  should be noted,
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Table 35

Median Number of Secondary Nonstore Characters 

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session

Age 1 2 3

3 1.0 .9 .8

5 .5 .7 .5

6 .4 .8 .5

There 1s an e f f e c t  for  age In sess ion 1 

(H = 4.5083, p < .067; 3-year-olds  <

5-year-olds & 6 -year-o lds ,  F isher ,  p = .05)
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however, t h a t  3-year-olds  were sequencing l e s s  complex ep isodes . )

Thus, even the  3-year-olds had some knowledge of the sequence of 

events th a t  normatively occur in s to r e s .

The methods t h a t  were developed here fo r  in fe r r in g  social  event 

knowledge from observat ions  of i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play produced some 

useful da ta .  How much of what these  preschoolers  knew about s to res  

was merely social event knowledge and how much was social plan 

knowledge? In Chapter IX, i t  was reported t h a t  v i r t u a l ly  a l l  subjects  

a t  some po in t  motivated the  customer by a need fo r  food, even i f  only 

a need fo r  a s ing le  item. V ir tua l ly  a l l  dyads produced toge the r  a t  

l e a s t  one complete socia l  episode in which the customer se lec ted  items 

and eventua l ly  received them from th e  c lerk  1n a bag. Thus even 

3-year-olds  sometimes revealed a reasonably appropria te  represen ta t ion  

of a ra t iona l  bas is  fo r  the  customer 's  behaviors.  Subjects  appeared 

to  know le s s  about c le rk s ,  tfhen a 3-year-old  c lerk  explains firmly to  

her p a r tn e r ,  "I have to pay," and marches in to  the  s to r e ,  pushes cash 

r e g i s t e r  keys, opens the cash r e g i s t e r ,  takes out a coin ,  and bags i t ,  

we cannot help but th ink  she 1s guided not by socia l  plan knowledge 

but merely by socia l  event knowledge of the sequence of behaviors she 

has observed c le rk s  do in  s to r e s .  The evidence in d ica te s  t h a t ,  while 

subjec ts  indeed knew something about persons'  motives in s to re  

episodes,  t h a t  knowledge did not inform many of the behaviors they 

portrayed; po r traya ls  contained many 'n o n - r a t i o n a l ' sequences of 

behavior.

In Chapter IV, i t  was suggested th a t  social event knowledge could 

f a c i l i t a t e  "col labora t ion  in nonabs tract thought ."  Each p a r t i c ip a n t ' s  

con tr ibu t ion  to  the  event sequence serves as a supportive context for
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the  next s tep ,  and s t ru c tu red  s e t t in g s  provide addit ional  support for  

p a r t i c ip a n ts '  reca l l  of  con tex t-appropr ia te  a c t i v i t y .  Social event 

knowledge could, in th e  same way, f a c i l i t a t e  coordinat ion of 

i n t e r a c t iv e  role  p lay .  However, ro le  p lay,  in co n t ra s t  to  everyday 

i n t e r a c t io n ,  makes demands on p a r t i c ip a n ts  to  make unusually e x p l i c i t  

agreements regarding the  nature of the a c t i v i t y .  Where th e re  i s  no 

support ive context  ( i . e .  no min iaturized s e t t i n g ) ,  in te ra c t io n s  cannot 

e a s i ly  proceed without some agreement, e x p l i c i t  or im p l i c i t ,  regarding 

the  symbolic function of ob jec ts ,  s e t t i n g s ,  ges tu res ,  ac t io n s ,  t a l k .  

These agreements require  represen ta t ion  and coordinat ion of 

p a r t i c ip a n t s '  pe r spec t ives ,  and thus  such ro le  play would e n ta i l  

"co l labora t ion  in a b s t r a c t  thought ."  How cognit ively complex was the 

ro le  play of subjec ts  observed in t h i s  study?

As reported 1n t h i s  chapter ,  subjec ts  had a t  l e a s t  some knowledge 

of s to re  events and the  sequence of those events ,  and t h e i r  

in te ra c t io n s  were supported by an e labora te ly  stocked miniature  s to re  

s e t t i n g .  Thus social event knowledge could explain much of sub jec ts '  

i n t e r a c t iv e  success .  Furthermore, r e s u l t s  reported in Chapter VIII 

Indicated  th a t  sub jec ts  were making pre tense  agreements very 

in f requen t ly .  While most sub jec ts  did reveal an a b i l i t y  t o  reach 

agreement on a symbolic pretense t ransform at ion ,  they did so 

infrequent ly  and very often did not then make use of the agreed plan 

1n subsequent play. Thus the  supportive context  and sub jec ts '  

c u l tu r a l l y  shared event knowledge of s to res  may have made the 

successful  organizat ion of s to r e  episodes possib le  without a need fo r  

(a t  l e a s t  a cons is ten t  need fo r )  representing and coordinat ing e i t h e r  

p a r t i c ip a n t s '  or c h a rac te r s '  perspect ives  — c e r t a in ly  not
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perspect ives  of the  complexity of a social plan.  Indeed, as reported 

in Chapter VII,  only one dyad ever attempted to  nego t ia te  agreements 

on a comprehensive socia l plan for  t h e i r  play.

Whether these  data Ind ica te  an I n a b i l i t y  to  represent  and 

coordinate  c o - p a r t i c ip a n t s '  socia l plan perspect ives  In order  to  

organize successful ro le  play cannot be determined from t h i s  data  base 

alone.  As discussed 1n Chapters VIII and IX, I t  may be t h a t  the 

support of the  r ich play context  and the  c h i ld r e n ' s  shared knowledge 

of s to res  (whether socia l plan or socia l  event knowledge) made 1t 

unnecessary fo r  the  chi ldren to  negot ia te  symbolic play agreements and 

thus obscured r a th e r  than revealed t h e i r  socia l cogni t ive  and 

communicative competences. Comparative observations of chi ldren in 

uns tructured play s e t t i n g s ,  n ecess i ta t ing  symbolic play agreements, 

are necessary to  determine when preschoolers a re  indeed capable of co- 

construct ing symbolic social  p re tense  or 1f play becomes le s s  coherent 

and successfu l without contextual support.



CH APTE R  X I

DISCUSSION

The purpose of t h i s  p ro jec t  was to  develop an an a ly t ic  approach 
¥

to  the  study of c h i ld r e n ' s  i n t e r a c t iv e  role p lay.  Examination of 

ava i lab le  s tud ies  of ro le  play indicated  a need fo r  a so c ia l -cogn i t ive  

model t h a t  could provide a motivation fo r  systematic ,  de ta i led  

observations of c h i ld re n ' s  ro le  play in t e r a c t io n s .  P r io r  to  t h i s  

r ep o r t ,  most s tud ies  were e i t h e r  examinations of co r re la t io n s  between 

ra t in g s  of  i n t e r a c t iv e  play complexity and performance on perspect ive-  

taking ta sks  or  q u a l i t a t i v e  d iscussions  of so c ia l - co g n i t iv e  and 

communicative competences revealed in b r ie f  excerpts  from videotaped 

ro le  play.  The ava i lab le  data  were not adequate t o  resolve 

con trovers ies  regarding th e  ex ten t  of preschoolers '  understandings of 

o ther  persons and of social  in te ra c t io n s  nor of t h e i r  communicative 

competences in represent ing and coordinat ing p a r tn e rs '  perspect ives  in 

order  to  co-const ruc t  symbolic por t raya ls  of persons in In te ra c t io n s .  

I t  was the in t e n t  in the  present  work to  produce methods which, i f  

applied in  th e  fu tu re  to  a l a rg e r  (and, as discussed below, 

d i f f e r e n t ly  organized) data  base, could nelp t o  resolve ex is t ing  

controvers ies  over p reschoolers '  competences and th e  course of t h e i r  

development.

Background

Three domains of so c ia l -cogn i t ive  and communicative competence

-  202 -
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have been d is t inguished  in the  l i t e r a t u r e  on i n t e r a c t iv e  role play: 

the  a b i l i t i e s  t o  co-construc t  shared agreements on play themes and 

play plans,  t o  frame a s t a t e  of pre tense ,  and to  motivate a coherent 

portrayal of persons in in t e r a c t io n .

Negotiating shared play agreements requ ires  perspect ive taking.  

Studies to  da te ,  including observat ions  of ch i ldren  a t  play and 

co r re la t iona l  analyses of social play complexity and perspect ive-  

taking s k i l l s ,  in d ica te  t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e  role  play i s  a context in 

which peers are learning to  recognize and coordinate  p a r tn e rs '  

perspect ives .  But these  s tud ies  do not provide a de ta i led  

developmental account of c h i ld r e n ' s  use of perspect ive- tak ing  s k i l l s  

in ro le  play.  For example, observers have reported t h a t  preschoolers 

make e f f o r t s  to  nego t ia te  plans fo r  ro le  p lay ,  but they do not report  

on the  s t ru c tu re  or function of those nego t ia t ions .  Some 

inves t iga to rs  assume th a t  any reasonably coherent role play 

necessar i ly  req u i re s ,  and th e re fo re  revea ls ,  perspect ive- tak ing  

s k i l l s ,  but an a t t r i b u t i o n  of such competences even t o  3-year-olds i s  

a t  odds with most of the l i t e r a t u r e  on so c ia l -co g n i t iv e  and 

communicative development (cf.  Shantz, 1975). Detailed  descr ip t ions  

of c h i ld re n ' s  in te ra c t iv e  ro le  play were needed to  help resolve 

inconsis tenc ies  in claims regarding young c h i ld re n ' s  competences in 

negot ia t ing play agreements.

The symbolic framing of a pretense s t a t e  with a par tner  a lso  

requires  negot ia t ion  and coordinat ion of plans:  children must agree

on 'where' they a re ,  'who' they a re ,  'what* they are doing. Reports 

of c h i ld re n ' s  s to r i e s  and c h i ld r e n ' s  play seem to  ind ica te  t h a t ,  while 

even young preschoolers make occasional e f f o r t s  to  cons truc t  pretense
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s t a t e s ,  older  preschoolers are s t i l l  not co ns is ten t ly  maintaining 

fantasy s t a t e s  when playing or  t e l l i n g  a s to ry .  I f  ch i ld ren  have 

d i f f i c u l t y  maintaining pre tense ,  t h i s  suggests t h a t  they have 

d i f f i c u l t y  making, or a t  l e a s t  using,  agreements on pre tense  s t a t e s .  

Reports of  c h i ld re n ' s  incons is ten t  cons truc t ion  of pre tense ,  which 

tend t o  emphasize young c h i l d r e n ' s  I n a b i l i t i e s ,  needed t o  be 

reconciled with repor ts  of c h i ld r e n ' s  perspec t ive- tak ing  s k i l l s ,  which 

tend t o  emphasize t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s .  Systematic examination of 

c h i ld r e n ' s  communicative s t r a t e g i e s  for  framing pre tense  in 

in t e r a c t iv e  role play were needed.

Evidence of young c h i ld r e n ' s  a b i l i t i e s  t o  portray motivated 

persons comes from a range of research e f f o r t s ,  none of which d i r e c t ly  

addresses c h i ld r e n ' s  understandings of  persons '  goals in in te ra c t io n s .  

Studies of c h i ld r e n ' s  i n t e r a c t iv e  role  p lay ,  s o l i t a r y  doll  play,  

s t o r i e s ,  and s c r i p t  knowledge report  fo r  young preschoolers  a g rea ter  

l ike l ihood  of nonsocial por t raya ls  (absence of complementary r o l e s ) ,  

stereotyped social sequences, and absence of motivated p lo ts  with an 

emergence of motivated po r t raya ls  of in te ra c t io n s  over age. Since 

t h i s  p a t te rn  of f indings  was gleaned from s tud ies  whose purposes were 

d iverse ,  i t  became important to  examine in  de ta i l  th e  contents  of 

c h i ld r e n ' s  i n t e r a c t iv e  role play p o r t r ay a l s ,  as these  reveal t h e i r  

understandings of  motivated social r e la t io n s h ip s .

Purpose of th§ Present Research

In an e f fo r t  to in t e g ra te  what has been reported and discussed 

to  date  regarding i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play,  a developmental model of the 

so c ia l -co g n i t iv e  and i n t e r a c t iv e  demands of c o l lab o ra t iv e  role play



was constructed as a basis  fo r  research.  The cons truc ts  of ' soc ia l  

episode'  and ' soc ia l  p lan '  were introduced to  represent  coordinated 

a c t iv i t y  by a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of Indiv iduals  in a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t i n g .

A social episode i s  a common un i t  of a c t i v i t y  in th e  organizat ion of 

everyday social l i f e  and one frequently  por trayed by chi ldren  in role 

play. In te rac t iv e  ro le  play i s  one kind of cooperat ive social 

episode. In cooperative episodes,  p a r t i c ip a n ts  cons truc t  'w i th '  

social p lans.  With plans are pub l ica l ly  negotiated in the  arrangement 

phase of the episode and are  then revised as needed during the  

accomplishment of the episode. Representation of p a r tn e rs '  social 

plans - -  representa t ion  of t h e i r  perspectives  — and coordinat ion of 

discrepancies  among social plans is  c r i t i c a l  t o  cooperat ive 

negot ia t ions .  In ro le  play episodes,  the re  i s  an embedded episode 

portrayed within the  'real*  cooperative episode. The organizat ion of 

the  embedded episode d i f f e r s  with i t s  content ,  although children 

commonly portray complementary episodes in which there  i s  some 

instrumental r e la t io n  between the portrayed c h a rac te r s .

The development of i n t e r a c t iv e  role play was hypothesized to  

resemble th e  course of development of peer in t e ra c t io n  described by 

Piaget (1926/1955). The socia l episodes of very young children should 

i n i t i a l l y  resemble c o l l e c t iv e  monologue and c o n s i s t  of disorganized 

ro le  play " c o l le c t io n s , "  some of which are appropria te  to  the  pretend 

context but few of which are organized as sequences of coordinated 

socia l behaviors.  Progress in por traying coordinated ro le s  should 

occur when children have social event knowledge of the ac t ions ,  

in t e ra c t io n s ,  and sequencings appropria te  in p a r t i c u l a r  social 

contexts .  In te rac t iv e  ro le  play would then resemble P ia g e t ' s  next



s tage ,  co l labora t ion  In non-abstract  thought,  I f  the  play were 

supported by a miniature  version of  the  ' r e a l '  s e t t i n g  j u s t  as 

everyday contexts  support everyday in te ra c t io n s  by providing reminders 

of what to  do. 'Roles'  could be portrayed,  even i f  ch i ldren  could not 

represent  e i t h e r  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  or  t h e i r  c h a ra c te r ' s  perspect ives  

( t h e i r  social  plan represen ta t ions  of the socia l ep isode) .  In terms 

of El 'Konin 's  (1966) a n a ly s i s ,  ro le  play in non-abstrac t  thought would 

resemble the  por trayal  of a c t i v i t i e s ,  not of motivated social 

r e la t io n s h ip s ,  But any ro le  play undertaken 1n an ambiguous play 

context would not be successful  unless  p a r t i c ip a n ts  could reach 

agreements on symbolic t ransformations  of s e t t i n g ,  ro le ,  and object  

i d e n t i t i e s ,  and such agreements require  perspect ive  taking and 

perspect ive coordinat ion.  Furthermore, any ro le  play of motivated 

actions  and In te rac t io n s  requires  the  taking of the  ch a rac te r s '  

perspect ives .  P a r t i c ip an ts  must understand why persons occupying 

episode ro les  ac t  as they do and then ‘m ot iva te ’ the  portrayal  

app ropr ia te ly .  I n te ra c t iv e  ro le  play cons is t ing  of the motivated 

portrayal  of persons in social  ep isodes,  accomplished through 

p a r t i c ip a n ts '  agreements regarding symbolic s e t t i n g ,  ro le ,  and object 

t ransformations ,  t y p i f i e s  P ia g e t ' s  l a s t  s tage ,  co l labora t ion  in 

a b s t r ac t  thought,  as well as El 'Konin 's  second s tage ,  portrayal  of 

motivated socia l  r e la t io n s h ip s .

Summary and In te rp re ta t io n  of Data

The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  study provide evidence fo r  t h i s  

developmental model, although to  conclude t h a t  the re  are  ' s t a g e s '  in 

the development of peer in te ra c t io n  i s  to  simplify apparently complex
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r e l a t io n s  among developing socia l event knowledge, social plan 

knowledge, and i n t e r a c t iv e  competences.

Sociocentrism

Subjects a t  a l l  ages demonstrated an eagerness to  i n t e r a c t  with 

t h e i r  playmates.  Children I n i t i a t e d  73% to  90% (median proportion for  

each age group in each sess ion)  of t h e i r  d iscourse sequences t o  t h e i r  

pa r tn e rs ,  and 73% to  93% (median proport ion)  of these  i n i t i a t i o n s  were 

successful 1n securing a response. These ra tes  of i n t e ra c t iv e  in ten t  

and in t e r a c t iv e  success  are as great  or g rea te r  than any reported in 

previous research on c h i ld re n ' s  " soc locentr ic"  In ten t ions  (Garvey & 

Hogan, 1973; Gearhart & Shatz,  1978; G re i f ,  1977; Mueller, 1972). 

Furthermore, children of a l l  ages appropria te ly  worked harder  a t  

communicating with t h e i r  par tner  when par tner  and task  were novel 

(session 1) and when par tnered with someone d i f f e r e n t  (session 3). 

These data  re in fo rce  the  cons truct  of "sociocentrism" as a 

c h a rac te r iza t io n  of young c h i ld r e n ' s  social i n t e r e s t s .  Clear ly  the 

task for  research 1s no longer to  demonstrate t h a t  chi ldren want to  

i n t e r a c t  but to  expla in  th e  development of s k i l l s  for  in t e ra c t io n .

Collections

The endpoint ana lys is  of social episodes was val idated  by the 

f inding th a t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the o lder  su b je c ts '  data and much of the 

younger s u b jec ts '  data  consis ted  of complete social episodes 

resembling th e  endpoint model: a given se t  of p a r t ic ip a n ts  (the

par tne r  pa i r )  accomplished a goal ( ro le  play of a s to re  episode, in 

which the  customer obtains foods) in an appropria te  support ive
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context .  Furthermore, most of these  episodes contained arrangement 

phases in which subjec ts  achieved some kind of  agreement on t h e i r  

play.  However, as described below, some of the youngest su b jec ts '  

a c t i v i t i e s  did not resemble social episodes.  Some of t h e i r  

I n te rac t ions  resembled ' c o l l e c t i o n s , 1 the  f i r s t  s tage in the  

developmental model.

In general ,  younger su b jec ts '  episodes were l e s s  l ike ly  than 

o lder  su b jec ts '  to  be arranged and l e s s  l ik e ly  to  be arranged jo in t l y  

by both pa r tne rs .  Thus younger sub jec ts  did not necessar i ly  reach 

agreements before they I n i t i a t e d  ro le  p lay ,  and i f  they did neg o t ia te ,  

1t was l ik e ly  t h a t  one p a r tne r  dominated. Younger subjec ts  were le s s  

l ik e ly  to  frame the  embedded episode with a charac te r  entry or e x i t ,  

and thus  i t  was more often not c l e a r  in t h e i r  in te ra c t io n s  whether 

pretense had begun or ended. S im ila r ly ,  the  youngest subjec ts  

sometimes formulated a ro le  by i t s  locat ion (e .g .  " I ' l l  go in  here")  

r a the r  than i t s  name or i t s  def ininy a c t i v i t y ,  and thus  i t  was 

sometimes unclear  whether they had assumed a ro le .  The younger 

sub jec ts '  episode por t raya ls  were more of ten incomplete.

I t  was the youngest subjec ts  whose episodes were most l i k e ly  to  

be d isorganized.  Only the a c t i v i t y  units  of the 3-year-olds were 

sometimes p a ra l l e l  or s o l i t a r y  r a th e r  than s o c ia l ,  sometimes 

disorganized ' c o l l e c t i o n s '  lacking In te rp re ta b le  sequentia l 

o rganizat ion .  Only 3-year-olds ever abandoned an episode before i t  

was completed to  switch ro le s .  Only 3-year-olds  ever ca r r ied  over 

ownerships from episode to  episode, rendering the  motives fo r  each 

role  increasingly  d i f f i c u l t  to i n t e r p r e t .  Thus 3-year-olds had more 

d i f f i c u l t y  with the  sequentia l coordinat ion of social behaviors and
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t h e i r  play sometimes resembled " c o l le c t iv e  monologue.11 

Col laborat ion  ijn Non- Abstract Thought

While most of c h i ld re n ' s  In te rac t io n s  consis ted  of s equen t ia l ly -  

organized, complete socia l  episodes,  s u b jec ts '  d iscourse  negot ia t ions  

almost never resembled cooperative socia l  plan nego t ia t ions ,  or 

“co l labora t ion  In ab s t rac t  thought ,"  t h e  l a s t  stage 1n the 

developmental model. Children were not making comprehensive 

arrangement agreements on a social plan fo r  the  co-construct ion of an 

e n t i r e  socia l  ep isode,  not even 1n sess ions  1 and 3 when the  contexts  

demanded them. Only 1 6-year-old  dyad 1n sess ion 3 ever attempted a 

co l labora t ive  socia l plan nego t ia t ion .  Children almost .never asked 

one another ques tions in an arrangement,  and thus  they were not 

s o l i c i t i n g  one ano the r ' s  Input.  During th e  accomplishment of ro le  

p lay,  the re  were some cooperative negot ia t ions  of subtasks by the

6-year -o lds ,  although such nego t ia t ions  occurred when necessary t o  

resolve a d ispute  in t e r f e r in g  with coordinated play,  not as par t  of 

methodical social pre-planning.  Thus, while some older  subjec ts  

sometimes demonstrated competence in reaching j o i n t  agreements on 

plans and pre tense ,  they could not have been depending on 

co l labora t ion  1n ab s t r a c t  thought to  get  them through an e n t i r e  

episode.

The findings on framing of pretense a re  co n s is ten t  with these  

observations of negot ia t ion complexity. Although most ch i ldren  were 

making occasional communicative e f f o r t s  to  reach agreements on 

symbolic t ransformations  of i d e n t i t i e s ,  they were not co n s is ten t ly  or 

predic tably  transforming t h e i r  play context symbolically.
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Arrangements contained primarily ro le  assignments.  Establishment of 

theme, and se t t in g  i d e n t i t i e s  and of sp e c i f i c  act ions  and discourse 

were unusual.  L in g u is t ic  devices fo r  framing pretense  were used 

in f requen t ly ,  and some ca tegor ies  of devices were not used by a l l  

sub jec ts .  Q ua l i ta t ive  examinations of framing e f f o r t s  revealed th a t  

pretense  agreements t h a t  were made were of ten not used in l a t e r  play. 

Thus, although sub jec ts  could co-cons t ruc t  pretense  s t a t e s ,  they were 

not maintaining a pre tense  s t a t e  throughout an e n t i r e  social  episode 

po r t raya l .

In t h e i r  p o r t r a y a l s ,  most subjec ts  represented a t  l e a s t  one 

ch a rac te r ,  the  customer, as motivated by a need for  food a t  some point 

during most episodes.  However, the  customer's  motives were formulated 

a t  Infrequent and unpredictable  moments during p lay ,  and they often 

were not revealed u n t i l  th e  end, when the  customer obtained her food. 

Subjects appeared t o  be able to  take th e  perspect ive  of customers and 

represent  t h e i r  in ten t ions  by obtaining foods or  formulating a motive, 

but the re  were many sequences of ro le  p lay ,  p a r t i c u la r ly  r i t u a l  

r e p e t i t i v e  fragments,  in which the  customer's in ten t ions  were not 

ap p a re n t .1 Thus, while sub jec ts  appeared to  know something about 

persons'  goals in socia l episodes,  t h a t  knowledge did not cons is ten t ly  

(a t  l e a s t  p u b l ica l ly )  inform the  contents  of t h e i r  p o r t ray a l s .  More 

often than not ,  sub jec ts  appeared t o  be portraying contex t -appropr ia te

1 Children did not seem to  know much about c l e rk s '  goals ,  and thus  
ne i the r  the  c l e r k ' s  goal ( to  be paid fo r  her work) nor tne  r e l a t io n  
between c l e r k ' s  and customer 's  goals was e f fe c t iv e ly  portrayed. 
However, i t  i s  recognized th a t  s ince por trayal  of c lerk  motives, and 
the  r e la t io n  between c le rk  and customer motives, i s  not required of a 
va l id  s to re  episode p o r t r a y a l ,  the  meaning of an absence of clerk 
motivation i s  ambiguous.
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a c t i v i t i e s ,  not motivated social r e la t io n sh ip s  (El'Konin, 1966).

According t o  th e  developmental model, i f  chi ldren are producing 

ro le  play by co l labo ra t ion  in non-abstrac t  thought ,  they are re lying 

primarily upon cu l tu ra l ly - sh a red  socia l  event knowledge of the role  

play theme and upon the  support of a them at ica l ly -appropr la te  play 

context .  Analyses of  the contents  of c h i ld re n ' s  por traya ls  provided 

evidence th a t  sub jec ts  knew a grea t  deal about the  sequence of events 

in s to r e  episodes. At a l l  ages the  majority of portrayed act ions  and 

in te rac t io n s  were val id  and va l id ly  sequenced, ind icat ing  th a t  

subjects  shared with one another subs tan t ia l  social  event knowledge 

which would enable them t o  coordinate  a po r t raya l .  The f inding th a t  

subjec t pa i r s  ra re ly  ever arranged s p e c i f i c  s to r e  events or t h e i r  

sequence, when i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  they had knowledge of those events ,  

ind ica tes  th a t  they assumed t h a t  t h a t  knowledge was shared between 

them. Role assignments,  su b jec ts '  primary concern in arrangements,  

were apparently believed to  imply ro le  contents .  Subjects '  assumption 

of shared knowledge was not always appropria te .  For example, while 

subjects  did appropria te ly  arrange a g rea te r  var ie ty  of episode 

contents  in session 1 than in session 2, they did not re turn  to  more

comprehensive arrangements, in session 3, when re-par tnered .  I t

appears,  then,  t h a t  cu l tu ra l ly - sh a red  knowledge enabled successful 

in t e ra c t iv e  ro le  p lay ,  even in th e  absence of e f f o r t s  to  coordinate

perspect ives  and n ego t ia te  shared play plans.

I t  i s  possib le  t h a t  the  prescr ibed theme in conjunction with the 

well -s tocked,  miniature play s to r e  a c tu a l ly  ' I n v i t e d '  the ch i ld re n ' s  

assumption t h a t  what was to  be done was obvious. I t  i s  a lso  possib le  

th a t  a context of play i s  simply not a context fo r  ra t iona l



negot ia t ion  fop p a r t i c ip a n t s  of any age. These same subjec ts  may have 

been able  to demonstrate g rea te r  competence a t  negot ia t ion  of 

agreements i f  the  play theme were not prescribed and th e  play context 

were l e s s  s t ruc tu red  and def ined .  They may have been able to  

demonstrate g rea te r  competence i f  they were engaged in  accomplishing 

some physical goal,  such as completing a puzzle to g e th e r .  While th e  

findings remain t h a t  th e  ro le  play episodes observed were not t ru ly  

cooperat ively produced, in t e rp r e t a t i o n  of these  findings as evidence 

o f  lack of a b i l i t y ,  given t h i s  examination of peer in te ra c t io n s  in 

only one in te r a c t iv e  context ,  i s  not possib le .  As discussed a t  the  

end of t h i s  chap te r ,  research i s  needed t o  d isentangle the  e f f e c t s  of 

play and non-play contexts  on c h i ld re n ' s  procedures for  negot ia t ion .

Collaborat ion in Abstract  Thought

While much of the  data f i t  the category of co l labo ra t ion  in 

non-abstract  thought ,  th e re  was development across  the  preschool age 

range cons is ten t  with emerging cap a c i t i e s  fo r  co l labo ra t ion  in 

a b s t r a c t  thought.

As already summarized, the re  was 1 6-year-old  dyad who attempted 

a co l lab o ra t iv e  arrangement negot ia t ion  in  session 3. Furthermore, 

some of 6 -y e a r -o ld s 1 negot ia t ions  of subtasks during the  

accomplishment phase sometimes co n s t i tu ted  t ru e  cooperat ion.  Each 

p a r t i c ip a n t  contr ibuted her version of a plan,  and an agreement was 

reached and then used as t h e i r  plan fo r  subsequent i n t e r a c t iv e  play. 

Thus, 6-year-o lds  demonstrated t h e  competence to  cooperate ,  even 1f 

they were not y e t  a n t ic ip a t in g  th e  usefulness  of cooperation fo r  the  

organizat ion of socia l episodes.
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Many analyses of age and age-by-session t rends  provide data 

c ons is ten t  with a developing emergence of s k i l l s  for  co l labora t ion  in 

a b s t r a c t  thought.

Across sessions  1 and 2 ,  sub jec ts  a t  a l l  ages brought 'forward'  

t o  arrangements th ings  t h a t  had been done before but never arranged as 

well as new plans t h a t  had never been done or arranged before .  At a l l  

ages, sub jec ts  decreased th e  range of contents  arranged in sess ion 2, 

when p a r tn e r  and play had become fa m i l ia r .  However, these  e f f e c t s  

were more s t r ik in g  fo r  the  6-year-o lds .  The 3- and 5-year-o lds ,  the 

only sub jec ts  who sometimes did not arrange t h e i r  p lay ,  arranged t h e i r  

play more f requent ly  in sess ions  1 and 3, but the  6-year-olds  arranged 

every episode 1n a l l  sess ions .  Only 6-year-olds  Increased in  

frequency of  j o i n t  arrangements in sess ion 3, when re-par tnered .

The contents  of the  arrangements and por traya ls  of  the  older  

sub jec ts  provided evidence of t h e i r  g rea te r  understandings of  roles  

and ro le  r e l a t io n s h ip s .  When planning por t raya ls  in arrangements,  

o lder  ch i ldren  more frequently  formulated a r o l e ' s  name or def ining 

a c t i v i t y ;  they never formulated a role by i t s  loca t ion .  Thus older  

sub jec ts  more e f f e c t iv e ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  t h e i r  own id e n t i ty  from t h e i r  

p re tense  i d e n t i t y .  They smoothly switched ro le s  in each 

rearrangement, ind ica t ing  t h a t  they readi ly  an t ic ipa ted  assuming the  

complement of the ro le  they j u s t  played. When they assigned r o le s ,  

they more of ten assigned only one ro le ,  Ind ica t ing  t h a t  th a t  

assignment implied the  assignment of th e  complementary ro le .  Older 

sub jec ts  framed t h e i r  play more frequently  with charac te r  e n t r ie s  and 

e x i t s ,  and thus  they more f requent ly  dramatized th e  tak1ng-on and the  

t a k in g -o f f  of t h e i r  pre tense  i d e n t i t i e s .  Older ch i ldren  portrayed
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complementary ro les  more e f f e c t iv e ly .  Their complete social episodes 

contained a higher  proport ion of val id  in t e r a c t io n s .  Monologues 

produced while th e  pa r tne r  was pursuing ro le -appropr ia te  independent 

a c t i v i t i e s  were more them at ica l ly  cons is ten t .  Older customers b e t t e r  

r e s i s te d  the  in te r fe rence  of c le rks  in t h e i r  food s e le c t io n s .

In general ,  o lder  sub jec ts  more f requent ly  displayed an 

an t ic ip a t io n  of an ep iso d e 's  content and organizat ion .  They more 

frequent ly rearranged the  s e t t in g  a f t e r  each round of p lay,  prepared 

the  s e t t in g  by stocking she lves ,  prepared fo r  roles  by supplying the  

customer with money and basket .  They more of ten framed t h e i r  play by 

portraying e n t r i e s  and e x i t s ,  thus  marking the  episode as a un i t  of 

a c t i v i t y .

Older subjec ts  appeared to  have g rea te r  socia l  event knowledge 

about s to res  than younger sub jec ts .  The complexity of complete 

episodes Increased with age, as Indicated by an increase  in secondary 

s to re  characters  and in t h e  number of d i f f e r e n t  act ions  and 

in te ra c t io n s .  The coherence of complete episodes increased with age, 

as indicated by a decrease  in secondary nonstore characters  and in 

inval id  act ions  and In te ra c t io n s .

Some of the data j u s t  summarized are  cons is ten t  with a 

development across  the preschool age range of social  plan knowledge as 

well .  Older su b jec ts '  more e f fec t iv e  por t raya ls  of complementary 

roles  and t h e i r  more frequent  por t raya ls  of in te ra c t io n s  in d ic a te  t h a t  

the instrumental r e l a t io n  between c lerk  and customer was more apparent 

in t h e i r  episodes. The higher  frequency of secondary s tore  characters  

demonstrates t h a t  they were able to  represent  each charac te r  in more 

than one r e l a t io n sh ip .  Older su b jec ts '  episodes were more often
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complete, ind ica t ing  t h a t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of the customer's goal was more 

important to  o lder  su b jec ts .  The o ldes t  su b jec ts '  episodes never 

contained repeated r i t u a l  fragments,  and thus  the  organizat ion of 

t h e i r  por t raya ls  was co ns is ten t ly  d i rec ted  toward goal accomplishment.

According t o  the  developmental model, the re  should be no evidence 

of social plan knowledge u n t i l  th e  s tage of co l labo ra t ion  in ab s t rac t  

thought.  This component of the  developmental model did not receive 

support.  Subjects of a l l  ages formulated th e  customer's motive for  

food, even i f  only a need f o r  a s ingle  Item. Subjects of a l l  ages 

produced a t  l e a s t  one complete social episode in which the  customer 

was portrayed as se lec t in g  and obtaining food. Thus there  was 

evidence fo r  social  plan knowledge in even th e  youngest sub jec ts .

Based on these  f in d in g s ,  an argument fo r  th e  apparent developmental 

r e l a t io n  between socia l  event and social plan knowledge i s  offered 

below.

Conclusions

As discussed in  Chapter I I ,  i t  has been argued t h a t  ea r ly  peer 

in te ra c t io n s  co n s is t  predominantly of i n t e r a c t iv e  routines  — 

in t e r a c t iv e  sequences which are  co-constructed by a p a r t i c u l a r  pa i r  of 

ch i ldren  and whose purpose 1s so le ly  the  doing of  them (Ervin-Tripp & 

Mitchell-Kernan, 1977). Progress in  peer In te ra c t io n  i s  sa id  t o  

e n ta i l  t h e  development of represen ta t ional  cap a c i t i e s  needed fo r  the 

j o i n t  construct ion  and j o i n t  achievement of h ie r a rc h ic a l ly  organized 

plans (Ervin-Tripp & Mitchell-Kernan, 1977; Forbes & Lubin, 1981a, 

1981b; Lubin & Forbes, 1981). The present work i s  a con tr ibu t ion  to  

understanding th e  development of peer i n t e r a c t io n ,  in t h a t  i t  o f fe rs  a



model of what h ie ra rch ica l ly -o rgan ized  peer in te ra c t io n s  might look 

l ik e .  This model f a c i l i t a t e d  examination of preschoolers '  a b i l i t i e s  

for  soc ia l ly  planful in t e r a c t io n s .  Consistent with e a r l i e r  s tud ies  of 

preschoolers '  i n t e r a c t io n s ,  the re  was a lso  evidence of r i t u a l  in these  

data .  Younger sub jec ts  of ten produced s e r i e s  of  repeated episode 

fragments or repeated episodes without tu rn  change. Subjects  seemed 

to  get ' s tu ck '  1n some segment of an episode and cycle through the 

sequence over and over again,  f i n a l l y  t o  e x i t  from the  loop to  

complete the  episode. As a r e s u l t ,  th e  'g o a l '  was f lu id  and 

ambiguous; 1t emerged only when the  episode was f in a l ly  completed and 

the  customer obtained her foods. Never theless ,  the  customer had a 

goal,  and th e  children portraying th e  s to r e  episodes had th e  goal of 

portraying th e  customer achieving her  goal.  While r i t u a l  sequences 

were of ten very successful contexts  fo r  peer i n t e r a c t io n s ,  the  same 

pairs  who constructed those r i t u a l s  a l so  constructed more r a t io n a l ly -  

organized episode sequences. Thus fo r  sub jec ts  a t  a l l  ages the re  was 

evidence fo r  socia l plan and fo r  socia l  event knowledge and fo r  th e  

a b i l i t y  to  use both kinds of knowledge to  organize s o c ia l ly  

coordinated por t raya ls  of persons in socia l  episodes.

I t  appears t h a t  previous claims about the  perspect ive- tak ing  

a b i l i t i e s  and negot ia tory  s k i l l s  revealed in ro le  play d a ta ,  discussed 

1n Chapter I I I ,  have exaggerated preschoolers '  so c ia l -co g n i t iv e  and 

communicative competences. In these  data  the re  was no evidence th a t  

successful ro le  play necessar i ly  reveals  preschoolers '  competences in 

perspect ive tak ing .  The data are  best  In te rp re ted  as evidence t h a t  

preschoolers make an "elementary d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n "  between s e l f  and 

other  (Selman, 1976), t h a t  they are aware t h a t  the  other  may not know
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or intend what the  s e l f  does. I t  i s  not necessary to  a t t r i b u t e  to  the  

subjec ts  in t h i s  study any addit ional  so c ia l -co g n i t iv e  competence to  

explain t h e i r  communicative adjustments across  contexts .  What the  

findings do make c l e a r  i s  t h a t  i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play i s  a context for 

the  development of the so c ia l - co g n i t iv e  and communicative s k i l l s  

necessary t o  co l labo ra t ive  production of ro le  play episodes.  Social 

event knowledge enabled ch i ldren  t o  p a r t i c ip a t e  success fu l ly  in 

in te ra c t io n s  of g rea te r  length and complexity than they could 

apparently e f f e c t iv e ly  negot ia te  or  frame. As a consequence, they 

were confronted with discrepancies  in ro le  play con ten ts .  When 

sub jec ts  were foregrounding 'new arrangements '  ( th ings t h a t  had been, 

done in role  play before but never ar ranged) ,  they were making e f f o r t s  

to  reach agreements p r io r  t o  play on previously unanticipated 

dif ferences  between them. Thus they were learning from t h e i r  ro le  

play in te ra c t io n s  tne importance of arrangement nego t ia t ions .

During th e  preschool age range examined, social  event knowledge 

did not s t r i c t l y  precede social  plan knowledge. Instead,  social  event 

knowledge appeared to  enable in te ra c t io n s  not y e t  e n t i r e ly  

' r a t i o n a l l y '  understood and thereby to  enable a c q u is i t io n  of socia l 

plan knowledge. In i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay ,  chi ldren appear to  be 

learning to  recognize one an o th e r ' s  in t e n t io n s ,  as well as the  goals 

and in te ra c t in g  goals of the  characters  they a re  por traying .  Social 

event knowledge appears to  enable peers to  cons truct  toge the r  an 

i n t e r a c t iv e  context fo r  learning about the  ra t iona l  bases of social  

i n t e ra c t io n s .
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Pi rec t ions  for  Future Research

The framework developed f o r  t h i s  p ro jec t  can co n t r ib u te  t o  

fu r th e r  e f f o r t s  in th e  study of  developmental r e l a t io n s  among 

in t e ra c t iv e  competences and socia l cogni t ion .  The following are  

recommendations based on th e  r e s u l t s  from t h i s  p ro jec t  on i n t e r a c t iv e  

ro le  p lay.

The Need to  Understand th e  Relat ion of Talk to  Task

In t h i s  s tudy,  coders were unable t o  make a r e l i a b l e  d i s t i n c t io n  

between in - r o l e  and o u t -o f - ro le  d iscourse .  As a consequence, many 

accomplishment phase analyses of in - r o l e  charac te r  d iscourse  and out-  

o f - r o l e  communicative procedures sub jec ts  used t o  coordinate  t h e i r  

ro le  por t raya ls  were not p o s s ib le .  Fur ther  work 1s needed in 

e s tab l i sh ing  c r i t e r i a  fo r  d is t ingu ish ing  th e  functions  of d iscourse  in 

co n s t i tu t in g  and in enabling in t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play.  In the  only 

ava i lab le  attempt to  d a te ,  Sachs, Goldman & Chaille  (1981) coded 

ut te rances  on a 5 point sca le  cons is t ing  of:  (1) planning (e .g .  “I ' l l  

be t h e . . . , "  "Pretend we 're  (2) probably planning (e .g .  "I'm

the doc to r") ;  (3) e i t h e r  planning o r  enactment; (4) probably enactment

(5) enactment,  marked and/or  s te r e o ty p ic  of ro le .  The f i r s t  category 

appears to  combine the  l i n g u i s t i c  devices  of e x p l i c i t  pretense 

planning (e .g .  "Le t ' s  p r e t e n d . . . , "  "Make b e l i e v e . . . " )  and im p l i c i t  

pretense planning (e .g .  "You b e . . . , "  " I ' l l  b e . . . , "  " T h i s ' l l  b e . . . " ) .  

The second category would con ta in ,  among o ther  u t te rances ,  im p l ic i t  

s t a t l v e s /q u e r i e s  (e .g .  "You're t h e . . . , "  "I'm t h e . . . , "  "This i s  

t h e . . . " ) .  Sachs e t  al provided some behavioral c r i t e r i a  fo r  the  

points of t h e i r  scale but r e l i e d  on rankings for  problematic



u t te rances .  Two coders '  judgments were considered r e l i a b l e  I f  they 

were within 1 point of one anotner .  These In v es t ig a to r s '  re l iance  

upon rankings r a th e r  than s t r i c t l y  d iscourse  c r i t e r i a  and t h e i r  

relaxed c r i t e r i a  fo r  e s ta b l i sh in g  r e l i a b l i t y  show how d i f f i c u l t  i t  i s  

to  d is t in g u ish  i n - r o l e  and o u t -o f - ro le  t a lk  in c h i ld re n ' s  play. I t  

was qu i te  evident from th e  e f f o r t s  undertaken fo r  t h i s  p ro jec t  t h a t  

th e re  are  m ult ip le  communicative means fo r  communicating non­

l i t e r a l  i t y  of i n t e n t ,  including nonveroal behaviors (e .g .  exaggeration 

of gesture or a c t i o n ) ,  p a r a l in g u is t i c  behaviors (e .g .  change in p i tch  

or loudness or prosody), proposi t ional  content  (thematic relevance of 

u t terance con ten t ) ,  d iscourse function (thematic appropriateness  of 

funct ion,  expressed 1n a given form, in a given con tex t ) .

Combinations of these behaviors are common. When there  are  so many 

means ava i lab le  to  frame pre tense ,  the s t a tu s  of any given u t te rance  

as in-  or  ou t -o f -p re tense  appeared to  t h i s  in v es t ig a to r  t o  be 

e s s e n t i a l l y  p r o b a b i l i s t i c .  Utterances seemed usually  'more' or ' l e s s 1 

within o r  without fan tasy ,  with occasional very c le a r  breaks out of 

frame fo r  negot ia t ion  or very c l e a r  cha rac te r  d iscourse within frame. 

The v a r ie ty  of procedures ch i ldren  use t o  mark pretense have been 

observed and described before (Bruner,  Jo l ly  & Sylva, 1976; Franklin,  

1981; Garvey, 1977; Garvey & Berndt, 1977; Matthews, 1977). But there  

has been no systematic  developmental examination of the  contexts  of 

t h e i r  use in i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  p lay ,  and research i s  needed.

The Need to  understand Plav as a. Unique Social Context

The subjec ts  in t h i s  study made incons is ten t  e f f o r t s  to  maintain 

a pre tense  s t a t e  throughout t h e i r  ro le  play. Subjects  d i rec ted  one
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ano ther 's  play a c t i v i t i e s ,  negotia ted r i g h t s ,  reported on t h e i r  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  commented on the  s e t t i n g ,  and discussed non-store concerns 

(not analyzed).  To what ex ten t  was the  Incons is ten t ly  constructed,  

ambiguous loca t ion  of the  fantasy  frame simply c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of young 

c h i ld re n ' s  play as a socia l  context and not evidence of t h e i r  

inal'i i t y  t o  co-construct  and maintain p re tense  s t a t e s ?  What are 

young c h i ld r e n ' s  understandings of play as a unique social context? 

Mere these  sub jec ts  merely p layfu l ly  unconcerned with a purposeful 

production of an embedded socia l episode?

I t  was concluded e a r l i e r  t h a t  th e  children were unable to 

conceptual ize and maintain symbolic t ransformations  across a u n i t  of 

a c t i v i t y  as complex as a socia l  episode. However, t h a t  conclusion 

could be 1n e r r o r ,  i f  we discover  t h a t  chi ldren a t  play a re  not 

ra t iona l  and not r e f l e c t i v e  about social  events t h a t  they can indeed 

formulate and r e f l e c t  on ip  o ther  con tex ts ,  such as in terviews.  In 

order  t o  use observat ions of i n t e r a c t iv e  ro le  play as evidence for  

c h i ld re n ' s  developing social cognit ion and in t e r a c t iv e  competences, we 

need to  understand in  what ways ch i ldren  may view ro le  play as a 

unique non-ra t ional socia l  context .  Furthermore, we need to  

understand the  course of development of non-ra t ional  p layfu lness .

I t  was suggested e a r l i e r  t h a t  the  rich concreteness  of the play 

se t t in g  in conjunction with the  task  in s t ru c t io n s  may have invoked 

social event knowledge and minimized su b je c ts '  perceived need t o  

transform the  context symbolically.  Subjects might have revealed 

g rea te r  competence a t  framing pretense  in le ss  s t ruc tured  role  play 

contexts  requir ing symbolic t ransformation of s e t t i n g ,  r o le ,  and 

object  i d e n t i t i e s .  Comparisons of ro le  play in w e l l - s t ru c tu red  play
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contexts  (as Mas the play s e t t i n g  1n t h i s  study) and minimally 

s t ruc tu red  play contexts  which require  pre tense  agreements are needed 

to  determine p rescnoo le r s1 developing a b i l i t i e s  for  co-construct ing 

and maintaining pre tense .

The Need fo r  Convergent Methods

There are severe methodological co n s t r a in t s  on th e  inferences  one 

can make about su b jec ts '  knowledge on the  basis  of  t h e i r  observed 

in te ra c t io n s .  Even i f  the  i n t e r a c t iv e  context i s  one t h a t  demands 

co l lab o ra t iv e  in te ra c t io n s  (as did sess ions  1 and 3, for  example), 

p a r t i c ip a n t s '  e f f o r t s  a t  coordinat ing but not dupl ica t ing  t h e i r  

con tr ibu t ions  make i t  unl ikely  t h a t  any one p a r t i c ip a n t  wil l  disp lay 

a l l  t h a t  she knows. Interviews need t o  be developed in  order  to  

assess  each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  knowledge of the task  and her understandings 

about the  social  i n t e ra c t io n s  re levan t  to  the  task  context .  As 

reviewed in Chapter I I .  Forbes & Lubin (1981a. 1981b; Lubin & Forbes. 

1981) have developed a paradigm of convergent methods in which 

chi ldren  a re  observed in p a r t i c u l a r  i n te r a c t iv e  contexts — fo r  

example, during at tempts  to  en te r  an ongoing play group - -  and 

interviewed about those contexts  — in t h i s  example, about entry
■' i

behaviors and o th e r  c h i ld r e n ' s  i n t e rp r e ta t io n s  of those behaviors.  

Underlying t h e i r  analyses  of interv iews and in te ra c t io n s  i s  an 

assumption of a s t r u c t u r a l ,  cognitive-developmental model of social 

development. However, they are  careful  not to  build  models of 

developmental change in domains of social knowledge much more 

comprehensive than the one being examined. Their  work represents  an 

important advance over previous co r re la t io n a l  s tud ies  which borrow
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from e x is t in g  global r a t in g s  of i n t e r a c t iv e  competence and laboratory  

assessments of perspect ive  t ak in g ,  a methodology th a t  produces more 

questions than r e s u l t s .

The Need fo r  Analyses .of Contexts :

How Abstract i s  Social .Plan Knowledge?

A p a r t i c u la r  level of ana lys is  1n the  organizat ion of social l i f e  

was se lected fo r  study - -  t h a t  of the  socia l episode — because i t  i s  

a common and important u n i t  of everyday social l i f e .  Knowledge of 

o ther  leve ls  of ana lys is  of socia l organizat ion (e .g .  the  organization 

of a school day as a se t  of episodes,  or a school yea r  as cycles of  

repeated episodes d i rec ted  toward achieving annual c u r r i c u l a r  goals) 

could be examined comparat ively. Developing understandings of  the 

in terna l  organizat ion of episodes (arrangement, accomplishment, and 

f in i s h  phases) and th e  exis tence and function of c r i t i c a l  episode 

components (goal,  s e t t i n g ,  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  p a r t i c ip a n t  r o le s ,  m ater ia ls )  

could be examined as wel l .  The endpoint model of social episodes can 

a lso  be used to  examine knowledge of d i f f e r e n t  episode types .  Is 

socia l  plan knowledge pr imari ly  context sp ec i f ic?  When do’ ch i ld ren ,  

or do persons ever ,  have more ab s t rac t  knowledge — for  example, 

t h a t  episodes d i f f e r  in type of goal (e .g .  phys ica l ,  psychologica l,  

s o c i a l ) ,  in  type of ro le  r e l a t io n s  (cooperat ive,  complementary, 

compet it ive)?

The Need for  Explanation:

££&r In te rac t ion  ££  j .  Context lac .  Social Development

I t  has been frequently  argued t h a t  peer in te ra c t io n  i s  a c r i t i c a l



context for  the  development of cogni t ive ,  so c ia l - c o g n i t iv e ,  and 

in te r a c t iv e  competences {e.g. Lee, 1975; Lewis & Rosenblum, 1975; 

P iaget ,  1932/1965). The discrepancies  among peers '  knowledge and 

s k i l l s  are argued t o  be minimal and th e re fo re  In te rac t io n s  with peers 

are  believed t o  o f fe r  oppor tun i t ies  for  p r a c t i c e  of s k i l l s ,  for  

conso l ida t ion ,  o rgan iza t ion ,  and e labora t ion  of what each already 

knows, and fo r  a c q u is i t io n  of new knowledge and s k i l l .  Longitudinal 

research i s  needed in  which in te ra c t io n s  among'peers are observed 

repeatedly over t ime. In add i t ion ,  the  contexts  1n which peers 

i n t e r a c t  requ ire  a n a ly s is .  Role play,  fo r  example, has been suggested 

as p a r t i c u la r ly  c r i t i c a l  fo r  t h e  development of  perspect ive t ak ing ,  in 

t h a t  i t  demands a t  l e a s t  the  coordinat ion of social behaviors and 

optimally the  cooperative cons truc t ion  of shared plans for  play and 

th e  por trayal  of motivated persons.  However, as  discussed e a r l i e r ,  i t  

1s possible  t h a t  role p lay ,  as play,  i s  not making demands upon 

c h i ld re n ' s  r a t i o n a l i t y .  The best  contexts  in which to  study 

c h i ld r e n ' s  developing s k i l l s  fo r  co l lab o ra t in g ,  and th e  contexts  in 

which these s k i l l s  may be Indeed developing, may be in te rac t io n s  in 

which the goal i s  a physical goal ,  such as building a block building 

or completing a puzzle.  Whether ro le  play o f fe r s  unique oppor tun i t ies  

fo r  the  development of socia l  competences cannot be determined without 

comparisons across  the  va r ie ty  of contexts  in which peers come 

toge the r .
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APPENDIX

1. The Data Base

Any t a lk  not Instrumental t o  or c o n s t i tu t iv e  of s to re  play was 

excluded from a n a ly s i s .  Exclusions included s to r e - r e l a t e d  discourse 

and a c t i v i t i e s  when these  were about the s e t t in g  (e .g .  label ing prop 

p ic tu res )  with no evident i n te n t  to  play s to r e ,  personal assoc ia t ions  

to  aspects  of the  s e t t i n g  ("ooh! I once had a lo b s t e r  and d i d n ' t  l ike  

i t ! " ) ,  non-store  play with the  s to re  prop (e .g .  "Drop t h i s  money down

t h i s  hole and see where i t  goes (g ig g le ) " ) .

Table 36 contains  th e  d i s t r i b u t io n  of u t te rances  and a c t i v i t y

u n i t s  fo r  each p a i r  across  sess ions .
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D is tr ibu t ion  of Discourse Acts and Act iv i ty  Units

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3

Subject D-acts Activ i ty D-acts Act iv i ty D-acts Act iv i ty

A 66 5 ' 108 2 10 1 (AC)

B 145 95 148 5 (BE)

C 56 3 59 3 22

D 259 110 136 3 (OF)

E 342 9 194 5 247

F 225 147 113

G 59 3 128 4 31 2 (GI)

H 77 73 24

I 76 2 65 2 22 2 (HJ)

J 104 49 59

K 133 2 135 2 184 2 (KM)

L 149 147 61

M 140 4 18 1 150 2 (LN)

N 136 21 44



Subjects '  pseudonyms and ages:

Anna 38 months

Becca 38 months

Cathy 41 months

Dale 46 months

Eve 46 months

Faye 50 months

Greer 66 months

Holly 68 months

Ida 70 months

Jane 70 months

Kelly 73 months

Lisa 74 months

Mary 75 months

Nancy 76 months
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2. Discourse Codes

All of the codes in t h i s  sec t ion  are  adaptat ions from Dore 

(1977). Much of the t e x t  below i s  edi ted from Dore's  manual. All 

examples are from the  present da ta .

Discourse Sequences

A discourse sequence i s  a s e r i e s  of discourse moves (defined 

below) which share a to p ic  and a reciprocal i l lo c u t io n a ry  domain. The 

ut terances  in a sequence are  re la ted  in  content  and in  I l locu t ionary  

phenomena (such as expectation and fu l f i l lm e n t  in question-answer 

p a i r s ) .  A speaker who i n i t i a t e s  a sequence can be sa id  to  "get the  

f lo o r , "  because i t  can be demonstrated t h a t  subsequent u t te rances  are 

or ien ted  to  the  i n i t i a l  one un t i l  the sequence changes. Any u t te rance 

having a new to p ic ,  any request  which extends the  t o p i c ,  any 

nonrequestive u t te rance  which extends the  top ic  (but cannot be seen as 

within a Response or Extension move, see below) wil l  automatical ly  bid 

to r  a new sequence. I t  may be d i f f i c u l t  to  decide whether the top ic  

of an u t te rance  i s  'new' vs .  'extended ' vs.  'same' ;  i t  i s  le s s  

d i f f i c u l t  to  id en t i fy  the i l lo c u t io n a ry  domain ( the  discourse a c t ) .

In t h i s  scheme, request ives  i n i t i a t e  new sequences unless  they are 

c le a r ly  the  'same' to p ic  (see Counters,  below).

Discourse sequences can be coded fo r  the primary in ten t ion  

expressed in  the  i n i t i a l  move: e .g .  i s  the  speaker asking a ques t ion ,

requesting an a c t io n ,  making an a s se r t io n ?  Categories  of discourse 

sequences depend upon in te rna l  codings of d iscourse moves and 

discourse a c t s ,  defined below, and th e re fo re  discourse sequence types 

will be defined a t  the end of t h i s  appendix.
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Discourse Moves

A discourse move contains one or  more d iscourse  ac ts  (see below). 

There are th re e  primary types of moves 1n the  system: i n i t i a t i n g ,

responding, and extending moves. These c o r r e l a t e  with d iscourse act  

type in t h a t ,  genera l ly ,  i n i t i a t i n g  moves ( I)  take requestlves  or 

a s se r t iv e s  as t h e i r  D-act content ,  responding moves (R) take 

responsives,  and extending moves (E) take a s se r t iv e s  or  responsives 

which e labora te  on e i t h e r  the  same top ic  introduced by the i n i t i a t i n g  

D-act or the i l l o c u t io n a ry  condit ions underlying the i n i t i a t i n g  or  

responding D-acts.  (There are o ther  possib le  move types ,  but these  

were not used in the  present research .)

Speaking tu rns  and discourse  moves may or may not represent  the  

same sequence of D-acts.  A speaking tu rn  i s  a continuous s e r ie s  of D- 

ac ts  by one person. ( I f  tu rns  over lap ,  i t  i s  presumed t h a t  both 

pa r t ie s  neard one another desp i te  the  over lap .  This procedure was 

es tab l ished  a f t e r  encountering many cases of simultaneous t a lk  in 

which both speakers subsequently displayed an o r ie n ta t io n  to  the 

contents of one ano the r ' s  simultaneous t a l k . )  Many speaking turns  

were short and were assigned, j u s t  one discourse move. But many turns  

were long and were assigned more than one move, by segmenting between 

D-acts.  A common sequence of moves within a tu r n ,  fo r  example, was R, 

I ,  where R were those  discourse ac ts  which functioned as a Response t o  

the p a r tn e r ' s  I n i t i a t i o n ,  and I were those discourse ac ts  which 

functioned to  i n i t i a t e  a new sequence.
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Codes and Defini tions

I An I n i t i a t i o n  i s  any discourse act having a new

topic  or any request which extends the  to p ic .

I(m) An I n i t i a t i o n  to  a monologue sequence i s  any

discourse  act having a new top ic  o r  any request  

which extends the  t o p i c ,  where t h a t  d iscourse  

act  is  intended fo r  t h e  s e l f .  Monologues 

are charac te r ized  by se l f -abso rp t ion  and lack of 

a t t e n t io n  to  the  pa r tne r .  Although some dialogues 

with imaginary persons seem staged fo r  the  

p a r tn e r ' s  b e n e f i t  when they are  accompanied by 

occasional sideways glances a t  the pa r tne r  

(and smiles and g ig g le s ) ,  these  are never the less  

coded as I(m), since they are  not intended 

to  s o l i c i t  a complementary response from the  

pa r tne r .

I / /  An Unsuccessful I n i t i a t i o n  i s  any discourse  ac t

(or s e r ie s  of ac ts )  which c o n s t i tu t e s  an I n i t i a ­

t io n  but 1s not followed by a complementary 

Response.

R A Response i s  any discourse act (or s e r i e s  of ac ts )

which can be heard as a response t o  an I n i t i a t i o n .

E An Extension i s  any discourse act (or  s e r i e s  of

ac ts )  which can be seen as an extension of a 

Response move.

In the  present work, Extensions were coded 

merely to  ensure t h a t  a l l  d iscourse ac ts  and
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moves were included with the appropria te  sequence.

Discourse Acts

The discourse act  1s a composite un i t  derived on the  basis 

of grammatical form, i l lo cu t io n a ry  force and d iscourse  funct ion .  0- 

a c t s  are of four bas ic types ,  each of  which has several  subtypes: ( 1)

Requestive ac ts  s o l i c i t  sp ec i f ic  kinds of responses and include 

question types ,  act ion and permission requests ,  and suggest ions;  (2) 

Assert ives  provide Information or e s ta b l i s h  f a c t s  and include reports

of var ious k inds,  eva lua t ions ,  and dec lara t ions  of r ig h t s  and

procedures; (3) Responsives supply s o l i c i t e d  information or addit ional  

information r e la ted  t o  preceding Requestives or  Asser t ives ;  (4) 

Regulatives are devices fo r  organizing discourse ,  such as speaker 

s e le c t io n s ,  a t t en t io n  g e t t e r s ,  and boundary markers.

The determinative fa c to rs  for  scoring ut terance forms Into D-act

types a re :  ( 1) the grammatic form of the u t te rance  (which includes

i t s  l e x i c a l ,  s y n ta c t i c ,  and prosodic f e a tu re s ) ;  (2) the  pos i t ion  of 

the  u t te rance  form in the  discourse (which includes  i t s  pos i t ion  in 

the  move, the  sequence (see below), and the  l a rg e r  u n i t s  such as 

episode);  (3) the  r e la t io n  of the u t t e ra n c e ' s  form, content ,  or 

I l locu t ionary  s ta tu s  to  o ther  forms (which include not only re la t io n s  

to  Immediately preceding and succeeding forms, but a lso r e l a t io n s  to  

more remote forms in the  sequence and forms in o ther  sequences);  the 

context of the u t te rance  in terms of the  social event ,  ongoing 

a c t i v i t y ,  or immediate surround.



Codes,

RQCH

RQPR

RQPC

KQAC

RQSU

RQPM

d e f i n i t i o n s , and Examples of Oiscourse Acts

REQUESTIVES s o l i c i t  information or ac t ion

Choice questions seek e i t h e r - o r  judgments r e l a ­

t i v e  to  p roposi t ions :  "Do you want some soup?"

Product questions seek Information r e l a t i v e  to  

most WH in te r ro g a t iv e  pronouns: "How much

are these  s tu f f ? " ;  "What kind of thing do 

you play?"

Process questions seek extended descr ip t ions  or 

explanat ions:  "Why?"

(These occurred only 3 times in the  e n t i r e  corpus, 

as challenges to  a p a r t n e r ' s  refusal  t o  y i e ld  in 

a c o n f l i c t . )

Action requests  seek the performance of an 

act ion by hearer :  "Get the  bag ou t ."

Suggestions recommend the performance of an 

act ion by hearer or both speaker and hearer :

Whyn't you buy something?"; "Le t ' s  put some o' 

these  back."

Permission requests seek permission to  perform 

an ac t ion :  “Can I go in your s to re  r ig h t  here

fo r  a second?"

ASSERTIVES report  f a c t s ,  s t a t e  r u le s ,  convey 

a t t i t u d e s ,  e tc .

ASID Id en t i f i c a t io n s  label ob jec t s ,  events ,  people,
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e t c . : "Tliis i s  mi I k . "

ASDC Descr iptions pred ica te  events ,  p ro p e r t i e s ,

lo ca t io n s ,  e tc .  of ob jec ts  or people: "That

bag won't  f i t . "

ASIR Internal  repor ts  express  emotions, sensations 

and o the r  mental events  (except in t e n t io n s ) :
i

"I fo rgo t . "

ASIN Assertions of in t e n t  report  a plan for  fu ture  
*

ac t ion :  " I ' l l  give you some money."

ASAT A tt r ibu t ions  report  b e l i e f s  about ano ther 's  

in te rna l  s t a t e :  "You forgot your bag."

ASEV Evaluations express personal judgments or 

a t t i t u d e s :  “Tha t ' s  enough I t h i n k . 1'

ASRU Rules s t a t e  "social ru le s" :  "After your turn

i s  my t u r n . "

ASPR Procedurals s t a t e  th e  means which c o n s t i tu t e  

the  carry ing out of a plan: " F i r s t  I got ta

empty a l l  of these  out"; "You hold i t  with 

both hands."

ASOS Obligat ions s t a t e  a necess i ty  fo r  a given par t i  

c lpant  to  do a given a c t :  “You have to buy

something, t h i s  s t o r e . "  ( I f  the  necessi ty  

i s  expressed 1n terms of the  logic  of some 

procedure, however, the  0 -ac t  i s  coded ASPR.)

ASPD Predic t ions  report  b e l i e f s  about a fu tu re  

s t a t e :  "You're gonna have so muchl"

ASCL Claims report  or e s ta b l i s h  r ig h t s :  "Now i t ' s  my
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ASEX

RSCH

RSPR

RSPC

RSCO

RSPM

RSCL

turn  to  be the  s to rekeeper" ;  "That ' s  yours".  

Explanations s t a t e  reasons,  causes,  j u s t i f i ­

ca t io n s ,  and p red ic t ions :  " 'Cause, I don ' t  want

you to . "

RESPONSIVES supply s o l i c i t e d  information or 

acknowledge remarks 

(Examples for  responsives are merely suggestive , 

since an u t t e r a n c e ' s  s t a tu s  as responsive i s  a 

funct ion of i t s  complementary r e l a t io n  to  some 

p r io r  requestive or a s s e r t i v e  d iscourse  a c t . )  

Responsives were not examined in  the present  

research, but they are included here as par t  of  c o re ' s  

scheme.

Choice answers provide s o l i c i t e d  judgments 

of proposi t ions :  "Yes," "No."

Product answers provide WH information:

("How much i s  i t ? "  —) "25 c en ts . "

Process answers provide s o l i c i t e d  explanat ions,  

e t c . :  "Because I to ld  you t o . 11

Compliances express acceptance,  d en ia l ,  or acknow­

ledgment of requests  for  ac t ion  or p ro te s t :

"Okay I w i l l . "

Permissives grant or acknowledge the  h e a re r ' s  

r ig h t s :  "Okay you can do t h a t . "

C la r i f i c a t io n s  provide s o l i c i t e d  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  

of p r io r  remarks: "I sa id ,  'Come in my s to re !"
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RSAG Agreements agree or d isagree with p r io r  non- 

request ive ac t :  "Yes 1t w i l l . "

RSAK Acknowledgments recognize p r io r  non-reques t-  

ives:  "mm hmm."

REGULATIVES control  personal contact and 

discourse flow

ODAG Attention g e t te r s  s o l i c i t  a t t e n t io n :  "Hey!"

ODSS Speaker se lec t ions  label speaker of  s o l i c i t e d

next tu rn :  “Lady, . . . "

UDRQ Rhetorical ques tions  seek acknowledgement to

continue: "You know what?"

UOCQ C la r i f i c a t i o n  ques tions seek c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of

p r io r  remark: "What?"

OOFR Frames ind ica te  t h a t  a s e r i e s  of r e la ted  discourse

ac ts  i s  to  follow: "Here's what you g o t ta  do."

0D8M Boundary markers ind ica te  s h i f t s  in the  conversa­

t ion  or a c t i v i t y :  "Now," "Okay," "S o . . . "

OOGR Openings and clos ings  e s ta b l i s h  or terminate  i n t e r ­

a c t ion :  "Hello," "Goodbye."

00PM Pol i teness  markers ind ica te  os tens ib le  p o l i t en ess :

"Please,"  “Thank you."

UDEX Exclamations express a t t i t u d e s  non-p ropos i t iona l ly : 

"Oh my!" "Wowee!"

OOAC Accompaniments in d ica te  some action redundantly:

"Here," "Here ya go," "Here y 'a r e "  (u t te red  when 

handing a coin) .
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UOAT Attention requests  s o l i c i t  th e  h e a re r ' s  a t t e n t io n :

"Look," "See?"

Oiscourse Act Tags 

Tags were constructed t o  help in locating data of importance to  

the  present  research,

-T Fag questions (e .g .  RQCH-T) follow requestives

(or procedurals  used as in d i re c t  requests)  and 

seek agreement or confirmation: "Right?"

“Okay?"

-Rl) Ind i rec t  requests  for  ac t ion  are a s se r t io n s  or

request ives  other  than requests  fo r  ac t ion  

which seek in d i re c t ly  the  performance of an 

ac t ion  by the hearer .  This code i s  not applied 

i f  in the  same tu rn  th e  request i s  made 

e x p l i c i t .  In these  d a ta ,  the  most common 

in d i rec t  request  was a procedural (ASPR-RQ):

"You hold i t  with both hands."

-IN Expressions of in ten t ion  are  any discourse act  (but

not as se r t ions  of in t e n t )  which express an in ten t io n  to

do an a c t io n :  "Let me pay for  i t . "

Discourse Sequence Types

Oiscourse sequences are ca tegorized on th e  bas is  of the primary 

in ten t  displayed by the speaker who i n i t i a t e d  the  sequence. Primary 

in te n t  was determined on the  bas is  of the  following p r in c ip le s  applied

in order  to  d iscourse  ac ts  in the  f i r s t  move ( I ) :
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(1) I f  a l l  O-act(s)  are of the same type,  then the  primary 

in ten t  of the sequence i s  the  same as th a t  of the  D-ac t(s ) .

(2) I f  the re  i s  a request  fo r  ac t ion  (RQAC), then the  sequence 

i s  coded as a request ive sequence, and other  ac ts  are seen 

as adjuncts  t o  the  request .

(3) I f  th e re  i s  an in d i r e c t  request fo r  ac t ion  (--------- RQ),
4

then the  sequence i s  coded as an in d i rec t  request ive 

sequence, and o th e r  ac ts  are seen as adjuncts .  (Note tna t  

no act  in the  f i r s t  move of a sequence can function as 

an in d i r e c t  request fo r  act ion 1f  a request  fo r  ac t ion  — 

RQAC — already e x i s t s  in t h a t  move — see p r in c ip le  (2 )) .

(4) I f  the re  i s  a question not a tag  (not RQCH-T), and none 

of  the ru le s  above ap p l ie s ,  then the  sequence i s  a 

question sequence:

(a) i f  there  i s  a process ques t ion ,  i t  i s  a sequence of 

t h a t  type ,

(b) i f  there  i s  a product ques t ion ,  i t  i s  a sequence of 

t h a t  type,

(c) i f  there  i s  a choice ques tion ,  i t  i s  a sequence of 

t h a t  type.

(5) I f  the re  i s  an a s s e r t i o n ,  then the sequence is  coded as

an a s se r t iv e  sequence.

(6) I f  the re  i s  an organizat ional  device,  then the sequence

is  coded as an organizat ional  sequence.

(7) I f  there  i s  an express ive ,  then the  sequence 1s coded as

an expressive sequence.
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3. Notes on Session Organization

Although the experimenter imposed sess ion length on each p a i r ,  

some sub jec ts  made an e f f o r t  themselves t o  organize the play session 

(and not j u s t  each successive episode) and t o  i n i t i a t e  the  closing of 

the session themselves.

Session Arrangements

Although the re  were no cases of session arrangements,  some 

subjec ts  did make an e f f o r t  to  make an agreement on tu rn - tak ing  

procedures t h a t  would apply across  episodes fo r  t h e  duration of the

sess ion.  There were two occasions in which a subjec t  made an e f f o r t

to  e s ta b l i s h  tu rn - tak ing  procedures a t  the o u tse t  of a sess ion .

(A) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2,  Episode 1

(1) H You be- H points  to  food board as she goes .
(2) G =How about,  I ' l l  be behind counter .  G also goes

the  f i r s t  one, I'm behind counter.
( a l l  ready) then
y o u ' l l  be (one).  rt walks out of s to re  to food board.

(G and H a l t e r n a t e  tu rns  in t h i s  
session without any fu r th e r  
n e g o t i a t i o n . )

(B) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 2 ,  Episode 1

(1) M . . .  I wanna buy. M moves over t o  food board. N
(2) N How many times do you follows her.

wanna buy? N re turns  to s to r e ,  goes behind
(3) rt (g iggle)  ah four counter .

(g iggle)  (There i s  no f u r th e r  discussion
of tu rn s .  In f a c t ,  M and N 
are so uncontrollably  giddy th a t  
they never complete t h i s  episode.)

Turn taking procedures were negot ia ted l a t e r  in a session by 2 p a i r s .

(C) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episodes 3 and 4
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(1) F This i s  the s to r e .
After  you comes me.

(2) F Now your tu rn .  Okay?

(3) E Faye Faye, Faye Faye
you have to  buy some­
th ing .  This s to r e .

(4) F An' and a f t e r  your tu rn
i s  my tu rn .

(5) E Right.
(6) F I t ' s  our turn  to  be at

the  s to r e .

F i s  waiting in  f ron t  of 
counter fo r  E to  "pay".

(E hands F a coin. F 
walks around with i t .  E 
comes out of s to re  with 
open bag. E i n s i s t s  t h a t  F 
put the coin 1n the bag.)

(E does not respond t o  F. She 
continues to I n s i s t  t h a t  F 
bag th e  coin. There i s  no 
fu r th e r  t a lk  of turns un t i l  

, the  arrangement of Episode 4:)
E follows F o f f  camera, 

then re turns  to  s to re .
E is  s t i l l  holding bag 
from Episode 3. She se ts  an 
item on counter.  F comes to  
the s to re .

No response from E. Negotiation 
of items ensues. There i s  no 
fu r th e r
t a lk  of turns  in t h i s  sess ion.
F never has a tu rn  as c le rk  in any 
of 9 episodes.

(0) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos; Session 3, Episode 2

• M i s  re turning foods
• used in Episode 1 to
• food board. K watches

(1) M I ' l l  do the  s to r e  lady f ive  times. and t a l k s  with her.
(2) K Is t h a t  what you and Nancy do? (Nancy was M's p r io r

p a r t ­
(3) H Yup. ner .  M appears to  be
(4) K Who's the s to r e  lady f ive  times? lying: M and N always
(5) M Me. took tu rn s ,  although

M once requested many
t u r n s . )

(6) K And how much 1s Nancy?
17) M Nancy i s  th e ,  person who buys.
(8) K All the  time?
(9) M Mhmmm. ( )

( 10) K Well a t  l e a s t  give me one more
turn  okay?

( 11) M hunh?
(12) K Give me one more tu rn .  L e t ' s  not,

only one more s torelady and I'm 
the  mommy, next t ime. . . .

(The Issue does not 
come
up again,  as E stops
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t h e i r  play a t  the end 
of t h i s  episode.)

None of these  (very ra re )  session arrangement e f f o r t s  is  well formed. 

(A) was not p a r t i c u la r ly  comprehensible.  (C) was not fu l ly  coherent 

(note F ' s  non seq u i tu r  in (C)-6) .  (B) and (D) were not reasonable.

I t  appears both t h a t  most sub jec ts  were not a n t ic ip a t in g  th a t  they 

would play s to re  more than once in a session and need to  e s ta b l i s h  

tu rn - tak ing  procedures, and tu rn - tak ing  procedures were understood by 

most o lder  sub jec ts  and bel ieved to  be shared. 5-year-olds and 

6-year-o lds  almost always switched ro le s  a t  the  end of an episode, 

even i f  the  exact moment of episode completion was sometimes an issue  

(and desp i te  M's greedy demands in (8) and (D); See Table 27 in 

Chapter IX.) Turn-taking by 3-year-olds  was very disorganized and 

unpredic table .  (Descript ions of 3 -year-o lds '  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in 

switching ro les  are  reported in  Chapter IX.) than o lder  sub jec ts .  

3-year-olds probably did not well understand or  share knowledge of 

tu rn - tak ing  procedures,  and t h i s  lack of knowledge probaDly accounts 

for  the  absence of t h e i r  tu rn - tak ing  nego t ia t ions .  5-year-olds and 

6-year-o lds  probably did understand and share tu rn - tak ing  procedures 

(a t  l e a s t  the  procedure of a l t e rn a t in g  ro le s )  and assumed th a t  they 

were shared with t h e i r  pa r tne rs .  Notice t h a t  F, a 3-y ea r -o ld ,  

s t rugg les  and f a i l s  to  organize a l t e rn a t io n  of turns in (C), while M, 

a 6-yea r-o ld ,  attempts a v io la t io n  of the normative a l t e rn a t io n  

procedure in (B) and (D).

Session Finishes

Unly 5 of 21 sessions  contained session f in i s h e s ,  in which
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subjec ts  took i t  upon themselves to  end t h e i r  play.  Examples below 

i l l u s t r a t e  sess ion f in i s h e s .

(E) 0, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3 f in i sh

(1) 0 Me had a very nice time D i s  folding up bag.
r ig h t?  You had a 
very nice time.

(2) F Right! D puts folded bag on
counter .

(F) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2 f in i sh

(1) G {That 's  i t ) ,  quickly
give the  money back. 
And now, an1 now I 
put the money back!

(2) H No I put the  money
back. Unh.

(3) G Well I ' l l  take how
much there  was, out 
again.

(4) H No d o n ' t  open i t .
Keep i t  c losed.

(giggle)  see how you ■
(5) G Yeah an' I think

we're gonna, now 
we're done. Now 
I think t h a t ' s  enough,
( ) .  Now we' 11
knock, okay?

{At the  beginning of the  l a s t  
episode, G and H had agreed t h a t  
they would play " ju s t  one more 
t im e " . )

G picks up bag behind counter .

G puts money back in r e g i s t e r .
H is  picking up Items t h a t  f e l l  

o f f  board.
H approaches counter.
G takes  out coins and puts 

them on counter .
H does not want G to  open cash 

r e g i s t e r  drawer.. She s l id es  
coins through a s lo t  near the  top.

G goes o f f  camera to  Tab room door.
H folds bag and returns  i t  to  

counter.
H tu rns  and looks a t  G o f f  
camera.

G knocks (o ff  camera). H goes 
o f f  camera toward door.

(G) H, 68 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 3 f in i sh

(1) J I d o n ' t  want to  play.  J walks o f f  camera toward
window. H follows.  There is  
no f u r th e r  s to r e  play.

(H) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2 f in i sh

(I)  I Le t ' s  knock on the  I walks o f f  camera.
door, 1 don ' t  wanna 
play,  (now). I ' l l



241

( 2)

knock on the  door I 
( ) hey!

(Well lemme/I ' l l  only) 
put ,  these  up again.

J And I ' l l  s e t  'em, 
here,

(3) I (R igh t) ,  put  the  bags 
where they,

(5) J be[long.
(6) I Lthey belong.
(7) J Okay.
(8) I Uh c'inon —

I runs back, puts foods on 
f loo r  back on board.

J goes benind counter ,  ges tures  
as 1f  put t ing  phone rece ive r  
back, squats  to  get bags.

I a lso  goes behind counter .

They r i s e ,  putt ing bags on counter.  

They summon the  experimenter.
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4. Activi ty  Units

A social episode i s  an in te ra c t iv e  occasion constructed by 

persons who are  co-present  in a p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t in g  to  accomplish 

re la ted  goals.  The 15 minute play session was not considered an 

episode,  since i t  was imposed by the in v es t ig a to r  and not constructed  

as such by the  dyad. Instead,  successive  role  play episodes — 

grocery s to re  scenarios - -  were Id en t i f i e d  within each play sess ion.

An episode i s  located wnere the re  i s  maximal re la tedness  among 

the  p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  pretend r o le s ,  s e t t in g  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 

sequent ia l organizat ion of a c t i v i t i e s .  The boundaries (beginning and 

end) of a role play episode ty p i c a l ly  extend outs ide th e  pretend 

scenario in to  the  concerns of the ' r e a l '  p a r t i c ip a n ts  s e t t i n g  up the 

play or disassembling i t .  The t a lk  t h a t  i s  outs ide the  ro le  play but 

i s  considered par t  of the cooperative ro le  play episode 1s,  in o ther  

words, instrumental to  th e  doing or undoing of ro le  play.  Tnus, the  

beginning of an episode i s  ty p ic a l ly  located where th e  p a r t i c ip a n ts  

i n i t i a t e  play arrangements or play re-arrangements (see Arrangements 

and Rearrangements, below), and the  end of an episode i s  located where 

the  p a r t i c ip a n ts  reach agreements to  end play and disassemble the 

s e t t i n g .

Since not a l l  episodes contained arrangement phases or f in i sh  

phases, an episode was judged complete i f  the  embedded por trayal  in 

the  accomplishment phase was judged complete.  A cycle of one round of 

s to re  play was considered a Complete Social Episode i f  within i t  a 

'customer' se lec ted  food and i f ,  a t  i t s  te rminat ion ,  these  foods were 

bagged (or basketed) and/or  ca r r ied  out  of the  s to r e  s e t t i n g .  An 

Incomplete Episode ended prematurely, ty p ica l ly  during the  customer's
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se lec t ion  of food items. A Collect ion contained a chaotic  array of 

behaviors,  most of which were appropriate  to  a s to re  context but 

lacked any recognizable sequentia l organ iza t ion .  Evidence fo r  a 

co l le c t io n  inc ludes:  rapid and/or  sudden s h i f t s  in a c t i v i t y  or

location apparently t r iggered  by an in t e r e s t i n g  object  or an 

in t e re s t in g  and d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t y  by the  pa r tne r ;  d iscourse  

concerned j u s t  with immediate a c t i v i t y  and never with any temporally 

and/or lo g ic a l ly  re la ted  subsequent a c t i v i t y ;  absence of temporal 

terms and boundary markers; abandonments of a c t i v i t y ;  unpredictable 

and unstable  s h i f t s  in ro le  r e l a t io n s  from action to  ac t ion  (or 

t r a n sac t io n  to  t r a n s a c t io n ) .

Complete Episodes, Incomplete Episodes, and Col lect ions  could be 

e i th e r  Social or P a r a l l e l / S o l i t a r y .  A Social Episode was accomplished 

(though not necessa r i ly  arranged) by both p a r t i c ip a n t s .  A 

P a r a l l e l / S o l i t a r y  Episode was accomplished (though not necessar i ly  

arranged) by one p a r t i c ip a n t ,  or by p a r t ic ip a n ts  more or l e s s  

s epa ra te ly ,  with at  best  only unpredictable  i n t e r a c t iv e  coordinat ion.  

I t  was a dilemma fo r  coding a c t i v i t y  un i t  type when play was 

e s s e n t i a l l y  p a r a l l e l ,  and one p a r t ic ip a n t  pursued a more organized 

sequence of s to re  play than the  other  (e .g .  one s u b je c t ' s  play i s  an 

unorganized s o l i t a r y  c o l l e c t i o n ,  while the  o t h e r ' s  i s  a s o l i t a r y ,  

incomplete episode) .  Since only one code per  dyad i s  assigned to  any 

a c t iv i t y  u n i t ,  the dyad was cred i ted  with the  more organized and more 

complete play.



244

5. Act iv i ty  Phases 

Arrangements and Re-arrangements

Session arrangements.  Session arrangements are u t te rances  and 

act ions  which occur p r io r  to  any role  play in th e  sess ion and 

a n t i c ip a te  and/or  plan th e  organizat ion of the  sess ion (e .g .  

procedures fo r  a l t e r n a t in g  tu rns  during the  se ss io n ) .  (See Appendix

3.)

Episode arrangements.  Episode arrangements are  u t te rances  and 

act ions  which occur p r io r  to  role play and a n t i c ip a te  and/or  plan the  

contents  of the  play and/or  accomplish c r i t i c a l  precondit ions fo r  the 

play. Utterances immediately instrumental to  a s p e c i f i c  ro le  play 

step are not arrangements.

Episode re-arrangements.  Episode re-arrangements s a t i s f y  the 

c r i t e r i a  for  episode arrangements but a d d i t io n a l ly  involve some 

disassembly of p r io r  play in order  to  make new or  to  r ec rea te  old play 

arrangements.  The f i r s t  episode in any given sess ion i s  arranged, and 

eacn subsequent episode i s  re-arranged.

Locating arrangements and arrangement boundaries was often 

d i f f i c u l t ,  (a) Locating the  end of  an arrangement phase and the 

i n i t i a t i o n  of an accomplishment phase was problematic when par tners  

did not coordinate  t h e i r  en try in to  pre tense .  One p a r t i c ip a n t  might 

already be ro le  playing the  a c t i v i t i e s  of her respect ive  ro le  (e .g .  

the  'customer '  s e l e c t s  her food i tems),  while the  other  continues to  

plan t h e i r  p lay .  Where par tners  were c le a r ly  not In te ra c t iv e ly  

coordinat ing t h e i r  arrangements or t h e i r  entry in to  pre tense ,  the  

precise  boundary between phases was relaxed in order  to  admit in to
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arrangement phase analyses those discourse ac ts  of each par tner  

serving to  arrange the  scenar io .  When entry in to  the  accomplishment 

phase was not in t e r a c t iv e ly  coordinated, the re  was ty p ic a l ly  an 

overlap only of 1,  2 or 3 d iscourse  ac ts .  I-f e i t h e r  p a r t i c ip a n t  

contr ibuted arrangement negot ia t ions  even as she i n i t i a t e d  ro le -  

appropriate  ac t ions  (e .g .  se lec t ing  foods or  stocking she lves) ,  her 

discourse was considered par t  of the arrangement negot ia t ions  unless 

i t  sh if ted  t o  organizat ion or na r ra t ion  of her ongoing ro le  play,  (b) 

Also problematic fo r  the  coding of arrangements was the  existence of 

se t t ing  up a c t i v i t i e s  (usually  stocking shelves)  embedded within the 

arrangement. Set t ing  up i s  an a c t i v i t y  which could contain phases of 

I t s  own, and t a l k  during se t t in g  up was thus  sometimes not concerned 

with the  arranging of s to re  play per se but with the  accomplishing of 

s e t t in g  up. Because s e t t i n g  up was unusual in these  d a ta ,  the 

decis ion was made to  include a l l  s e t t in g  up discourse as par t  of 

arrangement phase discourse analyses ,  (c) When arrangements were 

fraught with c o n f l i c t s ,  some or a l l  of  which might be l e f t  unresolved, 

i t  was sometimes d i f f i c u l t  to  decide whether a new episode — i . e .  a 

new accomplishment phase/a new round of ro le  play — followed the 

problematic arrangements or whether the  old episode continued by 

d e fau l t .  I f  i t  was judged t h a t  the  old episode nad resumed, the 

r a i l e d  arrangements were not included in arrangement phase analyses .

I f  i t  was decided t h a t  a new episode was i n i t i a t e d ,  th e  'arrangement* 

was of course then coded as an arrangement.

Arrangement phase ty p es . Arrangement (and rearrangement) phases 

are coded to  provide a global desc r ip t ion  of su b jec ts '  arrangement 

in te rac t io n s  and t h e i r  success.  There a re  four ca tegor ies .
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A Jo in t  arrangement 1s one to  which both subjec ts  c o n t r ib u te ,  and 

the  contr ibut ions  of each are more or  l e s s  in t e ra c t iv e ly  coordinated. 

There may be some simultaneous t a lk  as each arranges the  s e t t i n g  

( so r t ing  foods, stocking shelves ,  fo ld ing bags, re tu rning baske t ) .  In 

a j o i n t  arrangement, both p a r t i c ip a n ts  are working toge the r  to  arrange 

a task  t h a t  they plan to  accomplish toge the r .

A Directed arrangement i s  one organized by only one p a r t i c ip a n t ,  

who, for  each component of the  arrangement,  e i t h e r  does i t  or requests  

1t of her pa r tne r .  Her p a r tne r  watches or does what i s  requested of 

her.  In a d i rec ted  arrangement, both p a r t i c ip a n t s  are working 

together  to  arrange a t a s k ,  but the re  i s  an asymmetry t o  t h e  socia l 

organizat ion of t h e i r  work, and i t  may be unclear  whether they intend 

to  accomplish the task toge ther  once arranged.

A Problematic arrangement i s  one e i t h e r  fraught  with unresolved 

c o n f l ic t  or one in which there  i s  no coordinated i n t e r a c t io n .  In a 

problematic arrangement, the re  i s  no evidence t h a t  par tners  are 

attempting to  work together  in the arrangement of a j o i n t  a c t i v i t y .

No arrangement phase may occur.  Par tners  may i n i t i a t e  ro le  play 

(e .g .  'customer' picks up basket and begins se le c t in g  as ' c l e r k '  

assumes her place behind s to re  counter) without any social planning or  

s e t t in g  arrangement.

Accomplishment Phase

Accomplishment phase. The accomplishment of ro le  play co n s is t s  

of the enactment of some s to re  scenario; i t  begins a f t e r  the 

arrangements and ends with the f in i s h  (or rearrangement).  All ro le  

play and re la ted  a c t i v i t i e s  (e .g .  local breakings of frame to
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negotiate  a c e r ta in  procedure) ,  with the  exception of delayed 

arrangements/ ' rearrangements,  are considered par t  of the 

accomplishment phase of the  episode.

Finishes — Episode and Session

Episode f i n i s h e s . Episode f in i s h e s  are u t te rances  and act ions  

which undo (clean up) and/or  comment r e t ro sp ec t iv e ly  on th e  p r io r  

s to re  p lay .  I f  p a r t i c ip a n ts  are undoing and/or  commenting on p r io r  

play in order  to  begin again ,  these  u t te rances  and act ions  are 

considered Episode Re-arrangements.

Session f in i s h e s . Session . f in ishes  are u t te rances  and act ions  

which display an in te n t  not to  play fu r th e r .  Typically  sess ion 

f in ishes  subsume episode f in i s h e s ;  a dyad has played several t imes 

and ends an episode with the  decis ion to  clean up and c a l l  in the 

experimenter. (See Appendix 3,  Notes on Session Organization.)
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6 . Arrangement Content Categories

Arrangement contents  are i d e n t i f i e d  by searching arrangement 

discourse and a c t i v i t y  fo r  each of the  following content  ca tegor ies .  

As described below, a given discourse ac t  can sometimes be assigned

more than one arrangement content category i f  i t  serves to  arrange

more than one component of the  ro le  play ta sk .  Unless otherwise 

spec i f ied  below, each code can be assigned only once per each 

arrangement phase.

Theme: Any e f f o r t  to  id e n t i fy  the theme ( the ' s c r i p t ' )  t o  be

ro le  played.

"Let ' s  plciy s to r e . "

Roles:

Role names: Any e f f o r t  to  id en t i fy  a ro le  by name.

"You be th e  s torekeeper ;"  “I ' l l  be the  buyer."

I h is  code may be assigned t o  as many d i f f e r e n t  roles

as i d e n t i f i e d  by name.

Role a c t i v i t y : Any e f f o r t  to  id e n t i fy  a ro le  by i t s

defin ing a c t iv i t y  (e .g .  buy, s e l l ) .

"You buy."

This code may be assigned t o  as many d i f f e r e n t  roles  

whose def ining a c t i v i t i e s  are i d e n t i f i e d .  Role 

names containing the  a c t i v i t y  name (e .g .  "the buyer,"

"the payer ,"  "the s e l l e r " )  are not coded as ro le  

a c t i v i t y ,  but as role name.

Role s t e p s / a c t io n : Any e f f o r t  to plan spe c i f i c  s teps

of a ro le .



249

" . . th e n  you put i t  on the  counter;"  " l e t ' s  play . . .  

you took i t  to  your c a r . "

This code may be assigned t o  each d i f f e r e n t  s tep t h a t  is  

planned.

Role s te p s /d i s c o u r se : Any e f f o r t  t o  play s p ec i f ic  d iscourse

appropria te  t o  a given ro le .

"and you say, ' .............

This code may be assigned to  each d i f f e r e n t  d iscourse  

step th a t  i s  planned.

Role loca t ion :  Any e f f o r t  to  specify  a loca t ion  fo r  a role.-  

"Go r igh t  th e r e . "

This code may be assigned to  each role fo r  whom a 

locat ion i s  i d e n t i f i e d .

Role ownerships: Any e f f o r t  to  claim or  to  assign ownership of

some object o ther  than those coded under Precondit ions 

(below}.

"And t h i s  will  be my food fo r  me to  e a t ,  not you."

This code may be assigned t o  as many ob jec ts  ( lo ca t io n s ,  

e t c . ) as are claimed.

Role purpose: Any e f f o r t  to  e s t a b l i s h  a s p e c i f i c  goal fo r  a

charac te r  ro le .

"I'm gonna have a big d inner  to n ig h t . "

I h is  code may be assigned to  each ro le  f o r  whom a 

purpose i s  i d e n t i f i e d .

Role motive: Any e f f o r t  to  e s t a b l i s h  a global motive fo r  a

charac te r  ro le .

"And you want f o o d ."
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This code may be assigned to  each ro le  fo r  whom a 

motive i s  id e n t i f i e d .

Simple claim: Any claim t o  a turn  a t  a ro le  t h a t  does

not contain any of the  above role  con ten ts .

"My tu rn . "

This code may be assigned t o  each role 

which i s  claimed with a simple claim.

Turn- taking
t

Any e f f o r t  to  plan length of turn  and/or  procedures fo r  

taking tu rns  during the  sess ion .

“I ' l l  be the  s torelady f ive  times" (a lso  coded as 

ro le  name).

Preconditions

Clean up/rearrange play s e t t i n g : Any e f f o r t  in ac t ion  and/or

discourse t o  re turn  play s e t t in g  to  i t s  or ig inal  

s t a t e  p r io r  to  play (app l ies  only to  Rearrangements).  

Stock she lves : Any e f f o r t  in act ion and/or d iscourse  to

take foods from food board ( the o r ig ina l  loca t ion )  and 

place them on prop shelves.

Supply customer with money: Any e f f o r t  to  supply customer

with money before t h e  play begins.

"That 's  your money you had in the  very beginning."

Supply customer with basket :  Any e f fo r t  to supply customer

with basket before the  play begins.
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Other

Iden t i fy  prop items with no apparent arrangement funct ion 

other  than explora t ion .
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7. Foregrounding

Coding foregrounding e n t a i l s  a comparison of the contents  of any 

given arrangement to  a l l  p r io r  a c t i v i t y :  Had par tners  negotia ted  such 

an arrangement agreement before? I f  not ,  had they ever produced play 

in an accomplishment phase cons is ten t  with such an arrangement 

agreement before? Arrangement contents are defined as presented in 

Appendix 6. Sessions 1 and 2 were combined under the  assumption t h a t  

par tners  w il l  continue to  make adjustments to  t h e i r  l i s t e n e r s  across 

two successive days of repeated play with the same p a r tne r .

Foregrounding ca tegor ies  include negot ia t ion  of New Plans and 

negot ia t ion  of New Arrangements.

New Plans are negot ia t ions  of play ( e . g . ,  ro le ,  s e t t i n g ,  or 

object  i d e n t i t i e s ,  or plans for  ac t ion  or  t a lk  — see Arrangement *

Content Categories ,  Appendix 6) which have never been e i t h e r  discussed 

or done before.

New Arrangements are negot ia t ions  of components of play which

have appeared in p r io r  play but have not so f a r  been e x p l i c i t l y

arranged. For example, a customer may have pretended t h a t  she brought

her basket from home ( i . e .  t h a t  the  basket was hers and not the

s t o r e ' s )  but had never,  un t i l  now, e x p l i c i t l y  es tab l i shed  ownership

(e .g .  " T h i s ' l l  be my basket") in an arrangement phase. Thus New

Arrangements are p lanfu l ly  'brought forward' from a p r io r

accomplishment phase to  a subsequent rearrangement.
§

Provoked Arrangements (whether New Plans or New Arrangements) 

occur within a d ispute  (usually  within a response — R — or  an 

hxtension — E - -  discourse move; see Appendix 2) .  Typica lly ,  a ch i ld



r e j e c t s  ano ther 's  I n i t i a t e d  Arrangement and responds with an 

Arrangement of her own.

In i t i a t e d  Arrangements are  introduced spontaneously (usually 

within an I n i t i a t i o n  — I — discourse move; see Appendix 2).
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8. S t ruc tu re  and Complexity of Arrangement Negotiations

These categories  were Intended to  represent  in te ra c t io n s  which 

were successively l e s s  co l labora t ive  and thus successively more 

egocentr ic .  However, th e re  were too few of any type to  permit a 

r e l i a b i l i t y  study o r  to  permit inferences regarding developmental 

d i f fe rences .  These t e n t a t i v e  ca tegor ies  are never theless  defined 

below, and examples of each are discussed. There are thorny 

methodological problems in the  use of data derived from such a 

category scheme, however. When any in te ra c t io n  i s  judged t o  be l e s s  

than c o l lab o ra t iv e ,  i t  i s  problematic as evidence of i n t e r a c t iv e  

a b i l i t i e s  (or  i n a b i l i t i e s ) .  There are a var ie ty  of f ac to rs  which 

In te r f e re  with successful  in t e r a c t io n ,  Including f a t ig u e ,  d i f f i c u l t y  

with the t a sk ,  and d i s l i k e  fo r  one 's  pa r tne r .  In add i t ion ,  shared 

experience with one 's  pa r tne r  1n doing the  task together  makes 

extensive in t e r a c t io n  unnecessary. Shared knowledge of s c r i p t s  for  

i n t e ra c t io n  in supportive contexts a lso  renders cooperation 

unnecessary. Therefore , tne usefulness  of codes l ik e  those below i s  

best  l imited to  iden t i fy ing  the  kinds of in te ra c t io n s  sub jec ts  

construc t  in methodologically optimal circumstances: when subjec ts  

know th a t  a j o i n t  task is  required ,  when they are  agreeable to  working 

toge the r ,  when the  task 1s moderately unfamil ia r  but within t h e i r  

c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  when they are  not t i r e d .  In te rac t ions  under these  

condit ions are most l ike ly  t o  reveal how subjec ts  are capable of 

I n te rac t in g .

Social Plan Collaboration in Arrangements

There were only two arrangement phases in any sess ion which
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approximated comprehensive social plan nego t ia t ions .  These 

arrangements were produced by 6-year-o ld  dyad KM 1n session 3 and are 

discussed 1n Chapter VII (see example (C), Chapter VII) .

Coordi nated-Elaborat lve Arrangements

In coord ina ted-e labora t lve  arrangements* p a r t ic ip a n ts  negot ia te  

shared social plans fo r  subtasks . In these  negotiations* subjec ts  

demonstrate the  a b i l i t y  to  formulate socia l plans* to  cons truc t  a 

j o i n t  social plan* and t o  use t h a t  social plan in  accomplishing the  

subsequent subtask. The social  plan* however, i s  not of the  

complexity of an e n t i r e  socia l  episode. These negot ia t ions  are of 

in te re s t*  in t h a t  they reveal an essen t ia l  competence a t  co l labo ra t ive  

n ego t ia t ions .  They may reveal an i n a b i l i t y ,  however, to  recognize 

t h a t  comprehensive socia l planning i s  an e f f i c i e n t  means for  ensuring 

successful ly  coordinated task accomplishments.

There were no c le a r  cases of coordina ted-e labora t lve  arrangements 

for  any arrangement subtask.  (There a re ,  however, c l e a r  cases of 

coordina ted-e labora t ive  negot ia t ions  in accomplishment phases* and 

these  are presented in  Appendix 9 . )  Consider,  however, these  examples 

of unclear cases .

(A) represents  3 -y e a r -o ld s1 best  e f f o r t s .

(A) 6 , 38 mos; E* 46 mos: Session 3* Episode 4

(1) B Na, nnnow you can buy! ( i t )  t  i s  inside s to re .
(2) E [ (  ) B follows E in to  s to r e ,
(3) B [You can buy, okay. s e ts  down her basket ,

s t a r t s  to  unload from
(4) E No, [no— ins ide  s to r e .  E puts
(5) B [Oh but I want some buy! hand in basket .  B

pleads.
(6) E Nel l ,  I. d i d n ' t  have (a / the)  long

enouyh tu rn ,  'xay? You can have B takes  basket ,  r e t r e a t s
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anotner t u rn ,  a f t e r  me, okay? 
And h e re ' s  my bag.

(7) 8 And I will  buyl The s e l l e r ,  I

will  be th e  s e l l e r .

(8) E No, not r ig h t  now. Not r ig h t  now.
Not r ig h t  now, okay?

(9) 8 [Okay.
(10) E [ I ' l l  be the  s e l l e r .
(11) B Okay. An' then ,  an'  then I will

be the s e l l e r  and you can be the  
buyer.

(12) E Okay.
(13) 8 Okay now . . . .

This i s  not t r u ly  an "e laborat ive"  nego t ia t ion .  Although each 

p a r t ic ip a n t  con tr ibu tes  ex tensively  to  the  nego t ia t ion ,  E 's  solu t ion 

1n (6) ("You can have another tu rn  a f t e r  me") i s  accepted and not 

e laborated by 8 . Her reformulation 1n (7 ) ,  (10),  and (11) ( "an1 then 

1 will  be the  s e l l e r  and you can be the  buyer") i s  not an e labora t ion .  

S t i l l ,  the  ac t ive  e f f o r t s  of both 8 and E to  reach agreement make t h i s  

d i f f e r e n t  from le s s  in te ra c t iv e ly  focused (e .g .  coordinated-addi t ive)  

i n t e ra c t io n s )  and more par tner-dominated (e .g .  leaderfol lower)  

i n t e r a c t io n s ,  described in l a t e r  sec t ions .

(8) 6, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

You be« H points  to  food board
How about,  I ' l l  be the  f i r s t  one, as she en te rs  s to re .  
I'm a l l  ready, then y o u ' l l  be G walks in to  s to r e ,
(one).  H walks out of s to re .

(B) i s  unclear  as an example of coord ina ted-e labora t ive  arrangements,  

in t h a t  G's j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for  her pos i t ion  in th e  negot ia t ion  i s  

a r b i t r a r y  and not coordinated with her p a r t n e r ' s .  After a l l ,  H is  

a lso  "a l l  ready", as she demonstrated by enter ing  the  s to re  s e t t in g  in

(1) H
(2) G -

out of s to r e ,  goes to 
food board. E picks up 
'h e r '  bag of food 
ins ide
s to re .  B re turns  to  
ins ide
s to re ,  s e t s  basket on 
counter from ins ide .

£ rebuffs  B. B leaves 
with basket.  8 re turns  
to  food board, unloads 
basket .
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the f i r s t  p lace.  H's w i l l ingness  to  y ie ld  to  G r e s u l t s  in an 

in te ra c t io n  which b e t t e r  resembles \1eader-fo l lower '  nego t ia t ions ,  

described in a l a t e r  sec t ion .

(C) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) I Urn, I ' l l  give you, some change, I en ters  s to r e ,  gets
th e  money, money from r e g i s t e r .

(2) J And I ' l l  put 'em [1n my (pocket) .  J touches her pocket.
(3) I [when we're

buying i t .
(4) J Yeah, put i t  [ in  my pocket. J touches, looks in
(5) I [ ( I ' l l  give you i t . )  her pocket.

I ' l l  give you a lo t  of money.
There, t h a t ' s  a l l .  Mrnrn. I hands J money.

(6) J I (put i t  in) my poc[ket.  J puts i t  in pocket.
(7) I [Give m e . . . .  (arrangement continues)

While J agrees to  I ' s  in ten t io n  ( l in e  (4) ,  "Yeah") and thus agrees to  

receive the money, I never acknowledges J ' s  addit ional  con tr ibu t ion  to  

the accomplishment of t h i s  arrangement precondi t ion .  In f a c t ,  I 

i n t e r ru p t s  J each time. This subtask negot ia t ion resembles,  in some 

ways, coordinated add i t ive  arrangements described next.

Coordi nated- Addi t i  ve Arrangements

In coordinated-addi t ive  in t e r a c t io n s ,  each p a r t i c ip a n t  con tr ibu tes  to  

task work, but there  i s  nevertheless  an absence of focused negot ia t ion  

for  any p a r t i c u la r  subtask as the re  1s in coord ina ted-e labora t ive  

in te ra c t io n s .  I t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from par tner  domination (see leader-

follower,  below), in t h a t  domination by one pa r tne r  i s  not susta ined.

(0) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(7) I LGive me I leaves s to r e ,  goes to
(8) a l l  the food t h a t  you can f ind ,  food board.
(9) d This is  my basket .  J ges tu res  with i t  to  I .

(10) I All r ig h t .  I i s  c o l l e c t in g  foods
I have, -------  (monologue) and bringing to  s to re .
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In (0 ) ,  an unclear  case , I I n i t i a t e s  a plan to  stock the  shelves in

(7);  J e s ta b l i sh e s  ownership of the  basket in (9);  I stocks shelves in

(11). I acknowledges J ' s  basket claim in  (10),  but J never 

acknowledges I .  In (C) and (D), there  i s  a lack of focused e f f o r t  a t  

agreement on most of the  arrangement work.

Leader-Follower Arrangements

in leader-fo l lower  in t e r a c t io n s ,  one pa r tne r  d i r e c t s  the a c t i v i t y  

of the  o th e r .  This form of coordinated a c t i v i t y  was in te rp re ted  by 

Piaget  (1955) as egocentr ic ,  in t h a t  one p a r t n e r ' s  in ten t io n s ,  here 

dubbed the  ' l e a d e r ' s , '  are never modified and th e  other  p a r tn e r ' s  

I n te n t io n s ,  the  fo l low er ’s ,  are  u n d i f f e ren t ia ted  from her d i re c t in g  

p a r t n e r ' s .  There i s  no nego t ia t ion .  Leaderfollower arrangements (the 

same as Directed arrangements In Table 8, Chapter VII) were qu i te  

common a t  a l l  ages.

(£) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

G beckons s i l e n t l y  to  
H, takes  basket ,  s t a r t s  
to  choose foods. H 
follows G.

(1) G You be th e  s torekeeper .  G points  to  s to r e .

around a b i t .

(F) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 5

(1) 8 An' an* you be the  s e l l e r  and I 
will  be the  buyer. Okay?

[Okay?

I ' l l  buy ( food/things) H goes in s to r e ,  looks

(2) A [(Yeah),  (okay) B picks up foods from 
board and places them 
on counter.  A i s  s t i l l  
outs ide  s to r e .

B pushes A i n s i s t e n t l y .  
A enters  s to re .

(3) 8 Can I ,  (ge t)  -  
You get in there
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(G) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 3

(1) H I t ' s  my tu rn .  H runs in to  s to re .

(H) B, 38 mos; £, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

(I) 8 You, you, go in th e re .  B almost pushes £ in s to re .
Wai1 whe whe whe whe B t a l k s  t o  E over counter ,
weh uh when I buy smiling.
then you, t h e 1 then
you, take {the/some)
money out and buy
my f ' f o o d ,  okay? B gestures  to foods on board.

(2) E Okay. E i s  holding a bag, not looking
a t  8.

When leader-fo l lower  arrangements occurred in session 2, as in (G), 

they were e f f i c i e n t  procedures for  i n i t i a t i n g  a task already shared 

many times. The presence of leader-fo l lower  arrangements ear ly  in 

session 1,  a s . i n  (E),  or in sess ion 3, as in (H), were more persuasive 

evidence of egocentr ic  i n t e r a c t io n ,  because in  such arrangements,  

ne i the r  pa r tne r  evidenced awareness t h a t  they might not share 

in t e rp re ta t io n  of the l e a d e r ' s  plan as s ta t e d .

Doer- Observer Arrangements

In doer-observer i n t e r a c t io n s ,  one pa r tne r  does a l l  the  work, and 

the o ther  watches. There i s  no focused i n t e r a c t io n ,  and no role fo r

the  observer to  play in arranging the  t a sk .  ( I )  i s  a c le a r  case .  G

and H have so f a r  never re-ar ranged an episode, and y e t  they do not 

work toge ther .

(I)  G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(1) G Then, well i f  we take G i s  put t ing money back in
take t u rn s ,  ( a f t e r  cash r e g i s t e r ,
you),  then,  take 'em, G takes some food out of bag, puts 
Now i t ' s  my tu rn  to  i t  back on board. G's back i s
be the s torekeeper .  to  H. H i s  watching G.
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F i r s t  I g o t ta  empty 
a l l  of these  outl  
{Put t h a t  back).

Okay!

S i s  s t i l l  emptying bag.
S looks over shoulder towards 
cash r e g i s t e r  {referr ing to  
money which she already 
re turned?) .
{H then I n i t i a t e s  a conversation 
about th e  lab k i tchen,  excluded 
as d a t a . )

G folds  bag, puts on counter,  
runs in to  s to r e .  H gets  up, 
comes to  counter ,  then turns  
to  board and begins se lec t in g .
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9* Struc ture  and Complexity of  Accomplishment Negotiations

Collaborat ive Accomplishment

No dyad was ever observed t o  carry out t h e i r  task  in terms of a 

comprehensive arrangement plan fo r  the  episode.

Coordinated- Elaborative Accomplishment

Coordinated-elabora t ive accomplishments are co l labora t ive  

negot ia t ions  of subtasks. Example (D), in Chapter VII,  i l l u s t r a t e s  

t h i s  category of negot ia t ion .

Example (A) i l l u s t r a t e s  3 -y e a r -o ld s1 bes t  e f f o r t s .  8 and E agree 

on i d e n t i t i e s  which went unplanned in t h e i r  arrangements.

(A) 8 , 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 3

(1) B I'm the Mommy, I'm th e  B i s  put t ing foods in to  her
Mommy okay? basket a t  food board. E i s  in

(2) E Okay. An' you, s to re .
[.where's your chi ld?

(3) B [ A n '~
You are  the c h i ld .  B looks a t  E f irmly.

(4) E No I'm the  pc^er .
(5) B I d o n ' t  have a c h i ld ,  B shakes her head e a rn e s t ly .

d o n ' t  have a ch i ld .
I d o n ' t  have a ch i ld .

(6) E I don ' t  - -  oh okay.
L(whu)

(7) 8 ["Hi" B i s  ta lk ing  in to  board phone.
(8) E Some mothers do n ' t  have

c h i ld .

In (A), both B and E work to  e s ta b l i s h  toge the r  a t  l e a s t  some shared 

understanding of how "Mommy" i s  to  be in te rp re ted  by both. Although E 

wants "Mommy" to  have a c h i ld ,  and B wanted E to  be her c h i ld ,  they 

agree t h a t  B as Mommy will  have no c h i ld .  However, in l i n e  (8) ,  B 

does not a t tend  to  E's j u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  her in t e rp r e t a t i o n  of the
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agreement, and n e i th e r  B nor E ever r e fe r  to  8 as the "Mommy" again.

Coordlnated- Additive Accomplishments

In coord lna ted-addi t ive  accomplishments, there  1s loosely 

coordinated a c t iv i t y  with a minimum of focused nego t ia t ion .  Each 

par tner  co n t r ib u te s ,  but th e re  may be a f r a g i l i t y  t o  the  success of 

t h e i r  I n te r a c t io n s ,  because p a r t i c ip a n ts  are not making an e f f o r t  to  

achieve a shared, publ ic  understanding of what they are doing 

toge ther .

The app l ica t ion  of  t h i s  category to  successful  i n t e r a c t iv e  role 

pl^y i s  problematic.  I t  i s  th e  very nature of the  ta sk  tha t  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  a l t e r n a t e  contr ibut ions  1n a meaningful sequence. In 

tn a t  regard,  many sequences in complete social episodes f i t  here.

Leader-Follower Accomplishments

As described e a r l i e r ,  most sub jec ts  d i rec ted  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  

a c t i v i t y  a t  one time or another .  However, extended sequences of 

' l e a d e r '  domination were found only in the  3-year-old  data .

(B) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) D Cathy, go r ig h t  t h e r e .  D i s  behind counter ,
pointing

(Go) around, and I ' l l  play C in d i rec t ion  of f ron t  
with you, !kay? Now, of counter .  C complies.
Cathy, j u s t  stay r ig h t  here.
( ) over t h e r e ,  okay?

C rebels  and runs around 
the  room. D chases her.  
(Not t ranscr ibed)

Shhh. Go r igh t  here ,  'kay? D pushes C to  f ron t  of 
But d o n ' t ,  no running, 'kay? counter .
Right here ,  'kay,  (now) j u s t
stay r ig h t  here,  okay? C i s  again in pos i t ion .
Get back a l i t t l e  f u r th e r .
Ukay? C steps back one s tep .
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Ok^y, can you j u s t ,  bring 
them over ,  t o  me? J u s t  put 
them 1n the  ba-basket.

Yeah.
(2) C ( )?
(3) I) Yeah.

Put j u s t  some. Tha t ' s  a l l  you 
can, put in .  Now bring i t  
over.  And j u s t  put i t  r ig h t  
here, 'kay? Put them r ig h t  
here ,  'kay? 'kay?

D puts foods on shelves 
(and does other  th ings  
with
s to re  items t h a t  are 
d i f f i c u l t  to  i n t e r p r e t ) .

D has C stand a t  food board 
with basket .  0 re tu rns ,  
behind counter .
C s e le c t s  i tems,  
looking up h e s i t a n t ly  
a t  D a f t e r  each se le c t io n .  

D encourages C.

C comes over t o  counter 
with basket ,  s e ts  i t  down.

There was a l e s s  v i s ib le  kind of leader-fo l lower  in te ra c t io n  in 

some sessions in  which one par tner  provided primary support fo r  task 

success.  In (C), G e i t h e r  does or requests  most of the s teps  in the  

episode sequence.

(C) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos;

*reques t ( l )  G How much are these  
t o t a l  s tu f f?

(2) H Ummmm, twenty-five 
cents .

(dropped bag conversation 
deleted  here)

Iwenty-five cents .  
*pay (3) G Okay! Here, 

bag
( fa l l e n  item remarks 

dele ted here)
*thanks Thank you!
*change Now, ( t h i s ) ,  pull

t h a t  drawer.
(4) H Here's your change!
(5) G Okay! Thank you!

Session 1, Episode 1

G a r r iv es  a t  counter with 
basket.

H looks confused, s t a r t s  to  take  
a bag, i t  drops.

G unloads basket onto counter .
G hands imaginary money to  H.
H opens bag; G puts foods in .

G puts basket on board.
H hands bag t o  G.
G points  to  cash r e g i s t e r  drawer. 
H opens i t ,  takes  out a coin.

H hands G a coin.

Doer- Observer Accomplishments

In doer-observer accomplishments, one p a r t ic ip a n t  does v i r t u a l ly



264

a l l  the task work while the  o ther  watches. There were no c l e a r  cases.  

(D) i s  unclear ,  because 0 makes an e f fo r t  to  get F t o  agree t o  an 

observer ro le .  However, i t  does i l l u s t r a t e  a form of  episode 

organizat ion which places minimal demands on e i t h e r  partner  fo r  

perspec t ive- tak ing  or perspec t ive  coordinat ion.

(D) 13, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

u approaches F, who s i t s  on 
cha i r  a t  s ide  of room.

(1) 13 Nora?
(2) F What?
(3) 0 Urn, ah { ) ,  then come

and get  i t .  Okay? D s t a r t s  back to  s to re .

(9) D

(4) F Okay.
(5) D An' you can, an'  an'

I ' l l  yo and bring i t  
to  you okay?

(6) F Okay.
So d o n ' t  get up ok$y? 
Okay..
I ' l l  t r y  and get i t  
t o r  y ' , you.

( b r i e f  conversation about 
sound of remote camera)

(10) 0 I'm going get a l l  the
food you want. You 
want more food and 
more food? Do you? 
huh?

(11) F ckhhhhhhhh
(12) D Okay. I get urn.

D takes some foods in to s to re  
and s t a r t s  to  bag them.

0 goes out to  board and gets 
more foods.

D enters  s to re  and bags foods.
D goes back to  board fo r  foods.

0, holding items,  walks over to  
F.

F h e s i t a t e s ,  nods as i f  shy.
D goes back to  s to re  with foods. 
(Episode continues in t h i s  way.)
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10. Local Coordlnation of Task Accomplishment

Requests fo r  Action

The examples below i l l u s t r a t e  d i rec t  and in d i re c t  requests  for  

ac t ion .  Examples are taken from complete social episodes only. Any 

request  fo r  ac t ion  to  the  s e l f  in monologue is  excluded. Any requests  

fo r  action which are c l e a r  cases of charac ter  enactment (e .g .  "May I 

have some of t h a t  cake, p lease ,  t h a t ' s  on the  bottom of there?")  are

excluded. (However, the reader may notice  t h a t  several i l l u s t r a t e  the
>

ambiguous s ta tu s  of many discourse ac ts  as e i t h e r  c l e a r ly  in or out of

fan tasy . )  Examples of requests  used to  e s t a b l i s h  s t a t e s  of pretense

( “L e t ' s  p r e t e n d . . . " )  are  found in Chapter VIII.

(A) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 8

E i$ "paying." She taps numbers
on cash r e g i s t e r  as F waits .

*{1) F I need the  same money
t h a t  you had before.  E opens cash r e g i s t e r  draw,

puts money on counter ,  then hands 
1t to  F.

Thank you.

(B) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

*(1) D Now you take i t  to  D hands bag to  C.
your ca r ,  okay?

(2) C (nods) C goes o f f  t e n t a t i v e ly  toward
a chair .

(C) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

A i s  impat iently waiting fo r  B 
*(1) A ( ' ady)? Give me some- to  come to  counter .  A leans 

th ing .  over counter toward B.
(Disagreement over B's ro le  
ensues, but then B comes to  
c o u n te r . )
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(D) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

A refuses  to  give B her bagged 
foods. B then t r i e s  to en te r  
s to re .  B backs o f f .

*(1) B Dump, my food out and
se l l  (a l l  the)  money, B thumps on counter,  
okay? Dump the food 
out.  All the  food.
All ( the  food).  A dumps foods out of bag onto

counter .
(2) A oh piggy oh piggy oh Foods ro l l  a l l  over.

oh piggy oh piggy oh
piggy oh piggy A and B pick up foods.

(3) B (giggles)
*(4) A N'now se l l  a l l  ( the /

t h a t )  money. Sell  a l l  A opens cash r e g i s t e r ,  looks 
my money. Sel l  ( a l l /  1n drawer, takes out co in,  puts 
up) my money. 1t  on top of p i led  foods on

counter.

(E) D, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

F 1s ge t t ing  one item a t  a time 
from board and put t ing  i t  on 

*(1) D J u s t  get  a whole hand- counter.  D leans over counter 
spoo, handful.  to  watch F. (D requests  item

se lec t io n  as  B had done i t . )
F ignores D.

(F) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

(1) E No Becca Becca, uh nol 
* d o n ' t  put 'em in

Lthere.
(2) B [(Where?)

*(3) E J u s t  take'em by your 
hand, and put 'em up 
here (w 'r ig h t )  okay?

(4) B Nooo.
(5) E Okay.

B puts food in basket.
E leans out over counter to  

watch.

B looks at  E
E speaks f irmly.
(E requests  item se le c t io n  as F 
had done 1 t . ) E ind ica tes  
counter.

B continues to  f i l l  basket .
E watches B.

(G) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

*(1) H Urn, get the  bag out .

* You hold i t  with both
hands.

G then yets  bag, holds i t  up 
with one hand as H t r i e s  to  
get an Item in .  H takes  bag 
and demonstrates fo r  G. G 
takes  bag back and holds i t  witn
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two hands as H bags items.

(H) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

In sess ion l t I and J played 
s to re  as i f  i t  were a 
de l ica tessan
or country s to re .  In t h i s  
episode.
they arranged 1t  as a 
supermarket.

*(1) I All r i g h t ,  put them a l l  J a r r iv e s  a t  counter  with fu l l  
here and then [(  ) basket .  I ind ica tes  counter ,

*(2) J [You then opens cash r e g i s t e r ,
take i t  out.  I i s  absorbed with money.

(I)  K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

K i s  bagging foods. 
*(1) L You're gonna d e l iv e r  i t .  L walks o f f  camera.

(0) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

*(1) N Okay. Now put the  food 
in t h e r e ,  ( i f  you want 
to  put i t  in  t h e r e ) .

M picks  up basket ,  looks at 
foods. N leans  over counter  
to  watch M, then pu l l s  back 
and watches from behind counter.

(K) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

M i s  wait ing as N pr ices  items.
* (1) M t t t ,  (go t ta )  go (tnda- 

tndtnd) the  l eve r .

(2) N hmm hmm

*(3) M Gotta go t t t a t t t t t
(4) N I did!

N begins 'punching* r e g i s t e r  
keys.

N touches each item in tu rn ,  
then touches cash r e g i s t e r .

M makes r e g i s t e r  sound and points  
t o  r e g i s t e r  and g es tu re s ,  as i f  
pul l ing  a l eve r .

Asser tions  of in ten t

Subjects sometimes informed t h e i r  par tners  of t h e i r  in ten t ion  to  

do the  next step in the  ta sk .  These a s se r t ions  often occurred j u s t  as
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from descr ip t ions  ( i l l u s t r a t e d  below) only in form. Most a s ser t ions  

of in ten t  served t o  j u s t i f y  a course of ac t ion .  As i l l u s t r a t e d  below, 

subjec ts  informed one another of t h e i r  in ten t ions  primarily to  avoid 

possible  complaint or t o  r e fu te  a complaint.  Some discourse  ac ts  

which were requests  fo r  permission in form ( e .g .  "Let me pay for  i t , "  

where "p^y" c o n s is ten t ly  accompanied the  c l e r k ' s  ac t ions  of ge t t ing  

and bagging a co in) ,  or a s se r t ions  of procedure ("I need another  bag 

to  put the  cake in  the re" )  were double-coded as a s se r t io n s  of in ten t ;  

examples of these are included below.

(L) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

E goes with F 's  Items in to  
s to re .  E se ts  items on 
counter .  E shows F her items 
and then t a p s  numbers on cash 
r e g i s t e r ,  opens drawer, takes  
out coin, gets  bag, bags items 
and coin.

(M) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

*(1) I Now I have to  give J j u s t  paid. 1 now opens
(55) cents  back. cash r e g i s t e r ,  takes  out co ins,

puts on counter.

Many asse r t ions  of in ten t  occurred in responses to  requests  for  

ac t ion .  The requestee j u s t i f i e d  noncompliance by explaining what her 

own competing in ten t io n  was.

(N) I), 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

F i s  waiting 1n f ron t  of counter
(1) F How much i s  i t ?  as D bags. F speaks loudly.  D

hands F bag.
How much i s  i t ? !  D drops other  bag, stoops to

*(2) 0 I ' l l  t e l l ,  I ' l l  pu t ,  t o  get i t .  0 opens cash
r e g i s t e r ,

*(1) E Okay. Let me pay for  
i t .
( ) .  This is
milk, t h i s  i s  wine, 
'kay?
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I ' l l  get 1 t .  gets  coin,
( ) one d o l l a r .  puts 1t  on counter .

(3) F Thank you. F takes  coin.

(0) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) G You have to  give me G has j u s t  added a pretend cake
some money in here . to  her Items. She now reaches

(2) H No — I know. around t o  cash r e g i s t e r .  H 1s
r I need another  bag stooping to  get  a second bag.

to  put  the  cake In H gets  and opens second bag.
th e re .  That bag
won't f i t .  Pssshh. H puts 'cake '  in second bag.

(P) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

(1) M Here's  a l l  your M puts money on counter .  She
money (g igglb) .  holds f i l l e d  basket .

(2) K Let me see.  K holds hand out t o  M. M
gathers up co ins ,  but K wants 

r Let me see how much basket ,  not coins.  M puts
th a t  i s  f i r s t  of a l l l  basket on counter .
Let me see how much 
th a t  i s .

K begins to  p r ice  items.

In (Q), an as se r t io n  of In ten t  1s used to  express an in te n t io n  to  

s u b s t i t u t e  one possib le  task step for  another .

(q) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(1) N I d o n ' t  need a bag M is  bagging N's i tems. N
please .  had brought her basket to  the

*(2) M Mmm. I ' l l  put i t  in s to r e .  M takes i tans  out of
your basket.  bag.

Oescriptions of a c t i v i t y

Subjects sometimes informed t h e i r  par tners  of t h e i r  curren t  or 

j u s t  completed e f f o r t s .  I t  was rare  fo r  a subjec t  to report  on her

a c t i v i t y  spontaneously.
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(R) I ,  70 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1 
*{lj  I I'm ca l l in g  you. mmmm I d ia l s  phone. 0 watches.

In (S),  M reports  on her a c t i v i t y  spontaneously only a f t e r  she 

i n i t i a l l y  does so to  r e fu te  N's complaint in (1).

(S) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) N Aren 't  you ever gonna? N leaves s to re ,  walks over
You d o n ' t  have to  buy to  M. 
everything.

(2) M I (g iggle)  I'm not.  M continues to  load basket .  
* l'm buying a l l  my

grocer ies .

Late r ,  M i s  unloading her
(3) M Look a t  a l l  t h i s ,  basket onto counter ,

(giggle)  food.
I'm s t i l l  ( laugh) 
passing food out.
Look a t  a l l  the  food.

Most d esc r ip t io n s ,  l i k e  M's 1n (S ) (2 ) ,  were j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  fo r  an

ongoing ac t ion .

(T) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2,  Episode 3

(1) E . . . h e r e ' s  your wine.
*(2) F J u s t  a second, I'm 

put t ing  t h i s  in th e  
basket .  I dumped, F i s  o f f  camera, 
i t  out fo r  llama.

(U) H, 68 mos; J ,  70 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

(1) H Twenty d o l l a r s .
*(2) J I already gave you a l l  

the  money.

Queries regarding the  p a r t n e r ' s  a c t i v i t y

Subjects rare ly  inquired about t h e i r  p a r tn e r ' s  a c t i v i t y .  (V) 

i l l u s t r a t e s  the  unusual case.
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(V) II, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) N "25, 50, 10, ( )" N 1s pretending t o  serve
another customer as M s e le c t s .  

*(2) M What are you doing?! M watches N with a giggle.
N pushes cash r e g i s t e r  in .

Oh yeah. You're doing 
your job .



272

11. L ingu is t ic  Devices for  Framing In te rac t iv e  Pretense

Discourse ac ts  are coded fo r  t h e i r  function in framing pretense .  

Categories were constructed t o  r e f l e c t  (a) t h e i r  function 1n planning 

vs. r e fe r r in g  to  a s t a t e  of fantasy  (or r e a l i t y ) ,  (b) the  presence or 

absence of lex ica l  reference t o  a s t a t e  of fantasy (or r e a l i t y ) .  Thus 

four ca tegor ies  were devised:

Planning i s  done by the  ' r e a l '  p a r t i c ip a n ts  from outs ide the 

fan tasy .  Successful uptake c o n s t i tu t e s  an agreement on th e  fantasy to  

be subsequently enacted.

(1) E x p l ic i t  planning for  p re tense  requires  the  use of discourse 

a c t s  t h a t  l e x ic a l ly  mark pretense ( e .g .  "Let 's  p r e t e n d . . . , "  "Make 

bel ieve "Let ' s  play t h a t  . . . " )  or r e a l i t y  ( " I t  will r e a l ( l y )  be

" l  •  •  •  /  •

(2) Im pl ic i t  planning for  pretense occurs when discourse acts  

function to  communicate the  in ten t ion  t h a t  the s e l f  or the  other  

transform one s t a t e  in to  another  but the intended t ransformation i s  

not l e x ic a l i z e d  (e .g .  "You be the s torekeeper" ;  "T h is ' l l  be my 

house").

Thus e x p l i c i t  and im p l ic i t  planning are d i f f e r e n t  in t h a t  the  

' f a c t '  o f  th e  s t a t e  being constructed (whether pretense or r e a l i t y )  i s  

e x p l i c i t l y  formulated only in th e  course of e x p l i c i t  planning.

Asser tions  (or  quer ies)  are  formulations of  a s t a t e  of pretense  

or r e a l i t y .

(3) E x p l ic i t  a s se r t ions  o f /que r ie s  regarding pre tense ,  are 

asse r t ions  t h a t  formulate the  exis tence of an e x p l i c i t  s t a t e  of
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pretense or of r e a l i t y  (e .g .  "We're pretending t h i s  is  a pa in t  j a r " ,  

"This i s n ' t  rea l ly  a pa in t  j a r " )  and ques tions t h a t  query the 

ex is tence of an e x p l i c i t  s t a t e  of pretense or of r e a l i t y  (e .g .  "Is 

t h i s  r ea l ly  a pa in t  j a r ? " ) .

(4) Im pl ic i t  a s se r t io n s  (or  questions)  of pretense are  a s se r t io n s  

t h a t  presuppose th e  ex is tence  of  a fantasy s t a t e  ( e .g .  "This i s  my 

nouse" r e fe r r in g  to  a corner of  the  laboratory  room" or  "I'm the  

s torekeeper") or ques tions t h a t  query the ex is tence  of a fantasy  s t a t e  

(e .g .  "Is  t h i s  a l i t t l e  gerb i l?"  r e fe r r in g  to  a white p l a s t i c  egg.)

*
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12. Standardized Store Episode Actions and Transactions

A standard s e t  of actions  and in te ra c t io n s  Mas compiled on the  

bases both of i n tu i t i o n  and of the data themselves. Only act ions  and 

in te ra c t io n s  which normatively occur a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  point  in  a 

sequence of act ions  and in te ra c t io n s  were included.  Thus, any event 

which could appropria te ly  occur a t  any point in the  episode were 

excluded — fo r  examples, phone c a l l s  ( regard less  of t h e i r  

appropriateness)  and service  to  pretend customers.

Table 30, in Chapter X, contains a l i s t i n g  of the  se t  of ac t ions  

and in te ra c t io n s  examined. C r i t e r i a  fo r  coding each of these  

ca tegor ies  are presented below.

C r i t e r i a  included within brackets  ( [ ] )  are those used to  

f a c i l i t a t e  coding of  val id  sequencing of the  respec t ive  act ion  or 

in t e ra c t io n ;  s a t i s f a c t io n  of these  sequencing c r i t e r i a  i s  not 

necessary to  code an act ion  or i n t e r a c t io n  as present  and v a l id .  The 

c r i t e r i a  fo r  sequence v a l id i ty  are suggestive not def in ing .  The 

spec i f ied  p r io r  and/or  subsequent ac t ions  or in t e ra c t io n s  may no t  

necessar i ly  be p resen t ,  and then th e  coder must use h i s /h e r  judgment. 

Omissions are discounted in  analyses of va l id  sequencing. An example 

of a common omission in th e  younger s u b je c t s 1 data  i s  the sequence — 

put Items on counter ,  clerk prices  items, c le rk  gives change. Of 

course the  c le rk  cannot give "change" i f  she was never paid by the  

customer, but sne does give the  customer money a t  an otherwise va l id  

point in  the episode. Thus the c r i t e r i a  fo r  sequence v a l id i ty  are 

very le n ie n t ;  they are  intended to  capture merely the  por trayal of 

reasonably cor rec t  sequences.



Actions and Transactions: Codes and D e f in it io n s

Call ahead to  s to re  (customerl/ i n v i t e  customer to  s to r e  (cl 

The 'customer' c a l l s  the  s to r e ,  or th e  ' c l e r k '  

c a l l s  the  customer [before the  customer 

comes to  the  s t o r e ] .  In order  t o  

apply t h i s  code, i t  i s  necessary t h a t  

the  customer and/or  c lerk  make some 

reference to  one or more c r i t i c a l  components 

of s to re  play - -  s to r e ,  customer, c le rk ,  

food, buy, s e l l ,  e t c .  The content of the 

ca l l  may well be otherwise i r r a t i o n a l .

Customer t r a v e l s  to  s to re

The customer t r a v e l s  to  the  s to re  by 

walking, d r iv ing ,  f ly in g ,  e tc .  [before  she 

en te rs  i t  and begins se lec t ing  foods. ]  In order 

to  apply t h i s  code in the  problematic case 

when th e  customer i s  walking, th e  walk must 

cons is t  of an exaggerated g a i t  and/or  accompanied 

by walking sounds (e .g .  "doo doo doo doo doo").

Greet

h i th e r  the  c le rk  or  t h e  customer 

greets  the  o ther  upon or soon a f t e r  the  

customer's en t ry .

Take basket

'Customer' picks up basket [ e i t h e r  before she 

t r a v e l s  to s to re  or before she s e le c t s  Items].

Typically she then uses her basket fo r  c o l le c t io n



of items, but i f  she does not,  she i s  s t i l l  

c red i ted  with ' take  baske t1 as an act ion in the 

s to re  sequence. Occasionally a customer begins 

s e le c t in g  items by hand, and when she can hold 

no more, she takes  and uses the  basket to  hold 

the  items; in such cases ,  she i s  a lso c red i ted  

with ' t ak e  basket* [as  well as val id  sequencing 

sequencing].  I f  the  customer c a l l s  the  basket her 

'bag* and requests  t h a t  her purchased items be 

placed in  her  'bag'  ( i . e .  the  basket) ,  t h i s  

does not c o n s t i tu te  ' take  b a s k e t . 1

Select  items

'Customer' picks up Items, e i t h e r  from food 

board o r  from outs ide  shelves on s to r e  prop,

[ a f t e r  she enters  the  s to re  and before the  

clerk bags them]. I t  i s  not necessary t h a t  

the customer appear t o  be s e le c t iv e ly  choosing 

p a r t i c u la r  i tems. I f  she requests  t h a t  the 

clerk get an item fo r  he r ,  t h i s  i s  coded as 

' r eq u es t  i tems. '

Request items /  o f f e r  items

The customer requests  th a t  the  c lerk  get her 

an item, or the c lerk  o f fe r s  an item to  the  

customer (even i f  the customer decl ines  i t )

[ a f t e r  tne  customer has entered the  s to re  

and before the clerk bags the item].

Thus e s s e n t i a l ly  any in te ra c t io n  between



clerk  and customer regarding se lec t ion  or a 

possible se lec t io n  of items i s  coded here.

Put items on counter

Customer and/or  c lerk  place customer 's  items 

on counter [ a f t e r  customer has se lec ted  them 

(whether she picked them up or  she requested 

them of c lerk  or she accepted c l e r k ' s  o f fe r  

of an item) and before c lerk  prices  them and/ 

or requests  pay fo r  them and/or  bags them].

Price items

Clerk repeatedly takes  an item, then 'punches'  

f ron t  of cash r e g i s t e r ,  takes another  i tem, 

punches r e g i s t e r ,  e t c .  [ a f t e r  customer brings 

her items to  the  counter  and before  th e  c lerk  

bags them]. I f  the  c lerk  c le a r ly  punches 

r e g s i s t e r  y e t  does not coordinate  punching with 

i t e r a t i o n  of i tems,  t h i s  i s  s t i l l  coded as 

'p r i c e  i t e m s . '

Request pay/ inform of  to ta l  cost

Clerk informs customer of  t o t a l  cos t  of i tems, 

or requests  payment of to ta l  cos t  [ a f t e r  clerk 

has priced items and before customer has paid 

c l e r k ] .  I f  clerk

informs customer of an amount y e t  does not 

appear to expect payment, or i f  c lerk  requests  

an unspecified  amount of money (e .g .  "Give me 

money"), these  are s t i l l  coded as request  pay/



inform of  t o t a l  co s t .

Pay clerk

Customer extends money, e i t h e r  imaginary or 

paper play money, t o  c le rk  or places money on 

the  counter and informs c lerk  t h a t  she has 

done so [ a f t e r  being informed of t o t a l  c o s t ] .

Give change to  customer

Clerk extends money, e i t h e r  imaginary or paper 

play money, to  customer or places money on the 

counter and informs customer t h a t  she has done 

so [ a f t e r  customer pays c l e r k ] .

Bag items

Clerk and/or customer place items in to  a paper

bag [ a f t e r  i tems have been se lec ted  and placed 
*

on counter and pr iced .  Bagging may occur 

before or a f t e r  inform c o s t ,  pay, and change].

Hand customer f i l l e d  bag

Clerk hands customer bag f i l l e d  with her foods, 

[ a f t e r  bagging the  foods the  customer placed 

on the coun te r . ]

Thanks

Customer and/or  c le rk  thank one another  [ e i t h e r  

j u s t  as the  customer receives  her items and 

i s  on her way to  leave,  or ,  i f  the  groceries  

are de l ivered ,  then a f t e r  the  clerk has come to  

the  customer's home and handed her her g ro ce r ie s ] .  

E i ther  customer or c lerk  or both may thank the



other .  A s ingle  “y o u ' r e  welcome" witnout a 

' thanks '  1s acceptable and coded here as 'Thanks. '  

Farewell

Ei ther  customer or c le rk  bid the  o ther  fa rew ell ,  

[ e i t h e r  as customer leaves  s to r e  with her bag, or 

as customer leaves s to re  without her bag p r io r  t o  

a prearranged d e l iv e ry ,  or as clerk leaves the 

customer's home following a d e l iv e ry ] .

Delivery

Clerk takes  bagged foods,  c a r r i e s  them to  the  

customer 's  home, and gives them to  the  customer.

[ a t  the  end of the  episode, a f t e r  a l l  of the  above].
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13. Form ulations o f  Motive and Purpose

Categories of charac te r  in t e n t  were defined: gener ic  motive,

item motive, generic purpose, item purpose. 'Motives'  are statements  

of or ques tions  regarding need o r  d e s i r e  (e .g .  "I want some food" or 

"Do you need a lemon?") for  some s to re  i t e m (s ) ,  with no s ta ted  goal 

fo r  t h e i r  use. 'Purposes'  are  statements  of (or  questions regarding) 

in ten t  fo r  use of s to re  item(s)  (e .g .  " 'cause  I'm making a l o t  of 

d inner") .  E i ther  motive or purpose can r e f e r  t o  e i t h e r  items in 

general ( “ . . . f o o d . . . " ,  " . . . a l l  t h e s e . . . " )  or a spe c i f ic  item 

( " . . . l e m o n . . . " ,  " . . . m i l k . . . " )  or s e t  of items ( " . . . l e m o n s . . . " ,  "wine 

and milk").

Thus the  codes are applied as follows.

Generic motive: Any discourse  ac t  r e fe r r in g  t o  a need

or d es i r e  fo r  s to re  items in general ,

with no s ta ted  goal for  t h e i r  use.

"I want food." “You need food."

Item motive: Any discourse  act  r e fe r r in g  t o  a need

or d es i r e  fo r  a p a r t i c u l a r  s to re  item.

"Wanna lemon?" "I want ice  cream."

Generic purpose': Any d iscourse  act  r e fe r r in g  t o  a goal 

for  use of s to re  Items in general .

"I'm making a l o t  of dinner  t o n ig h t . "

Item purpose: Any discourse act  r e fe r r in g  to  a goal

for  use of a p a r t i c u l a r  s to re  Item.

"I need a hot dog fo r  my dinner  t o n i g h t . "



14. Mid-Episode Turn N egotia tions

and

Cross-Episode Carry-overs of Ownerships 

Mid-Episode Turn Negotiations

A turn  negot ia t ion  i s  defined as any attempt to  claim o r  assign a 

tu rn  a t  a ro le .  Claims and role  assignments usually  formulate a 

r o l e ' s  name or defining a c t i v i t y .  I f  the claimant i s  attempting to  

switch ro le s ,  th e  claim or  ro le  assignment i s  accompanied by act ions  

cons is ten t  with th e  claim e f f o r t  — at tempts to  en te r  the  o t h e r ' s  ro le  

space, attempts  to take  the  o t h e r ' s  ro le  ob jec ts .

Mid-episode turn  negot ia t ions  are  tu rn  negot ia t ions  which occur 

before an episode i s  complete — i . e . ,  before the  customer has 

obtained her foods in a bag.

Cross-Episode Carry-overs of Ownerships

Carry-overs are claims to ob jec ts  which are  e s tab l ished  in one 

episode and then maintained in subsequent episodes.  For example, a 

ch i ld  as 'customer1 may obtain foods, and then i n s i s t  on keeping them 

as 'her* foods even when she then assumes the  c lerk  ro le .
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15. R itua l Sequences

Fragments

Fragments are episode segments t h a t  get repeated within an 

episode. To be coded as a fragment, the  repeated s e r i e s  must contain 

a t  l e a s t  3 ac t ions  and/or  t r a n sa c t io n s .  (C r i t e r i a  fo r  coding actions 

and t ran sac t io n s  can be found in Appendix 12.) In th e  play of one 

dyad, fo r  example, the  'customer'  se lec ted  items and placed them in 

her basket,  came to  the  counter ,  put items on the  counter ,  and the  

c lerk  then bagged them. Then the 'customer'  re turned t o  s e le c t  more 

items, placed them in  her basket ,  came again to  the  counter ,  put these  

new Items on the  counter ,  and th e  clerk bagged t h e s e .  Only a 

r e p e t i t i o n ,  not the  i n i t i a l  segment, i s  coded as a fragment.

Repetit ion 1s a c r i t e r i o n  fo r  segmenting a sequence as a fragment,  but 

the r e p e t i t i o n  need not be immediate. There were many repeated 

sequences of 2 act ions  or  I n te ra c t io n s ,  but some of these  were 

p o te n t ia l ly  reasonable and nonritual e f f o r t s  to  get  a task  done — 

stocking shelves or f i l l i n g  a basket or f i l l i n g  a bag or  pr ic ing 

items, and thus  these  were not included as fragments,  even 1f t h e i r  

r e p e t i t i v e  na ture  had a rhythmic, r i t u a l  charac te r .

Episodes without Arrangement or Turn Change

A complete episode is  defined by the completeness of the  

portrayal  (see Appendix 4) .  I f  the customer s e le c t s  foods and l a t e r  

obtains these foods from the  clerk in a bag, the  episode i s  complete. 

I f  the  customer then re tu rns  to fu r th e r  food s e le c t io n s ,  without 

announcing or  in any way arranging t h i s  new episode, such an episode
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recycle  i s  coded as no arrangement/no turn  change. (See c r i t e r i a  fo r  

coding Arrangements, Appendix 5.)
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16. Monologue Functions

Categories of monologue were constructed to  r e f l e c t  t h e i r  

appropriateness  t o  the  s to r e  context and t h e i r  content .  Each 

monologue move ( I(m)) i s  coded as  one of the  following 6 ca tegor ies  of 

monologue func t ion .  (Note t h a t  when th e re  are two simultaneous, 

overlapping monologues, the  t a lk  of any one p a r tne r  remains the  same 

I(m) move unless  she changes the top ic  of her monologue. See c r i t e r i a  

for  coding discourse moves, Appendix 2.)

Consistent  t h i rd  party dialogues are telephone conversat ions of 

the  c l e r k ' s  with o ther  customers and bosses ,  service  dialogues with 

other  customers in th e  s to r e ,  and conversations  of the  customer 's  with 

shopping companions.

Incons is ten t  t h i r d  party dialogues are any conversations with a 

pretend person i r r e l e v a n t  to  s to r e  play. In these  da ta ,  they were 

ty p ic a l ly  b r i e f  telephone c a l l s  to  an u n iden t i f ied  person ( “Hello? 

Goodbye!") and phone c a l l s  with a person not appropria te  in a s to re  

scenario (mothers, b a b y s i t t e r s ,  Woody Woodpecker).

Consistent accompaniments are accompaniments to  (e .g .  i t e r a t i o n s )  

or na r ra t ive  desc r ip t ions  of ongoing s to re  a c t i v i t i e s  such as 

se lec t ing  items,  stocking she lves ,  counting money, pr ic ing i tems,  

baggi ng.

Inconsis ten t  accompaniments are  desc r ip t ions  of  any a c t i v i t y  

incons is ten t  with s to re  play.  Examples are making "oink" sounds, 

descr ibing " l lam a 's  family", plans for  birthday cake, closing a 

"lunch" bag.

Consistent other  monologues are a s se r t io n s  of in ten t  to  the  s e l f  

regarding s to re  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  i s  not ongoing and id l e  remarks about
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the s to re  s e t t in g  to  the  s e l f .

Inconsis ten t  other  monologues are comments about accidents  (e .g .  

f a l l e n  ob jec ts )  and a s se r t io n s  of In tent  to  the  s e l f  regarding 

nonstore a c t i v i t y  t h a t  1s not ongoing ( e .g .  where t o  put a lunch bag).



17. Taking Turns a t  ftoles

A turn negot ia t ion i s  defined as any attempt to  claim o r  assign a 

tu rn  a t  a ro le .  Claims and role  assignments usually  formulate a 

r o l e ' s  name or def ining a c t i v i t y .  I f  the  claimant i s  attempting to  

switch ro le s ,  the  claim or  ro le  assignment i s  accompanied by act ions  

cons is ten t  with the  claim e f f o r t  — at tempts  to  en te r  the  o t h e r ' s  role  

space, attempts to  take the  o t h e r ' s  role  ob jec ts .



287

18. Secondary Characters

A secondary charac te r  i s  counted whenever h e / s h e / i t  i s  formulated 

by name or addressed with a formal speaker s e lec t io n  device (e .g .  

" s i r , "  "ma'am," “miss") .  Even i f  the  charac te r  i s  introduced and then 

immediately re jec ted  by one or both p a r tn e rs ,  i f  the charac te r  i s  

formulated or  addressed,  i t  i s  counted.

A secondary s to re  charac ter  i s  any person o ther  than the c lerk  or 

customer who i s  appropria te  in the  s to re  context :  o ther  customers,

bosses.  A secondary nonstore charac te r  i s  any person not appropria te  

in the s to re  context:  f rogs ,  c a t s ,  ' r e a l '  b a b y s i t t e r s ,  ' r e a l '

mothers.  The s ta tu s  of a secondary charac te rs  as s to re  or nonstore i s  

decided in problematic cases by considering c a re fu l ly  the s u b je c t ' s  

use of t h a t  cha rac te r .  For example, a ca l l  by the  c lerk  t o  "Mommy" to  

t e l l  her that, "we are playing s to re"  does not appear t o  c o n s t i t u t e  

appropria te  s to re  p o r t r ay a l ,  and thus  "Mommy" i s  coded as a secondary 

nonstore cha rac te r .  On the  other  hand, a clerk c a l l  t o  her husband to  

discuss dinner  plans fo r  a f t e r  work is  appropria te  s to r e  p o r t r a y a l ,  

and the  husband i s  coded as a secondary s to re  cha rac te r .
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