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ABSTRACT

SOCIAL PLANS AND SUCIAL EPISODES:
THE DEVELOPMENT OF CULLABORATION IN ROLE PLAY
by
MARYL GEARHART
Advisor: ODr. Joseph Glick

A developmental model of the social-cognitive and communicative
abilities that characterize role play between peers was constructed
and tested. The domains of competence analyzed included the ways
peers negbtiaté ayreements, frame pretense, and motivate character
portrayals. A complementary developmental analysis of the 'script
knowledge' underiying role play interactions was produced.

The variables examined were (1) experience with a particular
partner in the play context and (2) age. Girls in groups of same-aye,
familiar playmates (six 3 1/2-year-olds, four 5 1/2-year-olds, four 6
1/4-year-0lds) were paired within age group. Pairs were videotaped
playing together in a novel play context (a miniature grocery store)
for 15 minutes on 2 successive days. On a third day, girls were re-
partnered within age group.

Analyses of children's negotiations indicated that children
worked harder at communicating with partners in sessions 1 and 3, but
‘they almost never negotiated tfuly collaborative agreements on plans
for play or on symboiic pretense transformations. Analyses of
children's portrayals revealed that much of the 3-year-olds' role play
and virtually all of the older subjects' role play was sequentially

and interactively organized and thematically consistent. All children
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portrayed the customer's motives in occasional formulations of “"want”
or "need" for food items as well as 1q complete episodes (customer
selects foods which clerk bags). However, subjects appeared to
understand little of tﬁe clerk's motives, and, in the younger
éubjects' role play, the motivations of the customer were alsu
sometimes not apparent in their ritual repetitions of role play
sequences and their greater frequency of incomplete store episodes.
The well-structured play context appeared to support subjects'
coordination of role-played behaviors with little need for
representation and coordination of either partners' or characters'
perspectives. Much of subjects' role play could be explained by
. attributing to them a simple script knowiedge of sequences of store
events and a limited recognition that a peer may not share plans for
portrayal., These competences enable peers to construct together
interactive contexts for learning about the rational bases for

interactions.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW

Role play interactions are important data for the study of
children's developing social competences. In role play, children
reveal to us their competence at coordinating interactions and, in
their portrayals of persons, their interpretations of others'
interactions. |

Much of the literature on peer role play is addressed to
controversies régarding young children's "egocentrism” in their
interactions with peers. Classic reports by Piaget (1926/19555 and by
Parten (1932) indicated that young children were not interested in
their‘peers or able to interact competently with them. rPiaget
expTained children's apparent disiﬁterest and incompetence in
interactions in terms of "egocentrism" -- a functional tendency to
interpret others' experiences in temms of the self's. He argued that
true communication -- "collaboration in abstract thought" and "genuine
argument" -~ requires the development of the understanding that others
have thoughts, feelings and intentions different from the self's, the
capacity to represent others' mental states, and the lagical ability
to coordinate dijfferent perspectives in the service of a joint goal,
and he provided both observational and interview evidence that these
developments do not occur until 7 or 8 years of age. However, recent
studies do not support‘certain aspects of Piaget's arguments and his

data. There is now considerable evidence that preschool chiidren



interact with their peers with great interest. There is also evidence
that the preschool child is more competent in interactions than Piaget
believed, but the nature of early interactive competences and the
course of their development are matters of controversy. What are the
young child's capacities for certain forms of interaction and for the
abilities presumed to underlie such interactions, and how do these
develop over time? | |

Virtually all middle-ciass preschoolers engage in role play and
do so approximately 1 - 25% of their free play time (Fein, 1981).

Role play data have been offered as evidence of preschoo] children's
non~egocentric social competences. The arguments are that role
portrayals reveal the young child's knowledge of persons other than
him- or herself, and the'successful co-production with a peer of
coordinated portrayals reveals abilities to 'decenter' from his or her
own fantasy plan and coordinate it with the fantasy of another.
However, there is presently no detai]éd evidence of what children do
in role play. Such evidence is needed to inform the compliex debates
over the Piagetian view of children's developing socia]‘knowledge and
interactive competence.

The study reported here is an investigation of children's role
play with peers which addresses the questicn of young children's
developing capacities for cooperation, for true “coliaboration 1ﬁ
abstract thought" as Piaget originally defined it. The.pubpose of the
project was to construct a model of peer role play and a set of
methods for the developmental analysis of role play interactions. The
usefulness of the analytic approach that was constructed was examined

for a small sample of children videotaped playing 'grocery store' in



pairs at three ages (3, 5, and 6 years) and in three communicative
contexts representing variations in familiarity of play and of role
play partner, contexts which require adjustments in collaborative
work. Reported here dre the model developed, the methods developed,
quantitative results, examinations of illustrative transcript
excerpts, and discussions of methodological issues as all of these
inform the usefulness of the analytic approach proposed here.

The literature which serves as background to the research is
reviewed in Chabters Il and IIl. Chapter II is a summary of
developmental studies of peer interaction, and Chapter III is a more
focused examination of deve]opmentai studies concerned with
interactive role play. Chapter IV contains a presentation of the role
play model and a tentative model of the development of rble'play.
Chapter V is a presentation of the purpose of the project and the
research design. Chapter VI is a description of the methods used.
Chapters VII, VIII, IX, and X are reports of results, and Chapter XI

contains summary, discussion, and conclusions.



CHAPTER I1I
THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMPETENCE IN PEER INTERACTIONS

In his early work on language and thought, Piaget (1926/1955)
argued that young children are "egocentric" in their communications
with others.

[A] child does not bother to know to whom he is speaking nor

whether he is being listened to. He talks either for

himself or for the pleasure of associating anyone who

happens to be there with the activity of the moment. This

talk is egocentric ... because he does not attempt to place

himself at the point of view of his hearer .... [H]e has the

illusion ... of being heard and understood. He feels no
desire to influence his hearer nor to tell him anything.

(p. 32) _
Piaget reported that approximately 44 - 47% of the utterances of
children as old as 6 and 1/2, observed in a school setting, could be
characterized as egocentric: repetitions of others' utterances
("echolalia ... a remnant of baby prattle"), monologues ("thinking °
aloud"), and collective monologues (where "an outsider ... 1is
associated with the action or thouﬁht of the mowment but is expected
neither to attend nor to understand"). Piaget attributed such speech
to young children's inabilities both to represent others' mental
states as different from the self's and to reason by deduction -- in
short, to their inabilities to represent and cbordinate distinct
viewpoints., He argued that eventually children are able to contribute
' to genuinely “socialized exchanges":
Here the child really exchanges his thoughts with others,
either by telling his hearer something that will interest

him and influence his actions, or by an actual interchange
of ideas by argument or even by collaboration in pursuit

-4 -



of a common aim. (p. 33)

Recent studies have provided data which are inconsistent with
Piaget's data and his arguments. Even infants have been shown to
initiate social engagements with their peers (Mueller & Vandell,
1977), and there have been consistent findings of fairly high levels
of adapted speech for children considerably younger than those Piaget
observed. Mueller (1972) reported, from observations of dyads of
preschool children in a laboratory playroom, that 62% of the
utterances of children 3 1/2 to 5 1/2 received a clearly contingent
response, and Garvey and Hogan (1973) reported that 59% of the speech
of pairs of children 3 1/2 to 5 was respoq;ive and thematically
contingent. As a result, young children have been characterized as
"sociocentric" (Garvey & Hogan, 1973) rather than egocentric. The
meaning of the term "sociocentrism" and its.implications for our
understanding of the development of socia] skills remain unc]éar,
however. The demonstration that certain social skills are in evidence
at younger ages than Piaget'be11eved does not remove the need for an
explanation of the development of those skills. Furthermore, it is
not clear that the demonstrated skills of initiating and maintaining
peer engagement require the kind of perspective taking and perspective
coordination which was Piaget's essential concern.

In this chapter, it will be argued that there exists no
convincing disconfirmation of Piaget's analysis of the deveiopment of
communicative competence in peer interaction. Rather, most

'investigations produce findings consistent with a piagetian account.

The first half of the review that follows is a summary of

research on young children's developing interaction skills. The



second half is a summary of the Piagetian framework and an examination
of evidence for preschoolers' developing capacities for perspective-
taking and perspective coordination in peer interactions. The stddies
reviewed provide evidence that, consistent with a Piagetian analysis,
development of competence in peer interaction begins with mastery of
'local,' sequentially-organized routines and progresses to more
flexibly organized and goal-directed interactions requiring the use of

perspective taking.

Age-Related Changes in Peer Interaction Skills

Initiating Engagement with a Peer

Infants as young as 6 months of age are observed to direct
social behaviors toward their peers and to respond to these peer
behaviors. Infants are successful in their initiations about 50% of
the time (group mean) (vVandell, 1980), and preschoolers 3 to 5 1/2
years old are successful in approximately 50-70% of their attempts
(Garvey & Hogan, 1973; Gearhart & Shatz, 1978; Greif, 1977; Mueller,
1972).

Young infants initiate with vocalizations, touches, and‘smiles
(vandell, 1980)}. Toddlers 12 to 24 months of age initiate brief
social 'games' -- ritual imitative, reciprocal, or complementary
interaction seguences -- conveying “nonliterality of intent" (e.g.
smiles or laughter), "irrelevancy of action“'(e.g. non-instrumental

actions such as foot-tapping), repetition, and familiar game conients

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

1To anticipate the review of role play studies in Chapter III, these



Objects are increasingly integrated in social gestures with age
(Jacobson, 1981; Mueller & Brenner, 1977; Mueller & Lucas,v1975;
Vandell, Wilson, & Buchanan, 1980). Wellman and Lempers (1977)
examined 2-year-olds' efforts to communicate about present objects
("naturalistic referential communication") to adults and to peers.
They reported 78% success in toddlers' referential communications to
their peers, where these communications qsua]ly consisted of some
combination of looking at the intended listener, commenting about the
object referred to, showing the object, and pointing to the object.
Furthermore, when these toddlers received inadequate responses to
their initiations, they virtually always (97%) tried again, evidence
of their intention to secure engagement with the peer and not simply
to direct & social behavior towards the peer, ‘

Young children have a great déal to learn about the skills of
initiation. For example, precursors of the adult routine of summons-
answer-message (Scheg]off. 1968) (e.g. "hey" -- "yeah?" -- "wanna play
with me?") are inefficient .and poorly organ1zed. Lucas and Mueller
(1973) reported a toddler summons-answer routine whose components
appeared in any order on most any occasion, indicating an |
undi fferentiated understanding of the functions of the components of

the routine. For example, A might a]rgady have B's visual attention,

and then say "da?"; or A might show B something (the equivalent of the .

message content) and then use the "da?" summons. Gearhart and Shatz
(1978) analyzed initiation skills as used by 5 nursery school children
in their classroom at 38 months and at 41 months. Children commonly

early peer games reveal emerging abilities to transform the
interactive context into one of play.

[T



used a rigid and inefficient initiation procedure which consisted
simply of communicating some message and, if uptake did not follow,
repeating that message. However, over the 3 month time period
examined, subjects made progress in adding the listener's name to that
repetition, so that the repair now combined summons and message.,
Garvey and Hogan (1973) reported that slightly older children (42 to
66 months) did use the separable components of the‘adult Summons-
answer routine yet still did not display a consistent differentiation
of attention-getters in the first turn from message on the third turn;
subjects often included some message on the first turn.

Forbes and Lubin (198la) examined the techniqdes of persuasion
young children use to gain entry into others' activities in a
classroom in relation to these children's beliefs about their peers'
interpretations of their entry techniques. Children 5 years of age
were found likely to express their desire or intention to join the
group explicitly and simply repeat their intention and "ignore and
move in" if rebuffed. Older children, 7 years old, were ]1kelj to
express indirectly their interest in joining and, if rebuffed, to
appear disinterested or.to make an apparently voluntary exit., The
data are interpreted by Forbes and Lubin as evidence that children's
motivations when initiating group entry change with deve1opmeﬁt;
0lder children desire not only to join a particular activity but also
to be well regarded by their peers. Achievement of peer regard
requires that the child make accurate inferences about his peers'
attitudes toward his entry .techniques and towards him, and, indeed,
Forbes and Lubin report a relation between subjects' strategic entry

techniques and their psychological inference abjilities (as revealed in



interviews regarding their interpretations of standard entry
situations).

In summary, it appears from the research to date that chiidren
learn only yradually to approach their peers with fiexible initiation
strategies intended to accomplish a diverse set of interactive goals.
Consistent with Piaget's arguments concerning the growth of
perspective taking, initiation skills that require interpretation of
others' intentions, beliefs, and feelings develop very gradually
during the preschool years. Research on the organization of young
children's peer interactions, reviewed next, reveals a similar
inflexibility in the organization of early toddler interactions and a
gradual emergence of multiply goal-directed, hierarchically 6rganized

interactions.

Maintaining and Structuring Peer Engagement

There is considerable evidence that early peer interactions
consist primarily of locally organized sequential routines and
rituals. Topically organized dialogues and f1ex1bily organized goal-
directed activities are observed with increasing frequency among older
preschoolers.

From his observations of toddler peer interactions in laboratory
playgroups, Mueller (Mueller & Lucas, 1975; Mueller & Vandell, 1977)
noted that toddler social interactions of three or more tdrns, when
"~ they occurred, were usually sustaihed by an imitative rhythmicity
rather than planful, coordinated social behaviors. Bronson (1975) has
also described unacquainted toddlers "intemmittently echoing each

other's vocalizations or reflecting each other's gestural patterns."



10

Similarly, Keenan's (Keenan, 1974; Keenan & Klein, 1974) reports of
repetition procedures for sound play between twin boys age 33 months
and Garvey's (1974a, 1974b, 1977} and Newman's (1978) descriptions of
ritual round structures constructed from sequential repetitions and
elaborations of turn contents among siightly older children all
suggest that younyg children have difficulty structuring complex
engagements. By ritualistically repeating one another's utterances,
children display an orientation to the other and to their joint
efforts as well as a committment to continue but without much
elaboration of content possible (Newman, 1978; Shields, 1976).
Goldman and Ross (1978) reported evidence that some of their toddlers
knew general turn-taking procedures -- e.g. looking at partner,
waiting for partner -- and others that were specific to a game -- e.g.
repeating one's turn to prompt thé partner's néxt move in that game.
There were occasional problems in turn taking (simultaneous turns, one
toddler taking two turns in a row), only some of which were
successfully repaired. Many resulted in failure of the interaction,
or a new game was constructed from the turn-taking violation, both
indicating that toddlers are constructing turn-by-turn routines rather
than jointly accomplishing an interactive goal. A notable feature of
sequentially organized routines 1ike these even if ‘reciprocally'
coordinated is that .there is no purpose to them other than the doing
of them. |

These same investigators also report sﬁme reciprocally-
coordinated behaviors which would'appear to be more complex
interactive achievements. Muellier (Mueller & Lucas, 1975; Mueller &

Vandell, 1977), and Goldman and Ross (1978) reported that such
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differenﬁiatiun was unusual in their toddier data, but Mueller
nevertheless noted a longitudinal progression from what he called a
“role structure" in which social behaviors across participants are
related either arbitrarily or imitatively to a "role structure" in
which social behaviors across participants are coordinated
compiementarily. Bronson (1975) also reported that her toddler
subjects, toward the end of their second year, engaged in
periods of contingent exchanges referred to as ‘work
together' ... actions that are mutually responsive and thus
require both perception of what the other is doing and use
of this information in shaping one's actions. In the
majority of instances there is a commonly perceived goal to

be jointly achieved; sometimes mediated by the toy ...
sometimes by the reenactment of commonly perceived events.

{p. 149)

Garvey (Garvey, 1974a, 1974b, 1977; Garvey & Hogan, 1973)
reported that her young preschool subjects produced ritualistic
alternating behaviors, more complex than reported for toddlers and
sustained in successively more comp1ex turns. Older children's
conversations displayed an increasing resemblance to adult
conversations; older peers were able to coordinate turn-taking and
differentiated thematic content without use of repetitions in
successive or alternating utterances._ |

In contrast to sequentially organized routines and rituals,
topica11y organized dialogues put far greater'demands on children's
capacities for perspective taking and perspective coordination, in
that participants must keep track of what each participant has said
and make inferences about what each knows as bases for further
contributions to the dialogue. Thus, as Ervin-Tripp and Mitchell-
Kernan (1977) describe it, older preschoolers are learning to produce

"rationally" organized dialogues. Their account of peer dialogue
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development is consistent with Piaget's (1926/1955) account, as

described next.

Perspective Taking and Peer Interaction

In the classic works of Piaget (1926/1955) and Parten (1932),
the social cognitive abilities to represent the perspectives of
playmates and the interactive ability to coord{nate these perspectives
in the service of a common group goal ~- in the service of ‘rational’
peer dialogue -- emerge slowly with social experience.

According to Piaget, genuine conversation ("collaboration in
abstract thought" and "genuine argument") emerges as a result of
successively developing abilities for: "monologue" (Stagé 1),
“conversational as:ociation" and "quarrel" (Stage II, first type),
"collaboration in action or non-abstract thought" and "primitive
argument” (Stage II, second type), and “collaboration in abstract
thought" and "genuine argument" (Stage III).. The capacities for
representing other pgrticipants' perspectives -- their intentions,
‘beldefs, and feé]ingé -- and for purposefully constructing a
representation of others' perspectives in order to achieve a social
goal do not emerge until Stage III. Stage I and Stage II constitute
the interactive contexts in which Stage III abilities develop. Piaget
supported his scheme with observations and a table containing the
frequencies of these conversational types among children ages 3 1/2 to
7. The finding that only 3% of these subjects' conversations could be
classified as Stage III was taken as evidencé that effective use of
perspective taking in peer dialogue does not emerge until after age 7.

According to Parten's “"genetic sociology," grohp cooperation
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serges as the endpoint of a developmental sequence c¢onsisting of
"unoccupied behavior," "solitary play," "parallel play," "associative
play," and "cooperative play." Her criteria for distinguishing
between the two interactive categories, associative and cooperative
play, appear to be consistent with Piaget's concern with the emergence
of the abilities to interpret and coordinate differentiated
perspectives: presence of a common goal (only in cooperative play),
group membership (well-defined only in cooperative play), and division
of labor (only in cooperative play). The scale was validated on the
basis of 60, 1 minute classroom observations of 42 children ages 2 to
4 1/2 years. As predicted, age was positively correlated with
frequency of social play (associative and cooperative play combined),
negatively correlated with frequency of solitary play and unoccupied
behavior. She observed very little cooperative play in this sampie.
Rubin (1976a) offers evidence that Parten's developmental scheme
represents a growth in perspecﬁive taking skil].- Based on classroom
observations of preschool children and children's performances on a
battery of perspective taking tasks, he found the predicted positive
relation between associative play (there was little cooperative play)
and perspective taking skill and the predicted negative relation
between parallel and onlooker/ unoccupied behavior (combined) and
perspective taking skiil.

There have been a number of recent efforts, like Rubin's (1976a),
to demonstrate a relation between perspective taking skills and social
skills in peer interaction, but interpretation of this literature is
problematic. Shatz and Gelman (1973) argue that most measures of

perspective taking skill are testing spatial or classificatory
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relations not yet in the repertoires of young children and that
therefore it is no surprise that young children appear "egocentric" on
these tests. They predict no relation between preschoolers'
competence in peer interaction and their performance on perspective
taking tasks., Shatz and Gelman provide evidence that 4-year-olds,
when talking to 2-year-olds, to 4-year-old peers, or to adults about a
familiar toy adjust, appropriate to their listeners' capacities, the
syntactic and semantic complexity of their utterances and the
frequency of attentional devices. They argue that these communicative
adjustments are evidence of perspective-taking abilities even though
subjects did poorly on two perspective taking pretests; The Shatz and
Gelman paradigm has been used in several studies with comparable
results (Masur, 1978; Menig-Peterson & McCabe, 1978; Sachs & Devin,
1975). It has been debated, however, whether the young child adjusts
to the needs of her listener -- and is thus taking the perspective of
her listener -~ or to listeners of that type (‘'babies,' 'friends,'
'mommies'). Forbes (1978) reviews Sachs & Devin's (1975) finding that |
4-year-0lds have been shown to adjust their ﬁommunication to a baby
dol1 as well as to a real 2-year-0ld baby as potentia1‘support for a
social learning theory position. On the other hand, 4-year-olds have
been shown to adjust their communications more effectively when the
2-year-0ld partner provides more feedback and'more‘complex feedback
(high meanllength of utterance) rather than less.(low mean length of
utterance), and thus 4-year-olds are capable of using certain -
information provided by a particular listener (Masur, 1978). There is
evidence, then, that preschool children can represent at least an

elementary differentiation between knowledge states in speakers and



15

listeners and that Piaget exaggerated the egocentrism of the young
child,

Despite Shatz and Gelman's (1973) contention that researcners
should expect no relation between competence in peer interactions and
performance on perspective-taking tasks, a number of corre1a;iona1
studies do report a positive relationship (Barrett & Radke-Yarrow,
1977; Connolly & Doyle, 1981; Emmerich, Cocking & Sigel, 1979;
Eisenberg-Berg & Hand, 1979; Gottman, Gonso & Rasmussen, 1975;
Jennings & Suwalsky, 1981; Kurdek, 1977; Marcus, Telleen & Roke, 1979;
Rubin, 1976a, 1976b). In these studies (as in the Shatz and Gelman,
1973, and Rubin, 1976a, studies described above), subjects are 4
administered a battery of perspective taking tests and subjects are
observed in peer interactions. Perspective taking scores are then
correlated with either observers' judgments of subjects' competence in
interactions or with frequencies of certain critical social behaviors,
such as peer contacts, helping, sharing, comforting, and social
problem solving. The battery of perspective taking tasks generally
includes measures assumed to tap the kind of perspective taking needed
in coﬁpetent interactions -- interpretations of social interactions,
or of persons' feelings, thoughts and intentions. Assessments of
social competence are determined on the basis of Parten's (1932)
social interaction scale or Smilansky's (1968) play scale {(an
adaptation of Piaget's 195;/1962 analysis of play development
consisting of a sequence of "functional play;“ “"constructive play,"
"dramatic play,"” and "games with rules") or observed frequencies of
prosocial behaviors in interactions. Although perspective taking

measures correlate weakly among one another (Ford, 1979; Hudson, 1978;

© ey —————
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Kurdek, 1977; Rubin, 1973, 1978), most correlational studies report a
relation between at least one perspective taking measure and one
social cognitive measure. Such findings provide some evidence that
perspective taking is relatéd to competence in peer interactions,
though they do not, in that they are correlational data, inform the
developmental direction of that relation, nor do they reveal in what
way perspective taking is used in peer interaction.

There is very littie research which considers the social
cognitive abilities which underlie particular interactive competences.
Shatz and Gelman (1973), as reviewed above, described the specific
adjustments 4-year-olds made to different listeners when explaining a
toy. Nucci and Turiel (1978) observed the responses of children 2 1/2
to 5 1/2 to their peers' "moral transgressions" (“involv[ing] the
justice, welfare, or rights of individuals or groups"). Children's
responses frequently included "injury and loss statements" and
"emotional reactions,” evidence that children recognized the need to
Justify their accusations of wrongdoing with descriptions of physical
and emotional feelings and wanted the wrongdoer to take the
perspective of the wronged and recognize the effects of his/her act on
the feelings of the wronged. Similar research by Much and Schweder
(1978) in which kindergarteners were observed in “situations of
accountability” in their classroom 1ndicétes that kindergarten
children have acquired some skill at interpreting and describing
mental statés relevant to the disputed acts, including fntentions.
Although quantitative data are not presented, kindergarteners (but not
nursery school children) are reported as frequently justifying failure

to follow instructions with an exp]anaﬁion of the accused's intention.
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Conclusions

Although much of the research on peer interaction is intended
to disconfirm Piaget's model of the development of collaboration, in
fact there is substantial evidence for the model's essential
appropriateness. While very young children are far more competent in
peer interactions than Piaget's original findings would predict, the
course of development of interactive competence revealed in recent
investigations resembles his model. As reviewed in the first half of
this chapter, the development of competence in peer interacéions can
be described as a gradual shift from sequential, local interactive
routines to increasingly rational, hierarchically organized
‘interactions. Growing competence in interactions requires the
development of the capacity for representing goals and interactions
among participants' goals at a higher Tevel of complexity than a
‘particulaf local action, Thus communicative competence requires
perspective-taking and perspective coordination, and, as reviewed in
the second half of this chapter, there is evidence that, with age,
children are increasingly takiny the perspéctdve of others in
interactions.

Most of the literature on peer interaction reviewed in this
chapter can be regarded as primarily descriptive. Cross-age
comparisons are used to reveal developmental differences in the forms
and functions -of peer interactions. Other than a feg correlational
stud{es which provide some evidence of the social cognitive abilities
related to these differences, there are few studies which are focused
examinations either of the social knowledge required in competent

interactions or of the mechanisms which can explain how the social
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cognitive abilities enabling rational interaction develop.

In the next chapter, research on children's interactive role play
is reviewed., In this literature, the relation between sociatl
cognition and social interaction is frequently discussed, although, as
in the literature just reviewed, it is not necessarily adequately
researched. The argument is often made that interactive role play
demands the use of perspective taking and is therefore a context for
the deveiopment of perspective taking. Since children engage in role
play primarily with peers, interactive role play with peers becomes an
important context for investigating the development of social

cognition, social interaction, and their relation.



CHAPTER III
THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERACTIVE ROLE PLAY

Although it has been reported that virtually all preschoolers (at
least western, middle-class preschoolers) engage in role play and do
so for a substantial portion of their free play time (Fein, 1981),
there has been little research that shows just how youﬁg children do
role play. The studies that exist are described in this chapter. In
addition, there are other literatures which provide some indirect
evidence of the nature of role play and its developmental course, and
these are also summarized: correlational studies examining the
relation between perspective-taking skiils and sociodramatic play;
training studies examining the effects of sociqdramatic play training
on social skills (especially perspective taking); studies of
children's narratives, since in story-telling, as in role play,
children must create and maintain coherent pretense; studies of
children's solitary role play with dolls. In integrating these
various literatures in the last section of this chapter, it is argued
that the construct of a script. (Schank & Abelson, 1977) may offer an
explanation for preschoolers' early successes at coordinating role
play. Shared script knowledge of everyday ihteractfve sequences of
benavior may enable children to coordinate social behaviors and 'play
roles' without the necessity tb represent one another's plans for play
and collaborate in constructing a shared plan for play (cf. Nelson &

Gruendel, 1981).

- 19 -
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Interactive Role Play:
Inree Domains of Reprasentational and Communicative Competence

There are two classic analyses of play which have greatly
influenced the study of interactive role play. Gregory Bateson, in an
influential paper entitled, “The message, 'This is play,'" described
play as a form of communication (Bateson, 1976): 1in play, he argued,
particibants communicate non-literal intent and create and maintain
the delicate boundary or "frame" between real and pretend. E1'Konin
(1966) has argued that children initially merely happen upon objects
in their play environments and then do with them as they have observed
others use them; with development, children learn that words can
transform (re-"frame" as in Bateson's analysis) the meanings of
objects qnd actions, and objects become incorporated as symbolic
vehicles for increasingly complex play themes elaborated in discourse.
In role play, £1'Konin argued, children initially simply engage in the
inter-behaviors which the play objects suggest to them (e.g. one child
puts a stethoscope on another's chest) and only later learn to
represent the goals motivating such behaviors and symbolically portray
motivated "social relationships ... between adults" (e.g. the
'patient’' comes to the 'doctor' with a 'symptom' he wants her to
relieve). |

According to Bateson and to E1'Konin, successful and coherent
interactive role play requires the development of two domains of
representational and communicative competence -- the capacity to
“frame* or to transform symbolically one's nominal reality into one of
pretense and the capacity to interpret and represent the behaviors of

the persons being portrayed in terms of their underlying intentions in
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order to motivate the portrayal. More recent analyses of interactive
role play, within the peer interaction literature, are examinations of
third domain of competence, the capacity for achieving shared
agreement among the role players regarding the meaning of their
actions, a capacity which requires the representation and coordination
of playmates' perspectives. Research examining the development of
each of these three domains of communicative competence -- co-
constrdcting shared agreements, framing pretense, and motivating a
portrayal -- are reviewed below.

It must be noted that, while these domains are distinguished in
the literature, there are competences in common across domains. The
abilities to distinguish reality from pretense and to communicate
either state to another in order to reach sharéd agreement regarding
that state require an 'objective'’ understanding of the conventional
nature of a symbol. The abilities to interpret both a playmate's
intentions and the intentions of the person to be portrayed are kinds
of perspective taking. Although these three domains represent some
common social cognitive abilities, they are heuristically useful bases

for literature review and for later data analyses.

Collaboration in Interactive Role Play

Because young children appear to be successful at role play,
observers have argued that young children are capable of coordinating
participants' perspectives in order to reach agreement on plans for
and interpretations of their play: It %s assumed that interactive
role play necessarily requires perspective-taking and perspective

coordination -- "“collaboration in abstract thought" (Piaget,
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1926/1955). Available reports of young children's capacities for true
collaboration in role play are reviewed below and found to be
unconvincing. * There is better evidence that interactive role play is
a context for the development of collaborative skills, and evidence

bearing on this issue is reviewed next.

Reports of Collaboration in Interactive Role Play

Rubin (1980; Rubin & Pepler, 1981) and Garvey and Berndt (1977)
argue that even the earliest dyadic role play (which is, according to
Garvey, mother and baby and occurring around 3 years) is evidence of
perspective taking abilities. For evidence, Garvey provides
illustrative observations of children as young as 3 years shifting
creatively from event to event while maintaining complementarity of
roles across events and displaying sensitivities to the needs and
feelings of “baby" shown by "mother". Rubin and Pepler (1980),
reviewing certain df Garvey's déta, note that even young preschooleré
mark play-nonplay in their talk and correct and direct one another in
role play, skills which they interpret as evidence of understanding a
partner's intentions and understanding that one must communicate one's
own. There are also reports that preschoolers negotiate agreements on
their role play. Cook-Gumperz and Corsaro (1977) observed that the
role play interactions of some preschoolers observed in a playhouse
setting proceeded through four phases -- claim of area, allocation of
roles, setting up of the scene, and role play.

The children ... relied on communicative strategies like tag

questions, intonation and stress patterns, and membership-

categorization devices [e.g. "kitties"] to instruct one

another regarding what they were doing, while the

interaction flows within a general framework based on shared
conventionalized expectations. (p. 422)
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Both Sachs, Goldman, and Chaille (1982) and Garvey and Berndt (1977)
reported that plans for role play were negotiated at all ages,
although negotiation of a joint pian (vs. one's own plan) was more
likely among older subjects.

These reports of children's communicative efforts to establish the
fantasy identities of objects, roles and settings provide some
convergent evidence of young children's concerns to construct shared
meaning. The findings are consistent witﬁ those of Shatz and Gelman
(1973; Gelman & Shatz, 1977} and others, reviewed in Chapter II, that
young preschooiers can recognize at least an elementary
differentiation between the knowledge states of self and listener,
inform one another of their intentions, and make some generally
appropriate adjustments in their communications. However, the data
are not persuasive as evidence of perspectivetaking and perspective
coordination. Analyses by example or by global codings are not
adequate as evidence of the complex negotiation that collaboration in

abstract thought must entail.

Interactive Role Play as a Context for Social Development

-

Because the interactive coordination of roles-in role play
seems to demand perspective-taking, it has been hypothesized as a
context in which these competences are acquired (Garvey & Bérndt,
1977; Rubin & Pepler, 1980; Smilansky, 1968). Correlational studies
have demonstrated at least a relationship between frequency of
interactive role play and perspective taking skills or competences in
peer interactions Rubin and Maioni (1975) reported a correlation

between frequency of dramatic play (from an adapted version of
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Smilansky's 1968 play scale) and spatial role taking ability. Rubin
(1976a) reported a correlation between associative play (Parten, 1932)
and perspective~taking skills. Connolly and Doyle (1981) found a
relation between frequency of social pretense and social competence as
judged by teachers and as evidenced in observations of greater social
initiativeness and more extensive and successful peer interactions.

There have also been a number of demonstrations that training
children in sociodramatic play results in improvements in post-
training assessments of social and cognitive skills, including various
perspective-taking assessments.l Children given training in role play
have improved in social fole-taking (Burns & Brainerd, 1979; lannotti,
1978; Rosen, 1975), cooperative skills (Rosen, 1975), group social
activity (Smith & Sydall, 1978), and knowledge of kinship relations
(Fink, 1976).

Conclusions

There is evidence that interactive role play supports the
development of perspective taking skills necessary to collaboration.
However, the course of social development in this context has not been
examined in detail., One purpose of the present research is to phoduce

detailed descriptions of preschoolers' role play that permit

1 However, as Smith and Sydall (1978) discuss, training studies
confound the effect of adult training with the effects of role play;
the role play experience is not that of the spontaneous invention of
young peers. How serious this criticism is is an empirical question.
It has been argued that the proclivity for play, or at least for
complex and sustained play, whether with adults, peers, or alone, has
its origins in the encouragements of adults, and that training studies
merely supply the adult support less present in certain cultural
groups (Smilansky, 1968; Sutton-Smith & Heath, 1981).
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inferences regarding preschoolers' interactive competences and their

development.

Framing Pretense

There has been very little investigation of children's
developing capacities for communicatively marking or “framing"
pretense in role play. Sachs,'Goldman, and Chaille (1982) report,
from observations of preschool dyads in a laboratory playroom, a
developmental increase in proportion of pretense utterances, a
developmental increase in explicit pretend statements (e.g. "make
believe..." or "I'11 pretend..."), a developmental 1nérease in
transformation of the dramatic context (e.g. "hospital,” “home,"
"car"). Sachs et al. (1982}, as well as Garvey and Berndt (1977) from
similar laboratory playroom observations, report developmental

increases in role, action, and object transformations.

Indirect Evidence: Chi]dren‘s Narratives

As in interactive role play, the telling of a story requires the
construction of a fantasy frame, a “story world" (Scarlett & Wolf, .
1979). ScaETett and Wolf reported, on the basis of play_narratives
(supported with dolls and props), coliected from a sample of children
tollowed longitudinally from age 2 years, that young children often
did not frame their stories. Language functions were not

differentiated for narrative, dialogue, and “metanarrative". As an

There was no developmental increase in the frequency of pretense
utterances which were planning (57%) vs. enactment (23%) (the
remaining 20% of utterances were ambiguous), a finding which was not
interpreted by the authors.
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example of the lack of metanarrative, the symbolic use for a prop
often did not get explicitly defined (e.g. "Let's pretend ...").
Events did not get marked as fantasy within conventional narrative
frames. Beginnings and endings were not necessarily marked as such
with conventions such as "once upon a time ..." and “"happily ever
after." Botvin and Sutton-Smith (1977) reported, based_on analyses of
children's stories, that conventional boundary markers (“once upon a
time’ ... the end") were not used by many young children and those who
did did not necessarily use them consistently,

Scarlett and Wolf (1979) also sﬁowed how the work of maintaining
the story world, once initiated, consists of the construction of a
coherent story. Their subjects did not initially differentiate story
events and real events. A prop, designated as a lion, might then be
feared for its bite. Early story lines had "permeable boundaries," in
that elements of the story (characters, setting, purpose of action)

were added or dropped unpredictably.

Conclusions

It appears from the studies just reviewed that a1thoughl‘framing'
of pretense consists of the use of certain ‘meta-communicative'
devices, the ongoing work of maintaining a pretend state consists
pfimarily in constructing a coherent symbolic portrayal. To date
there has been some developmental investigation of certain linguistic
devices (explicit pretend requests such as "Make believe..." or "“Let's
pretend ...") providing evidence that these are used increasingly with
age. A purpose of this project is to identify additional

communicative means for framing pretense and to investigate
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developmental changes in the contexts of use of framing devices.
Portrayals

Consistent with E1'Konin's analysis (E1'Konin, 1966), children's
early role portrayals are different from the portrayal of motivated
social interactions. Garvey and Berndt (1977) reported that the early
role portrayals of their youngest subjects (2 1/2 to 3 1/2) were often
stereotyped, having a ritual character consisting of sequences of
interactive routines analogous to preschoolers' early conversational
routines. It appears that children are often portraying situation-
appropriate behaviors which they, as pairs, construct as interactive
rituals. The ritual play structures of Garvey and Berndt's subjects
consisted minimally of a brief almost skeletal and defining "case"
structure (e.g. a "mommy" screams for help and a “fireman" runs to put
out the fire), and sometimes these performances were repeated much
like rhythmical conversational rounds are with Timited kinds of
thematic modifications (e.g. the fire breaks out successively in
different rooms of the house) or procedural ﬁodifications (children

take turns playing each role).

The presence of stereotypy and ritual and the absence of character
motivation is typical of young children's stories as well. Botvin and
Sutton-Smith (1977) reported that only the stories of older children
couid appropriately be termed "plot stories." Scarlett and Wolf
{1979) observed that children were able to create consistency in story
pretense by portraying "prototypes, or stock characters, and scripts,"
but what was missing was the portrayal of a problem as perceived and
resolved by the characters and not by the child. Miller (1979)
reported that children ages 4 through 10 progressed through 4 stages
of understanding character conflict in stories. When told stereotyped
stories with unresolved conflicts, preschoolers either could not
distinguish the intentions of the characters or, a more advanced
response, produced some resolution and believed it to be the ‘true'
story ending. ) ‘
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Sachs, Goldman & Chaille (1982) suggest that the concept of a
role does not emerge until 3 1/2. They report that the proportion of
their preschool dyads' planning utterances concerned with roles {vs.
actions or objects) increased from 0% at age‘z to 18% at age 3 1/2 and
then decreased to 8% at age 5. They interpreted their finding as
evidence that the concept of a role emerged at 3 1/2, yet children at

this age did not necessarily share these concepts and, as a result,

engaged in a great deal more role negotiation than 5-year-olds.
(vbirect evidence of role negotiation and conflict was not reported,
however). Consistent with their argument, 3-year-olds and 5-year-olds
were equall& engaged in the planning of role “"characteristics"
(2-year-olds 0%; 3-year-olds 13%; 5-year-olds 12%), even though
S5-year-olds were no longer as involved in planning roles per se.
Similarly, Garvey and Berndt (1977) reported that, with age, roles
increasingly included more diverse activities. The findings of Sachs
et al and of Garvey and Berndt that suggestions for joint role play
increase with age was interpreted by both as evidence of increased
abilities to take the perspectives of their peers and to agree on
plans for role play, but, as discussed in the last section of this
chapter,'these findings may instead reflect increasingly shared

"script" knowledge of interactive sequences of role behaviors.

Indirect Evidence: Children's Solitary Doll Play

watson's (1979; Watson & Fisher, 1980) examinations of children’'s
developing "social role concepts" from observations of semi-structured
solitary doll play have produced data consistent with studies of

children's interactive role play and children's stories. Watson
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reports that the solitary doll play of children ages 1 to 7 years can
be scaled in terms of a sequence of: (1) active other agent/labeling
specific persons (no combination of doll behaviors which resembles a
role), (2) behavioral role (no complementary role), (3) social role
(complementary to another social role), (4) compounded social
role/social role with two complementary roles (roles change with
age/three roles interact in a scenario), (5) intersection of roles for
the same agent, (6) intersection of three social roles for the same
agent. Although Watson hés not examined children's concepts of the
goals motivating social role behaviors, doll play assigned to “social
role" (level 3), representing role-appropriate interactive behaviors,
may include some motivated interactions. (No doll play at levels 1
and 2 could.) This level of doll play was achieved by most
preschoolers in Watson's samples by mean age 4.6 years, ‘This age is
older than the age of 3 years reported for early successes in
interactive role piay. 'Solitany‘doll play may well be a more
difficult task context for preschoolers to represent social

interactions.
Conclusions

There is some empirical support for E1'Konin's view that
the capacity to interpret others' behaviors in terms of their motives
and to portray motivated social interaction emerges gradually during
the preschool years. A purpose of the present researcﬁ is to describe
developmental changes {n children's portrayals, as these reveil

emerging understandings of persons' goals in interactions.
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Children's Developing Script Knowledge

As reviewed above, young children do not usually portray
characters in motivated interactions, and character portrayals are
often stereotyped and ritualistic. Young children do not appear to be
representing their characters' goals or the relation among characters'
goals in interaction. Similarly, as reviewed earlier, there is
presently no persuasive evidence that young children are capable of
representing their peers' perspective and coordinating perspectives to
achieve collaborative play agreements. An alternative explanation for
early successes at role play is offered here. Children may share |
“script" knowledge of sequences of behaviors appropriate to a given
role play theme, knowledge which enables theﬁ to produce coordinated
sequences of interactions without need for representing their
characters' goals or their partner's perspective.

A script has been defined by Schank and Abelson (1977) as

a structure that describes appropriate sequences of events

in a particular context. A script is made up of slots and

requirements about what can fill those slots. The structure

is an interconnected whole, and what is in one slot affects

what can be in another. Scripts handle stylized everyday

situations... Thus a script is a predetermined, stereotyped

sequence of actions that define a well-known situation.

(p. 41) _

Schank and Abelson offer a tentative characterization of. script
development, supported by argument and case studies of Schank's two
children, Early scripts are argued to be organized as a series of
events; eventually scripts are organized in terms of goals. Schank
and Abelson describe this shift as a shift from a “script-based” to a

"plan-based" system. Such a shift is consistent with a shift from

role play as sequential routine or ritual to motivated, goal-directed
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portrayal.

Katherine Nelson has been investigating children's developing
script knowledge (1981; Nelson & Gruendel, 1979a, 1979b, 1981), and
she has produced findings which can be interpreted as support for a
slowly developing understanding that social interactions are (or can
be) motivated. She reports that even young preschoolers respond to
questions like, "What happens when you eat lunch at school?" with
"event descriptions which are very general, very skeletal, and which
characteristically employ both the neutral 'you' as subject and the
present tense" (Nelson & Gruendel, 1979b). Order of events
mentioned, regardless of how many or which events, correspond with the
order determined by the investigator from observations of the event.
These kind of data provide evidence that children have abstract
representations of everyday social events which encompass the same
kind of social unit as do adult scripts. But, for tﬁe younger
preschool subjects, these representations are more likely to lack
detail, certain conditions on acts, embedded acts and representation
of causal relations among acts. Nelson and Gruendel (1979b) report
that, while most 4-year-0lds did offer "simple sequences" as event
descriptions, a few offered‘oﬁiy “single acts," a response which never
occurred among 6- and 8-year-olds; cdnditiona] sequences were very
unﬁsua] among 4-year-olds, while act embedded sequences never
occurred. There was an increase with age in total acts mentioned, in
level of comwmonality (shared knowledge), in social focus (inclusion of
acts requiring 1nteraction,‘such as 1nvitat10n§, playing games), in
sequencing agreement, and a decline with age in "episodic" (personal

and idiosyncratic) protocols and in episodic intrusions., There was a
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developmental decline in simple sequences and a developmental increase
in complex, conditional sequences and act-embedded sequences,
suggesting that event representations were increasingly hierarchically
organized. Their data suggest that social event representations of
young preschoolers may be different from oider preschoolers and from
adults. In particular, their findings of an increase in
representation of causal and conditional relations among acts and in
social focus are consistent with E1'Konin's view that the capacity to
understand social behaviors as motivated social action emerges with
development. |

Nelson's findings that most young children's descriptions of
everyday events were internally consistent (without intrusion of
events approriate only to other contexts) and sequentially organized
may expla1ﬁ young children's early successes at interactive role play:
If peers share (at least some) knowlédge of context-appropriate,
interactive sequences of behavior, they should be able to role play
social behavior even if they are not portraying motivated social
action. A purpose of the present work iS to investigate young
children's developing representations of social interactions, and the
ways in which young children use their knowledge in the co-

construction of role play episodes.

Summary and Conclusions

In the literature on interactive role play to date, three
domains of communicative éompetence have been examined: 'the
cooperative establishment of shared plans for and interpretations of

play, the communicative "framing" of the state of pretense, and the
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portrayal of motivated persons (of persons with underlying intentions,
beliefs and feelings). Although the literature on interactive role
play is small, and'claims are supported more often by anecdote than
analysis, the findings that do exist indicate that interactive role
play is a context which places demands on its participants for the
development of successful cooperation -- for “collaboration in
abstract thought” as Piaget originally defined it.

The demonstration that very young children have knowledge of
scripts may help explain very young children's competences in
interactive role play with peers (Nelson & Gruendel, 1979a). Piaget
originally argued that a transitional category of interactive
competence is “collaboration in non-abstract thought" -- the co-
construction of immediate, practical activities not requiring the
representation of others' pérspectives or of topics and intentions not
supported by the immediate context. These interactions are successful
because participants share knowledge about their immediate activity
even though the 'fact' of their shared knowledge has not been co-
established, Scripts for social interactions appear to be a
particularly useful kind of knowledge for facilitating successfﬁl
interactions, in that they specify a sequence of intercoordinated
social behaviors appropriate to a particular context, a context which
is necessary to and supports the interactions (Nelson‘& Gruendel,
1979a). A central question for the present research is whethér the
early successes of peers in interactive role play may consist of
"collaboration in non-abstract thought" or the coordinated production
of script sequences possible because peers share knowledge about the

social behaviors appropriate to a particular context.
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Much more needs to be known about the nature of children's
communicative efforts in interactive role play. Review of the
literature indicates that there remains disagreement regarding the
social cognitive and communicative abilities necessary to well-
.organized interactive role p]ay. Careful descriptions of children's
interactive role play will help resolve disagreements regardfng
preschool children's competences, and the function of role play in
their development. Accordingly, in this project, description of role
play interactions are used as evidence of children's developing
competence in the three domains reviéwed: collaborating in the
negotiation of agreements, framing interactive pretense, and
portraying of motivated persons in interaction. In addition; the
possibility that script knowledge enables children to coordinate
social behavior without camhlex perspective takin§ -- that 1t enables
"collaboration in non-abstract thought" -- is examined by comparing
the contents of the scripts portrayed to the success of the role play
interactions; Thus a Piagetian model of the development of
interactive role play, one which incorporates script knowledge as an
explanation for Piaget's transitional stage, is testéd against age
differences in the nature of role play interactions.,

The script hypdthesis is a provocative one and one important to
pursue, However, given what is presently known about role play as a
task, the script knowledge hypothesis is not an obvious resolution of
discrepant claims regarding children's successes in role play. While
shared script knowledge should facilitate coordination of social
behavior in everyday contexts {for participants of any age), role play

is different from 'real,' everyday interactions, in that the context
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must be co-established symboTica]]y before it can function as a
support for any further interactions. How cognitively and
interactively complex such framing agreements are is not clear. They
‘would appear to require social cognitive abilities more complex than
those necessary to many mundane interactions. Whether young children

make such agreements as effectively as has been noted anecdotally is

an important question to be addressed in this project.



CHAPTER IV

A MODEL OF THE COGNITIVE AND INTERACTIVE DEMANDS
OF COLLABORATIVE ROLE PLAY

The present 1nvestigat19h of interactiie role play was guided by
an a priori, endpoint model of the cognitive and interactive demands
of social interactions,l and by a Piagetian model of the development
of these interactive competences. On the bqsis of the endpoint model,
cooperative role play is represented as a kind of social interaction
organized as two, embedded levels of intgract1ve organization. The
first level is that of cooperative interactions. The second level is
that of the embedded, dramatized scenario., A detailed description of
these two levels follows presentation of a general analysis of
cognitive procesées demanded in the course of social interactions.
During the presentation, the reader may find it useful to refer to
Table 1 (Components of the social plan/social episode model).
Following presentation of the role play model, a Piagetian account of
the development of collaborative role play is outiined as the

framework for the investigation.

Social Plans and Social Episodes: Introduction

Each participant in a social activity constructs a hlan for the

1 The model of cooperative role play used in the present research is
adapted from an analysis of teacher-child interactions (Newman &
Gearhart, 1980). It, in turn, was motivated by Miller, Gallanter &
Pribram's (1960) classic analysis of a "public plan.”

- 36 -
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Table 1
Components of the Social Plan/Social Episode Model

Social plan: Any participant's representation of the social
- episode

Socia] epijsode: Coordinated social activity by a particular set of
individuals in a particular setting (e.g. a dinner,
lecture;, meeting, party)

Role relations

‘With' plan: Intent to work together with another believed to
intend to work together to achieve same goal

Cooperative Social episode constructed by persons having
episode: 'with' plans

'Get' plan:  Intent to use another to accomplish one's own goals

Complementary/ ‘ :
instrumental Social episode constructed by persons, one of

gpisode: whom has a get plan, the others are willing to
comply .

Reciprocal '
Tget! gian:_ Intent to use another who intends to use you

Compliementary/
reciprocal Social episode constructed by persons having
episodes: - reciprocal 'get' plans :

Competitive Intent to accomplish a goal before another who
plan: intends the same thing

Competitive Social episode constructed by persons having
episode: competitive plans

Organization of social episodes

Arrangement Social preplanning of critical components of the
phase: episode (e.g. episode goals, setting, participants,
participant roles, procedures, necessary tools and
procedures, rules of interaction)

Accomplishment Getting the task done (which may require resumption
phase: of planning negotiations)

Finish phase: Agreeing that the task is finished, reflecting on
episode accomplishments, cleaning up, closing the
interaction
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activity. Such a plan is termed here a 'social plan,' since it is a
plan for a social activity and since that plan includes a
representation at least of other persons' behaviors if not of other
‘persons' beliefs and intentions. A social plan is both a plan for
what is to be done and an interpretation of what is going on and has
been done, Each participant constructs a social plan, and ﬁhus a
social plan is the content of each participant's 'perspective' on
his/her interactions. '

A social plan, as a cognitive representation, is distinguished
from a 'social episode,' which is an observable social product, the
outcome of interactive work. During any episode, the relation between
the social production which is the episode and each participant's plan
for (intebpretation of) it is continually a problematic one for each
participant. Participants are likely to encounter disagreements and
mi sunderstandings, whose resolutions oftenr-- but not necessarily --
require the complex cogn1ti§e and interactive work of inferring the
other's plén (perspective taking), formulating one's own plan,
compafing one another's plans, and constructing some effective
compromise. However, participants do not engage in cognitive or
interactive work at éuch depth thkoughout an interaction.

Participants assume they share interpretations of what is happening by
virtue of their common membership in some reference group. As long as
each participant perceives coordinated interaction and ostensible
agreement, s/he continues contributing to the interaction guided by
her own social blan and her reasonable assumption that it is probably
shared (cf. Newman, 1978). However, the contingencies inherent in

social interaction are such that successful coordination must
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sometimes be intentionally negotiated, and at least some of these
negotiations require efforts to assess other participants' plans .
The canstructs of 'social episode' and 'social plan' are intended
to represent a particular level of analysis in the organization of
social life. A social episode can be located in a day's stream of
activities wherever there is coordinated activity by a particular set
of individuals in a particular setting. Examples of an episode are a
play {(cf. Goffman, 1974), a talk (Frake, 1977), a lesson (Erickson &
Shultz, 1977; Menan, 1979), , a dinner, a meeting, a party, a shopping
trip. Episodes can at times be difficult to locate, for the
participant as well as an observer. Thére may be shifts in
participant composition (two clerks change shifts in the middie of
serving a customer), in purpose {certain faculty members persuade
others to redefine thé purpose for their meeting), or in setting
{after dinner, guests and hosts retire to another room for coffee},
and these shifts pose problems for botﬁ investigator and participant
in locating the episode, in interpreting 'what's happening.' As
resources for interpreting and planning social episodes, persons have
knowledge about episodes in general as well as knowledge about
specific kinds of episodes (ta]ké, meetings, dinners, parties). A
general concept of a social episode includes the knowledge that social
action is usually motivated, that persons normally gather 1h a given
setting to accomplish some set of interrelated goals, that commonly
the setting facilitates the accomplishment. of those goals, that
commonly these interrelated goals are distributed across participants
and constitute their roles within the episode, and that usually role

organization facilitates accomplishment of episode goals. Knowledge
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of social episodes thus includes knowledge of the goals motivating
episodes and the means by which participants accomplish those goals =--
critical activities, a critical number of participants, essential
'participant roles (differentiated allocation of episode goals),
necessary objects and features of the setting. A specific social plan
may be constructed for a particular episode on the basis of such
general knowledge, and on the basis of knowledge about_episodes of
that particular type (é.g. shopping in grocery stores rather than in
department stores or chain drug stores or clothiny boutiques). Social
plans may also be constructed of pre-packaged social routines {cf.
Harré & Secord's, 1973, notions of "ritual® and "liturgy") which are
known by the planner to be appropriate for that episode yet whose
function in accompiishing episode goals is not necessarily understood.
(Although the social plan construct is concerned primarily with the
rational bases of social interaction, it is recognized here that a

great deal of social interaction is not rational.)

. Role Relations

Social plans and social épisodes can be categorized in terms of
four basic role relations. A 'with' plan is the construction of a
planner who intends to work cooperatively with another who is believed
to share the same plan; the episode co-constructed by participants
having ‘with' plans is a cooperative episode. A 'get' planlis the
construction of a planner who intends to use another to accomplish his
own goals; the episode co-constructed by getter and gettee is a
complementary/ instrumental episode. A 'reéiprocal get' plan is the

construction of a planner who intends to use another to accomplish his
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own goals and understands that the other is, compiementarily, using
his to accomplish her own goals; the corresponding episode type is
complementary/reciprocal. A 'competitive' plan is the construction of
a planner who intends to accomplish a goal before another who has the
same intention and who shares with the other the belief that this is
the case; the corresponding social episode type is.competition.
Although the present research is concerned just witﬁ the development
of cooperation (in interactive role play), the descriptions below of
other role relations serve to clarify, through contrast, what is and
is not meant by céoperation. They also serve as models of kinds of
role relations which get portrayed in role play.

'With' plans are plans for cobperative activity. Each partner
intends that the goals be shared and the outcomes be jointly produced.
Each participant in a cooperative episode has a 'with' plan, but
because each knows that the plan may not be shared and because each
intends that it be shared, they both make efforts to communicate their .
plans, to ascertain one another's plans, and to negotiate a shared
plan. However, both participants know that public resolution is no
guarantee of shared understanding. Therefore both anticipate possible
problems during the episode that will require further negotiation.

'Get’' plans are plans for the instrumental use of another person
for the accomplishment of the planner's own goals. fhe accomplishment
of 'yet' plans requires requests by the planner to the gettee. In
complementary/instrumental episodes, getter and gettee do not need to
ascertain one another's plans beyond the lTocal goal represented in the
task to be done by the gettee, and the willingness of the gettee to do

the task. These episodes can thus be coordinated without ongoing
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concern for the relation between participants' mental states.
Reciprocal 'get' plans are plans for the instrumental use of
another person who is believed by the planner to have a plan for the
'instrumenfal use of him. A clerk-customer interaction is an example
of a complementary/ reciprocal role relation. A clerk, in order to do
her job, must serve customers. She uses her customers to accomplish
her financiél and work (e.g. experience, advancement) goals. A
customer, in order to purchase needed items, must get a clerk to serve
him. He uses the clerk to accomplish his goal to obtain goods. In a

complementary/reciprocal episode, it is not necessary that either
participant have a representation of the other's plan in order for
each to get accomplished what s/he needs to. One participant or both
may have only a 'get' plan for that episode. B8ut there are certain
kinds of events within reciprocal/ complementary episodes which, if
they occur, cannot be interpreted unless each participant understands
the complementary relations between their ‘get’ plans. For example,
if a cierk is rude and unheipfuil, the customer may threaten to report
her behavior to her supervisor; he reminds her of her goal of
employment 1ﬁ order to remind her of his goal of service. Thus where
both participants have a reciprocal ‘get’ plan {or one or both
perceives the other as having such a plan), the coordination of‘these
episodes may involve, on occasion, appraisal of the relations between
participants' social plans, although shared understanding of
participants' goals is not a goal for either participant in these
episodes.,

Competitive plans are plans for the accomplishment of a goal

before, or in spite of, another's plans for the accomplishment of the
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same goal. Successful competition generally requires constructing and
making use of a model of the competitor's plan. However, in
competition a participant cannot assume, as she can in cooperation,
‘that plans are shared, and thus compet%tion; of the fodr episode
types, may require construction of the most compiex perspectives and
the most ongoing use of persﬁective taking of the four episode types.
(Cf. Bruce & Newman, 1978, and Newman, 1980, for their analyses of

“"interacting plans" in episodes of deception.)

“Social Plan" vs. "Script"

As described in Chapter III, a "script" is "“a structure that
describes éppropriate sequences of events in a particular context"
(Schank & Abelson, 1977). A social plan can be considered to be a
category of script types -- any script that contains representations
of the interacting goals of two or more persons engaged in a |
purposefu1‘activity restricted to and completed within a particular
setting. Thus a social p]én represents (a) sequences containing
social behaviors, (b) sequences containing rationally-organized,
purposeful social actions, (c) motivated actions and interactions in
particular everydqy contexts which organize and support those actions
and interactions. ‘'Script' is a far more general temm.

There appears to be at least two kinds of social knowledge, and
script refers ambiguously to either or both of them. There is
knowledge of social events {what is done in a particular context) and
social event sequences (in what order), and there is knowledge of the
rational bases for tﬁose events, knowledge tnaf enables persons to

construct social plans. People do not necessarily know why a
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particular behavior is appropriate and, indeed, there may often be no
rational basis for it. The social plan/social episode model-is.an
effort to outline how know]edge of the rational bases of social
interactions contributes to social interactions. The model is not
.1ntended.to represent the only form of knowledge that adults have, or

shouid have.

The Function of Discourse in Social Episodes

Since language is a system of representatidn, it provides a
means of representing states and events, inc]udiﬁg mental states and
4soc1a1 relationships, which cannot be perceived as such and must be
inferred from perceivable behaviors. Language can thus be used to
represent social plans. Language is a means of communication, a means
of conveying content (e.g. social plans) to another or for soliciting
content from another. Linguistic communications therefore enable
participants to recognize one another's 'perspectives', one another's
interpretations of the ongoing episode. Language is a tool for social
construction through discourse: participants in interactions co-
establish public ayreements about what is happening or what has been
accomplished. Through discourse, participants can coordinate
perspectives. However, 'everyone knows' that public agreements are
distinct from private intentions and 1nteﬁpretations. What has been
publically negotiated is likely to be different from what is
separately understood. The problem of intersubjectivity is a fact of
social life.

The relationship of talk to task depends in part on the nature of

the episode goal, Are people gathered to bake bread? for group
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therapy? to socialize? If the goal is to produce {or alter, or
maintain) some physical state (e.g. build a house, bake bread), then
talk usually functions primarily to enabie goal completion.
Participants request actions of one another, or inform one another of
.their intentions or progress, in order to get the work done. Hands do
the work, and talk facilitates the coordination of labor. If the goal
is to produce (or alter, or maintaih) some psychological state (e.g.
therapy, or a lecture), talk also functions to enable goal completion,
although now talk (not hands) does the work, and the episode consists
almost entirely of talk and other nonverbal means of communication.
Completion of -the goal can be determined only through talk (i.e.
therapist inquires of her patient's mental state or professor inquires
of nis students' understanding) or some arbitranj external criterion
such as time. If the goal is fo produce (or alter, or maintain) some
social state (e.g. a party, a wedd1ﬁg), then talk actually constitutes
the episode goal itself. Talk does the work and is the work.

In the co-construction of a social episode, talk is used to reach
agreements on a social plan (i.e. the public version of a social
plan), to facilitate ongoing coordination of the episode, and to reach
agreements on the completion of the episode. Social episodes often
contain recognizable'phases corresponding to initial planning,
accomplishment and goal completion, and closing. The internal
organization of an episode differs for cooperative, complementary, and
competitive episodes. In a complementary episode, there is a brief
arrangement when the getter issues her request to the gettee (as when
the boss in an instrumental episode requests that the secretary take

dictation) and a brief finish when the getter indicates satisfaction
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with the work requested. In a competitive episode, the function of
the arrangyement is to agree on rules for the game, and, if a team
competition, team huddles to plan strategy. Arrangement may be just a
handshake representing agreement to follow tﬁe rules. During play,
.there may be disputes over rule violation, and, if a team competition,
»team huddles to rev1se_strategy. The finish is typically but a brief
congratulatory acknowledgment from the loser to the winner. In
cooperative arrangement negotiations, the goals of each participant
are to determine the other's plan for the activity, to ensure that the
other is informed of his own plan, and to achieve jointly a
collaborative compromise in the construction of a joint plan,
thereafter believed to be shared until unexpected discrepancies and
conflicts indicate otherwise. In the course of accoﬁp]ishing the
task, if participants discover that their interpretations of ﬁheir
ostensibly joint plan differ or that their planning was incomplete,
social planning resumes, although not necessarily at the highest level
of the plan. Thus the functions of discourse in cooperation include:
in the arrangements, joint planning; 1n.the accomplishment of the
task, additional planning, instruction, and reminder to organize the
accomplishment of local goals, and assertions of intent and
descriptions of current or completed work {which may be initiated or

solicited) to keep one another informed of task progress.

Perspective Taking in Social Episodes

In this analysis of the cbgnitive demands of interactions,
the emphasis is upon the need of participants in social episodes to

represent other participants' social plans. ‘'Perspective-taking' tnus
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refers here to the representation and coordination of perspectives

with particular (and particularly complex} contents.

Cooperative Role Play

There are two levels of organization in cooperative role play
episodes: the higher, ‘real' cooperative level (as described above)
and the embedded, pretend 1eve]‘whose role relations are determined by
what is being portrayed. These levels are depicted in Figure 1.

Interactive role play requires the cooperative establishment and
maintenance of agreement among participants (and, where applicable,
among players and observers) concerning the non-literal identities of
;etting, roles, and objects and the non-literal meanings of actions

‘and utterances. - In the model used in the present research, the
critical components of the fantasy social episode -- setting; object,
and participant role identities -- as well as fantasy actions and
discourse are publically preplanned outside the fantasy in the
arrangement phase of the cooperative episode, and the fantasy then
enacted,? If problems arise during the play, the fantasy 'frame' is

2 In that the model is a representation of a social preplanning of a
complete fantasy episode, it 1s a representation of the rational
aspects of interactive role play and not a representation of the
ongoing spontaneous nature of play. It is recognized that a high
level goal of participants in role play may be playfulness, the
creative modification of the planned scenario or the ongoing creation
of the scenario all for the fun of it and even if the resulting
production is less than fully coherent. In a context of playfulness,
it may well be that only certain identities, actions and utterances in
some way considered defining and critical are ever explicitly
prearranged, and even then these plans may be ignored or abandoned if
what later happens proves to be more fun. Perhaps neither coherence
of portrayal or maintenance of fantasy frame are goals for persons at
play. Framing may thus not be a local event at the initiation of the
pretend scenario but an ongoing process of creating marginally,
locally coherent non-literality. Perhaps even successful role play by
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A(B?)_l.__]cooperative SO0Cial epi50de] mmmmmet (A7)

\ / ARRANGEMENT PHASE:

== = D gocial planning: (-~ negotiation of
negotiation of shared social plan setting, role, and

u‘//// \\u object identities;

planning of
characters' actions
A(AB) 3 B(AB)
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Eﬁﬁﬁ: gustomer
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ACCOMPLISHMENT PHASE

(serve other get basket
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Figure 1. An illustrative cooperative role play episode:
The portrayal of a complementary episode of
grocery store shopping.

1 A(B?) A has constructed a social plan; she does not
: know B's plan, and she recognizes the need to
ascertain B's plan and to negotiate a shared
plan prior to initiating role play.

B(A?) The complement of A(B?).

2

3 A(AB) A's interpretation of their shared social plan.
4 B({AB) B's interpretation of their shared social plan.
b

—==) Resumption of negotiations when problems arise
in the course of role play.
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broken, and negotiations resume. Tne fantasy is itself a social
episode, embedded within the 'real' cooperative episode. The nature
of the sequential organization of the embedded episode depends upon
its role relations. For example, if a cooperative episode were being
portrayed, then the characters would be portrayed as first arranging
their cooperative task and then carrying it out. Most portrayals in
young children's play are of complementary roles. If complementary
interactions are being portrayed, then just certain critical and
defining interactions may be portrayed: the ‘doctor' treats the
‘patient,’' the 'mommy' feeds the 'baby,' the 'clerk' bags the
‘customer's' foods. However, the sceﬁario is more richly and validly
portrayed if each participant initially pursues her own independent
course of action before she interacts with her complement. The
‘'mommy' cooks while the 'baby' plays; when the baby gets hungry, he
expresses a need to the mommy, and interaction beg1hs. The ‘clerk’
stocks shelves and tends to other customers, while a new customer
reads her shopping 1ist, comes to the store, takes a baéket, and
begins selecting items; when this customer needs assistance or is
ready to have the items priced, interaction begins. This model of
collaborative role play may exaggerate the extent of preplanning (see
Figure 1), As previously discussed, participants in everyday social
episodes commonly assume that plans and beliefs are shared. The
everyday context of the immediate activity supports a participant's
reasonable assumption that co-particibants share the same everyday
plans and beliefs about their joint activity. Hhen role play occurs

adults' judgments consists of overlapping consistencies at lower
Tevels with a maintenance just of basic role identities.
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in miniaturized settings stocked with miniature objects and costumes,
these should support interactions much as the 'real' referent context
would. When role play occurs in ambiguous settings, participants may
appropriately believe that object identities, actions, and utterances
are implied by their higher-level arrangements, and therefore these do
not have io be explicitly negotiated. Once the name of the context is
agreed upon, ‘everybody knows; what goes on (in a "hospital," in the
"store," in a "kitchen"). A critical problem for developmental
investigation is to determine when beliefs that co-participants share
social plans indicate egocentrism and when they indicate efficient
common sense regarding shared cultural knowledge, 'what everybody

knows,'

Ihe Development of Collaborative Role Play

The model of cooperation presented above is essentially that
of Piaget's “collaboration in -abstract thought," in that cooperation
is considered to require the representétion and coordination of co-
participants' plans and beliefs. His analysis of the development of
- tollaboration provides the basis for the present investigation of the
development of collaborative role play. This Piagetian model is
outlined in Table 2.

As described in Chapter II, for Piaget the development of
collaboration proceeds through four stages: monologue, collective
monologue, collaboration in non-abstract thought, collaboration in
abstract thought. These stages correspond to emerging capacities to
represent others' intentions and beliefs and to coordinate these

representations effectively in the accoﬁp]ishment of a joint activity.
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A Piagetian Model of the Development of Interactive Role Play

Stage
“Collective Collaboration ColTaboration
: monologue: in non-abstract in abstract
Domain thought: thought:
of Collections Role playing Role playing
competence social events social episodes
Collabor- Absence of nego- Absence of nego- Negotiated agree-
ating tiated agreements tiated agreements ments on plans for
on plans for play on plans for play play and pretense
and pretense and pretense
Framing Absence of Absence of Negotiated frames
communicative communicative of pretense
efforts to frame efforts to frame
interactive interactive
pretense pretense
Portraying Absence of Absence of Characters por-
apparent char- apparent char- trayed as moti- .
acter goals acter goals vated by goals;
thus, evidence
of social plan
knowledge
Social Apparent lack of Evidence of social Evidence of social
event social event event knowledge: event knowledge:
knowledge knowledge:
Overlapping, Coherently main- Coherently main-
shifting themes tained themes and tained themes and
and identities; identities; identities;
Undifferentiated Differentiated Differentiated
roles; : roles; - roles;
Lack of sequen= Sequentially 5eduent1a1]y
tially organized organized organized
activity or social episodes episodes
interaction g
Support of Supportive con- Supportive context Supportive context
play text facilitates facilitates length 1is not necessary,
context only brief, un- and complexity since it can be

necessary?

predictable role
play interactions

of interactive
role play

co-established

symbolically
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In monologue, the “child talks to himself." This initial stage
in Piaget's developmental sequence appears to be invalid. There is
recent evidence that solitary play is not a precursor to social play
but a different context for play (Moore, Everston, & Brophy, 1974;
Roper & Hinde, 1978; Rubin, 1977; Smith, 1978).

In collective monologue, Piaget's next sfage, & child associates
his éctions with others' nearby activities, but he makes little effort
to ensure that the others understand him nor to attend to others'
talk. Analogous interactive role play 'collections' are therefore
disorganized., Children at this stage are not negotiating agreements
on plans for play, nor are they co-constructing pretense frames.

Differentiation of roles, appropriate sequencing of portrayed actions,

and.consistency of portrayal are absent or unpredictable, since
children at this 'stage' not only lack knowledge of person's goals,
but they also lack knowledge of context-appropriate social event
sequences. Although reports of children's role play to date have not
included descriptions of such disorganized interactions, studies of
children's stories, script knowledge, and solitary doll play indicate
early inabilities to sustain a portrayal of coherently coordinated
roles consistent with this model of role play 'cdllections.'

In col]aboration in non-abstract thought, Piaget's third stage
(the second stage in this model), children participate together in an
activity, and their talk is concerned with accomplishing it. However,
there is an absence of "explanation of a past or future action"
(Piéget, 1926/1955). Children lack the capacity to represent non-
present states, including the mental states of their play partners.

Thus in interactive role play, children at this stage are not
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negotiating agreements or communicatively framing interactive
pretense, since they do not recognize the need for communication and
collaborative agreement. Similarly, their characters are not
portrayed as pursuing a motivated course of action, since the role
players are unable to represent their characters' intentions.
Children could be successful at such role play of social events and
activities if they shared social event knowledge and if portrayal of
the event were supported in the play context. Successful interactive
role play would then not require either representation and
coordination of partners' perspectives or representation of their
characters' goals. "Stereotyped sequences of coordinated role
behaviors, such as the ritual interactive role play sequences
described by Garvey and Berndt (1977) (including "Mommy and baby*
interactions purported to demonstrate perspective-taking) are
consistent with tnis stage description.

Collaboration in abstract thought, Piaget's last stage, is
possible when a chilid can represent stafes and intentions which are
not present: when he can plan, reconstruct, explain. Participants in
interactive role play can then collaborate on joint plans and co-
“establish symbolic states of pretense, dialogic and representational
competences which permit them to co-construct role play even in a
thematically ambiguous play context. Characters are then portrayed as
motivated by goals, and characters' interactions as motivated by
interacting goals. The knowledge of social episodes which enables
these role play interactions can now be described as social plan
knowledge. The reports of preschoolers' communicative efforts in

Jjointly planning and arranging their role play may fit this stage



description.
Whether the course of development of children's role play

resembles this model is the question for the present research.
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CHAPTER V
PURPOSE AND DESIGN OF RESEARCH

The purpose of the present research was to to develop an analytic
approach to the devélopmental study of children's interactive role
play. The emphasis in the work was on detailed descriptions of
videotaped role play. Codings of observed interactions were used as
bases for inference regarding underlying social knowledge, and age
comparisons in interactions were used to infer the course and
mechanisms of development. The goal was to produce a set of methods
wh{ch, when eventually applied to a larger data base, could produce
observational data needed to help resolve existing jnconsistencies in
the Titerature regarding the developmental course of preschool
children's social cognitive and interactive competences and neeﬁed to
reveal the function of interactive role play in social development.

Since the primary goal of the project was to devé1op methods, the
data base collected was kept small. Although the developmental model
of interactive role play just presented in Chapter IV could not be
tested with the available data, the methods produced}were'intended to
enable the testing of this model in the future with an expanded data

base.

Research Desigg

Background

The variables selected for examination were (1} experience with a
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particular partner in the play context and (2) age.

Since young chiidren typically, on their own initiative, pursue a
play theme many times with the same friends, it was judged important
to document age differences in children's abilities to adjust their
communicative strategies for play over the history of role playing a
theme with a particular partner. Young children also initiate an old
play theme with different playmates, and it was assumed that the need
for collaborative agreements increases when a child plays with a new
partner (even if she is otﬁerwise a familiar peer). To examine the
effects of play experience with a particular partner, role play
interactions were compared in three contexts requiring adjustments in
interactive work: (a) when the play theme was novel to play partners,
(b) when the play theme had become a familiar play theme for a partner
pair after repeated play experiences together, (c) when partners were
then re-matched with d1fferént partners.

Age, of course, has been a traditional index of general
developmental factors. Cross-sectional comparisons of the role play
interactions of dyads at 3 different ages were used as a basis for
inference regarding the course of development of role play. The ages
selected (3 1/2. 5 1/2, 6 1/4) correspond to the age groups most often
compared across the preschool age raﬁge in studies of peer
interaction.

For clarity of analysis, other poss1bié sources of between-
subject variation such as sex differences (Gre1f; 19763 Jacklin &
Maccoby, 1978; Matthews, 1978), subcultural and SES differences
(Eiferman, 1971; Feitelson, 1976; Freyberyg, 1973; Griffing, 1980;
Rosen, 1974; Rubin, Maioni & Hornung, 1976; Sutton-Smith & Heath,
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1981; Udwin & Shmukler, 1981), and peer experience (Howes, 1980;
Lieberman, 1977; Mallay, 1935; Rubin & Krasnor, 1981), were not
considered, All subjects were girls; all were from white, middle-
class families; all had considerable experience in play groups and
preschools, Other possible sources of within-subject variation such
as familiarity of peer (Doyle, Connolly, & Rivest, 1980; Matthews,
1977),.environmeﬁta1 support for play content (Elder & Pedersen, 1978;
Getz, 1981). familiarity of referent content for play (e.g. for
'playing store,' the play theme used in the present study, familiarity
with grocery store shopping) and familiarity of play content per se
(e.g. familiarity with playing store) were not considered. All
subjects were familiar to one another as playmates and/or schoolmates;
children played in a ricnly supplied, miniaturized grocery store play
setting; all subjects were familiar, at least as observers, with
grocery store shopping; for all subjects role playing grocery store

was novel {as reported by parents and teachers),
Design

The design of the study can be seen in Tab]g 3. The variables
examined were age (3 1/2, 5 1/2, 6 1/4) and fam111ar1ty of partner
(session 1, session 2, session 3). (Note that, for any analysis of
interactions for which the 'subject' was the partner pair, repeated
measures could be examined only from session 1 .to 2; the composition
of play pairs changed from sessions 2 to 3.) Within an age grdup.
subjects were paired with the partner closest in age. In session 1,
play partners were introduced together to a novel setting,'a grocery

store, and instructed to “have fun playing store.” In session 2, the



Table 3. Design
Age Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
ab ab ad
31/2 cd cd be
ef ef cf
5 1/2 gh gh gi
ij ij hj
6 1/2 kl k1 km
mn mn 1n
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same partners played store together again. In session 3, play
partners were re-paired within an age group, and these new partners
played store together (for the third time in that setting but the
first time with that partner). All sessions were approximately 15
minutes in length.

Data analyses consisted of detailed descriptions of the role play
interactions observed in each session. The goals were to construct a
reliable and meaningful set of methods for (a) describing age and
session differences in critical domains of interactive role play
competence -- negotiating agreements, framing pretense, and portraying
motivated persons in social episodes -~ and (b) inferring age
differences in script knowledge which might enable certain kinds of
interactive role play. Coding schemes which proved not to be reliable
or whose reliability could not be tested because relevant data were
100 scarce are not presented in'this repoft unless the .motivation for
the scheme was considered an important piece of the project.
Quantitative results from application of schemes which were reliable
are reported, but just as one soufce qf evidence that the method which
produced the results is adequately motivated and pfoduces meaningful
data. Given the small sample size, however, neither 'findings' of
statistical significance nor apbsence of such can be assigned much
importance. Analyses of examples representing coding categories are

also used to provide support for the methods developed.



CHAPTER VI

METHODS

Subjects

Subjects were all girls from middle class, English-speaking white
families. There were three age groups, 3 1/2, 5 1/2, and 6-year-olds,
and 6 children in the youngest group and 4 in each of the o1dér
groups. Within an age group, all girls were familiar to one another

as schoolmates and/or playmates.
Procedures

Materials and Equipment

The fantasy sétting contained a commericial child-size toy store
made of colorfully illustrated cardboard and consisting of a_counter,
cash register, wall phone, and shelves both inside and outside. In
addition, 2 small paper bags were available on the counter, and
miniature foods, a small wicker shopping basket, anq an additional
phone were placed on a board propped on a chair near the cardboard
store. Among the miniature foods were a few plain colored blocks of
several shapes which were comparable to the foods in size. Before
each session, toy foods were arrangéd in casual groups of cans, boxes,
plastic vegetables, plastic dairy items, and blocks, to suggest .
categories for items.

The setting 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 adjusted for direction and angle by remote control.
Instructions

Subjects received no instructions other than to "have fun
playing store." Their parents were previously informed of the purpose
of the study of the videotaping procedures, and most parents had
informed their children either that E was interested in how children
play or that E was recording their play or both. On some occasions,
then, there was interference in subjects' piay as a result of their
knowing, or realizing, that they were being taped: subjects might
play in whispers, hide under tables, play to the camera, sing for the
microphone, There were other periods in which children simply played
at something other than store of conversed. The experiﬁenter
intervened to encourage store play when pairs had eifher not initiated
store play or had drifted from store play more than a minute or two.
The result was that the contexts for store play across dyads and
across sessions differed somewhat: many dyads anticipated store play
with excitement and had é great deal of fun at store play; some dyads
sometimes played store less enthusiastically, as a peculiar obligation

to E.
Data

Completed sessions were approximately 15 minutes long, although
not al} of that time was necessarily devoted to store play.

Only store play déta are coqsidered in this study. Criteria were
establiéhed for admission of data as store play, and breaks in

continuity of store play were noted and briefly described on the
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transcripts. Store play data were defined as preparing,
accomplishing, or finishing up/cleaning up/rearranging either social
or solitary store play, where store play is the fantasy portrayal of
store scenes, store activities, and persons engaged in store
activities. In unclear cases, contrasts with clear cases of store
play and clear cases of not store play were necessary. Breaks could
be generally attributed to: one or both subjects going to the
bathroom, intrusion by someone into the laboratory room, exploration
of play setting and/or room (not instrumental to later play), change
or drift to another fantasy, idle conversation, playing to the camera
or to the microphone. Examples of most unclear cases (nevertheless
Jjudged as not store play) were explorations of and conversations about
the store setting (“Look at this lobster here") and role play of home
activities involving food -- for example, preparation of dinner
following the prior trip to the store. Table 36 in Appendix 1
contains the size of tne data base for each pair of subjects in each

session,

Transcription

All admissible data were transcribed. Utterances were
transcribed by adapting conventional orthographic devices to represent
paralinguistic feaﬁures such as pauses(,), stress (__) and prosody (.
? !). Loudness was not considered important and was thus not
represented systematically. Utterances are defined pr{marin in terms
of grammatical form, consistent with procedures for discourse act
codings (see Appendix 2). The present system is, in general,

inadequate as a representation of paralinguistic features of
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discourse. It is instead suited to the biases 1in the discourse act

coding scheme toward coding of propositions (Dore, 1977; Dore,

wearhart & Newman, 1978).

The following were the conventions used for transcription of

discourse:

( )
(want)

some {[food

[Nol

some=

=No!

end of utterance with falling intonation

end of utterance with rising intonation

end of utterance uttered with intensity,
sharpness, excitement -

slight pause and/or drop in pitch or loudness
within an utterance

stutters

self-interruption, a break in an utterance

without a drop in pitch or loudness

. portion of utterance stressed

speech audible but uninterpretable

uncertain transcription

overlap; next speaker's turn begins before

the prior speaker's turn ends

almost an overlap; absence of normal

turn-taking rhythm

Actions and physical states were transcribed in detail. There

were no conventions pre-established. A great deal of editing;

addition and revision was necessary before transcriptions of actions

and physical states were considered satisfactory as representations of
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store play.

Coding

Coding was done from transcripts with periodic reviewing
of videotape for problematic cases. This procedure worked only
because all videotapes had either been previously transcribed and/or

extensively edited by the coder.

Reliability

A1l coding was done by the author, wiih reliabilities established
with another coder on 15% of the data base., Any scheme not found to
be reliable was eliminated as a basis for quantitative analysis.
Reliabilities for schemes retained were determined by percent

agreement and ranged from 80% to 97% with a mean of 86%.

Data Analyses

Because the primary purpose of the project was to develop
methods, the coding methods are described within results chapters VII,
VIiII, IX, and X. Should the reader desire additional details of the
coding procedures, s/he is referred within each résults chapter to the
relevant appendix. _

Although it was not the goél of this project to test hypotheses,
nonparametric tests of significance were computed for all quantitative
results. Because the appropriate tests for small Samples use ranks of
scores, the median was used as a description of central tendency. Age
comparisons were examined within each session using Kruskal-Wallis

one-way analysis of variance by ranks (Siegel, 1956). Significant
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results were followed with Fisher exact probability tests (median
test) between pairs of age groups (3-year-olds vs. 5-year-olds,
5-year-olds vs. 6-year-olds, 3-year-olds vs., 6-year-oids)., Session
comparisons were examined with the Friedman two-way analysis of
variance by ranks., Usually the unit of analysis was the dyad, and
therefore only changes from sessions 1 to 2 could be tested, since
dyad composition changed in session 3. When the unit was each child,
then a finding of significant difference among the 3 sessions was
followed by Wilcoxen signed ranks tests between pairs of sessions (1
vs. 2, 2 vs. 3, 1 vs. 3).

Some of the results presented in Chapters VII, VIII, IX, and X
were presented previpus1y in a different form (Gearhart 1978, 1979,

1980, 1981},



CHAPTER VII

COLLABORATING IN THE ARRANGEMENT AND ACCOMPLISHMENT
OF A JOINT ACTIVITY

The goals of the analyses developed for this chapter were to
examine preschoolers’ developing'competences at collaborating in the
arrangement and accomplishment of a joint activity. Analyses 5pecific
to the joiht activity of interactive role play are not reported here,
Instead, the content of subjects' role play task was methodologically
ignored, in order to develop and apply methods that could potentially
be used to investigate collaborative competences across task contexts,

The endpoint'model of cb]laboration presented in Chapter IV
represents social plan negotiations first in an arrangement phase and
then, as needed, recurrent throughout the social episode (see Figure
1), In collaborative arrangement negotiations, the goals of each
participant are to determine the other's plan for the activity, to
ensure that the other is informed of his own plan, and to achieve.
jointly a collaborative compromise in the construction of a joint
plan, thereafter believed to be shared until unexpected discrepancies
and conflicts indicate otherwise. In the course of accomplishing the
task, if participants disco&er that their interpretations of their
ostensibly joint plan differ or that their planning was 1ncomp1etg.
social planning resumes, although not necessarily at(the highest level
of the plan. The functions of discourse in collaboration include: in

the arrangements, joint planning; in the accomplishment of the task,
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additional planning, instruction, and reminder to organize the
accomplishment of local goals, and assertions of intent and
descriptions of current or completed work (which may be initiated or
solicited) to keep one another informed of task progress.

The analyses reported in this chapter were guided by a
successively more focused series of questions.

1) Sociocentrism: In view of some remaining controversy
regarding the extent of young children's social 1ntent.in peer
interactions, it was important to establish as a base the
‘sociocentrism' of these young subjects. Were subjects talking to one
another, and did partners respond to one another's interactive
initiations? Were subjects appropriately making a greater effort to
initiate interaction and were they more responsive when play and
partner were unfamiliar (session 1) and when partner was unfamiliar
(session 3), than when partner and play had becﬁme familiar (session
2)? | |

‘2) Social episodes: What was the nature of the interactive
contexts which subjects were constructing together? Could the
interactions of these preschoolers be described in terms of the social
episode ana]ysis? If so, within social episodes, could arrangement,
accomplish, and finish phases be identified? If not, what other kinds
of social, or solitary, activity units were produced?

3) Collaboration in arréngements: During. arrangement phases
(those that occurred ), how were social plans negotiated? -- Did.both
participants contribute, or was a plan imposed by one subject on her
partner? -- Did subjects actively initiate negotiation by soliciting

one another's input (through questions)? How open were questions to



partner's input? -~ Were participants making communicative
adjustments in their arrangements as their play became more familiar?
That is, were they ‘packgrounding' old agreements and 'foregrounding'
new agreements? Were participants making appropriate communicative
adgjustments in their arrangements when partners were changedlin
session 37 4) Collaboration in. accomplishments How was accomplishment
of the iask negotiated? Wnat were the contexts in which partners
perceived a need to resume additional planning, to resolve
misunderstandings? Did participants organize one another's activity
with instructions and reminders? Did they keep one another informed
of their intentions and of their task progress?

Table 4 contains an outline of the analyses undertaken and the
results obtained. Since few age and session differences were
significant upon statistical testing, Table 4 contains primarily
apparent trends in the data. Discussion of these trends is -offered as
a basis for generating hypotheses to be tested in future research. '
Quantitative analyses bearing on some of the questions above were not
successfully developed. ?or some questions, there were not enough
clear cases of a particular data category to support category
definition or to warrant quantitative analysis. For other questions,
problems in establishing reliability resulted from the very complex
task of grocery store role play. These methodological problems are
discussed as appropriate, supplemented with qualitative analyses of
examples. Certain particularly problematic analyses are found in the

appendix.
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Collaborating: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data &

Characteristics of
subjects’

" interactions Age Session

Age x session

Sociocentrism

Interactive 1> 2%
intent. 2¢3*

Interactive 5-year-olds > *

success ' 3- or §-year-olds

Social episodes
social vs.
parallel/
solitary

Increase in
social activity
with age

Increase with 2<1
age

Completeness

Increase in
episodes with
age

gpisodes vs.
colfections

Social episode organizations
Arrangements:

2 < 3 greatest
for 6-year-ulds

For 3-year-olds,
no parallel/
solitary in
session 3

~ For 6~year-olds,

sessifon 3 > 2

For 3-year-olds,
no collections
in session 3

Frequency Increase with _ For 3- and 5-
age year-olds,
arrangements more
frequent in
sessions 1 and 3
than 2
Success Increase with . L
, age?
Jointness Increase with . Increase in
age jointness for
6-year-o0lds
only
a

Any age or session effects found to be statistically
significant are indicated with an asterisk {*).
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Table 4, continued

Collaborating: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data @

Characteristics of

subjects'
" interactions Age Sassion Age x session
Finishes:
frequency (infrequent at all ages in all sessions)
Arrangements
Eoreqrounding and backgrounding:
New Plans Increase with .
age (not relevant)
New Increase with
Arrangements age (not relevant)
Initiated New Increase with
Plans age * (not relevant)
Provoked New  5-year-olds <
Plans - 3- & 6-year-olds (not relevant)
Initiated New 5-year-olds <
Arrangements 3- & 6-year-olds {not relevant)
Provoked pew Decrease with
Arrangements age * (not relevant)
Backgrounding:
(= no. of . 1>2 Greatest for
contents in (= backgrounding 6-year-olds
arrangements in session 2)
in each
session)
Questions (few subjects 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 :
Collaborating: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data @

Characteristics of

subjects'
" interactions Age Session Age x session
Accomplishments
Requests for  Decrease with . _
© action age
Assertions Increase with o —
age
Questions Increase in —
- product questions
with age

2 Any age or session effects found to be statistically
significant are indicated with an asterisk (*).
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Interactive Intent and Interactive Success

Social intent was defined as the proportion of all discourse
sequences which were interactive and not monologue. (See Appendix 2
‘for procedures for identifying discourse sequences.) Interactive
intent was identified by discourse efforts to call the intended
ligiener by name or seek her attention with an attention-getter (e.g.
"Hey!) and/or actions such as looking at, approaching, touching,
handing an object to the intended listener. ‘Discourse initiations
lacking any such verbal or nonverbal behaviors were coded monologue
initiations. {See Appendix 2 for procedures for identifying discourse
initiations.) Although interactive sequences are co-produced by a
dyad, in this analysis the subject responsible for initiating an
interactive sequence was assigned that sequence: the measure was the
proportion of a subject's‘total discourse initiations judged
interactive in intent, where interactive initiations are coded "I",
non-interactive initiations are coded “I{m)" (monologue) and total
initiations are I + I(m) (See Appendix 2)., This measure is an index
of the likelihood that a shift in discourse topic or in discourse act
function will be made interactively rather than to the self,
Interactive success was measured as the pkoportion of interactive
initiations (I) which were followed by a complementary response (R)
from the partner.

The data in Tables 5 and 6 show that, across age groups and
sessions, these subjects were very active in seeking and securing
communicative interactions in the course of interactive role p]éy.
There were no age differences in interactive intent in any session.

There was some puzzling evidence that the 5-year-olds may have been



Table §
Median Proportion of Discourse Initiations

which were Interactive by Age and Session

Session
Age 1 2 3
3 .90 .80 79
5 .86 .78 .79

6 .78 73 .88

There are no effects of age in any session.

There is an effect of session (1[:? 7.0, p < .05).

Social intent declines in session 2 (seésion 1 vs.
session 2, Wilcoxen, p < .005, one-tailed test).

Social intent increases in session 3 (session 2 vs.

session 3, p = .025, one-tailed test).
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~ Table 6
Median Proportion of Interactive Initiations
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 is an effect of age in session 2 only
(X¥=7.4365, p < .05). In session 2,
5-year-olds were more successful than either
3-year-olds (Fisher, p = .05) or 6-year-olds
(Fisher, p = .025).
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more successful in their initiations than either 3-year-olds or
6-year-olds, suggesting that the meaning of this measure may change
with development. There was an effact of session. Subjects used talk
interactively less frequently in session 2 than in session 1 and more
'frequentiy in session 3 than in session 2. The increase in session 3
was striking only for 6-year-oids, however, indicating that it was
primarily 6-year-olds who interpreted session 3 as a context requiriﬁg
greater interactive work. (The age x session interaction cannot be
tested.) Thus most subjects were working hafder at communicating with
their partner when the role play was novel to both (session 1) and

when re-partnered with someone new (session 3).

Social Episodes

In this section, the activity units which constituted
the contexts for subjects' interactions (and which were reflexively
constructed by those interactions) are eescribed. More detailed
descriptions of the kinds of role play activity units constructed by
these preschoolers, as these are revealing of their representations of
social episode organizations, are reported in Chapter IX.

In the endpoint analysis, a social episode was defined as a dnit
of social activity coordinated by a particular set of participants in
a particular setting. At first glance, a 15 minute session would
appear to be a social episode: two girls {the participants) agree to
enter a laboratory playroom (the setting) in order to play store (the
goals of their joint activity). However, that unit was one 1mposed by
the investigator and not one spontaneously constructed by the

subjects. It was important to discover what constituted a unit of
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meaningful social activity for the participants. The focus of the
analyses reported below, then, was'on the units of activity (so;ia] or
solitary) constructed by subjects within a sessfon,t

Examination of videotapes revealed units of activity within each
session which resembled social episodes. Dyads typically played store
hore than once. A cycle of one réund of store play was considered a
Complete Social Episode if, at its beginning, a 'customer' selected
food and if, at its termination, these foods were bagged (or basketed)
and/or carried out of the store setting. An Incomp]ete Episode ended
prematurely, typically during the ‘customer's' selection of food
items. A Collection contained a chaotic array of behaviors, most of
'which were appropriate to a store context but lacked any recognizable
sequentfal organization. (The incidence of these three activity
types, as well as additional interactive organizations internal to
these activity types, is especially revealing of children's concepts
of motivated activity .and social interaction and are presented and
discussed in detail in Chapter IX.) Complete Episodes, Incompiete
Episodes, and Collections could be either Social or Parallel/Solitary.
A Social Ebisbde was accomplished (though not necessarily arranged) by
both participants. A Parallel/Solitary Episode was accomplished
(though not necesSarily arranged) by one participant, or by
participants more or less separately, with at best only unpredictable
interactive coordination. (Appendix 4 contains procedures for coding
activity units.)

Table 7 contains the distribution of activity unit types by age

1 Appendix 3 contains observations of subjects' efforts to organize
the session rather than each episode one-by-one.
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Table 7

Median Proportion of Activity fypes by Age and Session
(Dyad as Subject)

Social activity - Paraliel/solitary activity
Incom- Incom-
Ses- Complete plete Collec- l Complete plete Collec-

sion Age episodes episodes tions episodes episodes tions

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 o715 «25 .00 .00 .00 .00

(=)}

1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
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and session. Complete social episodes were most frequent, although
they were iess often produced by 3-year-olds than older subjects.
Complete social episodes were less frequent in session 2. Since
experience playing with the same partner was expected to facilitate
interactive success in session 2, this unexpected trend may indicate
that instead subjects became more playful and Tess concerned with
completion of role play episodes once they had successfully done so.
in session 1. 1In session 3, only 6-year-olds returned to the high
proportion of completed episodes which occurred in session 1. The
3-year-olds and 5-year-olds either showed little change from session 2
to 3 or decreased steadily from session 1 to 2 to 3 in the proportion
of activity units which were complete social episodes (3-year-olds:
.73, .50, .60; 5-year;oids: 1.00, .88, .75). Parallel or solitary
activity (at-this'level of analysis) never occurred in the S-year-old_
and 6-year-old data, but did occur in the 3-year-old data as
parallel/solitary collections. The 3-year-olds produced more
collections in session 2 than in session 1, consistent with the
decline in session 2 in complete episodes for all subjects discussed
above., The 3-yeér-o]ds produced no collections in session 3, evidence
that they were making greater effofts with new partners to produce
sequentially organized social episodes. ~

In sum, there was evidence of an increase with age in complete
social episodes, and a complementary decrease with age in
parallel/solitary abtivity and in collections. Complete social
episodes were more frequent in session i than in session 2, indicating
that subjects were interpreting a novel task to be done with a

similarly inexperienced partner (i.e. session 1) as a context which
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demands joint effort in completing the task; once having done so,
subjects appeared to be less concerned with task tompletion. It was
primarily 6-year-olds who returned to joint efforts at task completion
in session 3. However, 3-year-olds were not producing
paraliel/solitary collections in session 3, so they too evidenced a
concern with social éccomplishment of the task with a new partner,

even if they were less successful in doing so.

Activity Unit Phases

While overall episode structures could be similar, they could
be produced by variable means. Accordingly, more detailed analyses of

the process of episode construction were done. _

Within acﬁivity units, activity phases were identified:
Arrangements,; Accomplishments, and Finishes. (See Appendix 5 for
procedures for coding activity unit phases.) An Arrangement Phase is
any series of discourse sequences (whether social or monologue in
intent) and activities occurring prior to the initiation of the task
and concerned with planning and preparing for critical components of
the task. An Accomplishment Phase contains the activity which
constituted doing the task. A Finish Phase follows completion of the
task and contains comments on the finished task and/or efforts to
return the setting to its initial state (cleaning up). (However, if
subjects cleaned up in order to play again, or commented on prior p]ﬁy
in order to plan their next play, these actions and interactions were
considered Arrangements. See Appendix 5 for procedures for coding
arrangemehts.)

Not all activity units contained an arrangement phase, and not
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preliminary analysis of subjects' interactive efforts in arréngements,
arranyement phases were coded as one of the fo]lowiﬁg four categories:
Joint (both participants contributed substantively to arrangement
work); Directed (one partner directed the other, who complied);
Problematic (participants either did not interact or argued without
resolution or both); None (there was no arrangement). Note that joint
arrangements are not necessarily co]laborativé arrangements. More
detailed analyses of the structure of arrangement negotiations are
reported later.

Table 8 contains the distribution of arrangement phase types by
age and session. Absence of arrangements appeared to decrease with
age. 6-year-olds never initiated play without an arrangement.

Absence of arrangements was even more frequent in session 2 than in
session 1 for 3- and 5-year-olds, evidence perhaps that these subjects
no longer perceived a need to arrange a play theme played many tiwes
before with the same partner. 1In session 3, absence of arrangements
was less frequent than in either sessions 1 or 2; in fact, in session
3, the 5-year-oids, like the 6-year-olds in all sessions, arranged
every episode socially. Problematic arrangements appeared to decrease
with age, except in session 3. Since children might be unable to
reach agreement for reasons other than communicative skill, it is not
surprising that the trend for this category is uneven. For’'all
subjects, interactively successful arrangements (joint and directed)
were more common than interactively problematic arrangements and no
arrangements. There is a trend of an increase in joint arrangements

with age. In session 3, 6-year-olds increased in frequency of joint



Table 8
Median Proportion of Arrangement Phase Types

by Age and by Session (Dyad as Subject)

Arranyement phase type

Session Age goint Oirected Problematic None

1 3 .04 .40 .11 .22
5 .50 .33 .00 .17
6 .33 .67 .00 .00
2 3 .33 .07 .33 .27
5 .38 .25 .00 .38
6 .33 67 .00 .00
3 3 .13 .40 .20 .17
5 .25 .75 .00 .00

6 .50 25 .25 .00
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arrangements over both sessions 1 and 2, while 3-year-oids and 5-year-
olds decreased.

In summary, subjects usually arranged their play socially, but
older subjects did so more often than younger subjects. The younger
'subjects were more likely to arrange socially when play and partner
were new (session 1) and when the partner was changed (session 3) than
when play and partner had becoﬁe familiar (session 2). Jointness of
arrangements appeared to increase with age, although it was primarily
the oldest subjects who increased their joint efforts when the partner
was changed (session 3).

In sessions 1 and 2 combined, every dyad except 1 3-year-old dyad
produced at least one reasoﬁébly well-formed (at this level of J
analysis) jointly arranged, complete social episode. (The remaining
~ dyad produced 1 Qel]-formed; complete social episode following
arrangement qirécted by one partner.) Virtually all subjects, then,
appeared capable of socially arranging and accomplishing this task.

It was expected that finish phases would be infrequent, in that
the work of completing one episode would be 1nﬁegrated with the work
of rearranging the task for the next cycle. Indeed, there were only

two episode finish phases:

(A) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episade 2 finish

G See? That's now you play G is returning
the storekeeper! money to register.
(There is an interlude before
they decide to play again.)

(B) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, £pisode 1 finish
G Very good! ( ) & returns money to register.

play money.
(There is an interlude before
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they decide to play again.)

Finish phases can be contexts in which the task is discussed and
agreement is reached on its completion. Given most subjects'
.eagerness to get on with the next round of store play, there is no
evidence that the absence of reflective finish phases after moét

rounds can be taken as evidence of subjects' inability to reflect.

Arrangements: More Detailed Examinations

The data in Table 8 indicate that most episodes were arranged,
and most arrangements were interactively coordinated and successful.
In this section, more detailed analyses of subjects' arrangement

efforts are reported.

Foregrounding and Backgrounding in Arrangements

If participants are béing socially planful in their episode
episode arrangements, then they will adjust their communications as
they come to share beliefs and plans concerning their common tasks
regardiess of the level, of complexity: communications about
préviously made and kept agreements will decrease (backgrounding), and
new communications will be concerned with modifications on earlier
agreements or new ideas (foregfound1ng).

Foregrounding. Analyses were constructed to reveal evidence of

foregrounding and backgrounding in arrangement phases. In each
arrangement phase, ‘things-that-got-done' were identified (see
Arrangement Content Categories, Appendix 6)2 and then coded as one of

2 A content analysis of arrangements is found in Chapter VIII, Table
22,
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saveral foregrounding and backgrounding categories. (See Appendix 7
for procedures for coding foregrounding.) The coding process entailed
a comparison of the contents of any given arrangement to all prior
activity: Had partners negotiated such an arrangement before? If
-not, had they ever produced play consistent with such an arrangement
before? Sessions 1 and 2 were combined under the assumption that
partners will continue to make adjustments to their 1isteners across
two successive days of repeated play with the same partner.

Foregrounding categories ‘include negotiation of New Plans and
hegotiation of New Arrangements. New Plans are negotiations of play
(role, setting, or object identities, or plans for action or talk)
which have never beeﬁ either discussed or done before. New
Arrangements‘are negotiations 6f components of play which have
appeared in prior play but havé not so far been explicitly arranged.
For example, a customer may have pretended fhat she brought her basket
from home (i.e. that the basket was hers and not the store's) but had
never, unti) now, explicitly established ownership (e.g. "This'il be
my basket") in an arrangement phase. Thus New Arrangements are
planfully 'brought forward' from a prior‘accomplishment phase to a
subsequent rearfangement).

The data in Table 9 indicate that all dyads introduced new plans
into their arrangements and to re-arrange more pianfully by
rearranging ahead of time what had, up to then, only occurred in the
accomplishment phasé. There is a trend indicating that the

. arrangements of 6-year-olds were more likely to contain New Plans and
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Table §

Median Proportion of Arrangement Contents which were

New Plans, New Arrangements, and Total, by Age (Dyad as Subject)

Foregrounding

Age New Plans New Arrangements Total
3 22 .53 | 77
5 25 .50 75

6 .48 32 .80
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less likely to contain New Arrangements. Thus 6-year-olds appeared to
be more flexible in their plans for play than younger subjects.

In a secondary analysis, arrangement contents introduced in a
responsive effort to resolve a conflict were recoded as "provoked"
arrangement contents, and these were distinguished from "initiated"
(spontaneous) arrangement contents. It was assumed that initiated
arrangements are better evidence of subjects' planful arrangement
intentions,

The data in Table 10 réveal that an arrangement for a 3-year-old,
when compared with an arrangement of an older subject, was less likely
to be an Initiated New Plan and more likely to be a Provoked New
Arrangement. Thus older subjects are more likely than younger
subjects to initiate neﬁ ideas for play in an arrangement and less
likely to foreground new arrangements in contexts of conflict. There
was a trend indicating that an arrangement for a 5-year-old when
compared to either 3- or 6-year-olds was less Tikely to be a Provoked
New Plan and more likely to be an I[nitiated few Arrangement. This
pattern is difficult to interpret. The data may indicate primarily
that the 5-year-olds were seldom in conflict in arrangements (see
Total Provoked Arrangements:  3-year-olds, .33; H-year-olds, .05;
6-year-olds, .16).

Further discussion of the foregrounding data follows presentation
of backgrounding data.

Backgrounding. Backgrounding was examined as a decrease in

session 2 as compared to session 1 in the number of different content
categories appearing in the arrangements of each dyad. A decrease in

range of contents arranged was used to indicate that partners were
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Table 10

Median Proportion of New Plans and New Arrangements

which were either Initiated or Provoked by Age-(Dyad as Subject)

New Plans New Arrangemenfs Total

Age Initiated Provoked Initiated Provoked Initiated Provoked

3 .12 .11 .31 .22 <43 .33
5 «25 .00 .45 .05 70 .05
6 .38 .10 «26 .06 .64 .16

There were effacts for age for Initiated New Plans
(H = 5.3372, p = .029; 3-year-olds < 5-year-olds &
6-year-olds, p = .05), for Provoked New Arrangements
(H = 4.5569, p € .067; 3-year-olds < 5-year-olds &
6-year-olds, p = .05), and for Initiated Total
(H = 4.6085, p €< .067; 3-year-olds ¢ 5-year-olds &
6-year-olds, p = .05).
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doing less work in their arrangements once partner and play became
more familiar in session 2. |

The results in Table 11 reveal that subjects were appropriately
doing less arrangement work in session 2 when play_and partner had
‘become more familiar. This effect appeared to be greater for the
6-year-olds. Although the change from session 2 to session 3 cannot
be tested, the data do not indicate that participants were increasing
the diversity of their arrangement efforts in session 3.

Summary: Foregrounding and backgrounding. Across sessions 1 and

2, virtually all subjects were observed to plan ahead of time, in an
arrangement, what had up until then been done without arrangement
planning. Virtually al]ysubjects appropriately reduced their
communicative efforts in session 2 arrangements, when play and partner
had become more familiar. This effect was greater for 6-year-olds
than younyer subjects. However, éubjects were not increasing their
arrangement efforts with a néw partner in session 3. Oider subjects
were more likely to initiate new plans in their episode arrangements.
Older subjects appeared to be more flexible in their approach to
repeated accomplishment of ostensibly the 'sqme' task (at least where

the task is role play).

Questions in Arrangements

If participants are collaborating, they will arrange tﬁeir joint
activity by comparing plans and constructing an agreeabie compromise.
If any participant actively solicits ner partner's input (regarding
any component of the plan), the existence of her question is evidence

of her intent to ascertain her partner's intentions. Examined was the
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Table 11}
" Median Number of Arrangement Categories

by Age and by Session (Oyad as Subject)

Session
Age 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.effect,for session: all dyads
arranged fewer task components in session 2
than in session 1 (Wilcoxen, p < .01, one-
tailed test), (The change for sessions 2 to

3 cannot be tested, since dyad composition

changed. )
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incidence of Product ("What ..."), Choice, and Tag questions (Choice
questions which follow a request or assertion and function to solicit
compliance or agreement -- e.gy. "..., okay?"). (See Appendix 2 for
discourse act types.) These three categories represent successively
']esser opportunities for the respondent to contribute to negotiations.

There were too few questions used in arrangements to warrant
quantitative analysig. Of the 14 subjects, only 8 ever asked any
question in an arrahgement. More subjects asked questions in session
1 arrangements (8 subjects total) than in either session 2 (4
subjects) or 3 (3 subjects) arrangements., The absence of questions in
session 3 indicates that most subjects were not interpreting session 3
as a context in which soliciting the unfamiliar partner's input is an
effective means of constructing a shared plan. The overall
infrequency of question use indicates that subjects were making

infrequent or no effort to collaborate.

The Structure and Complexity of Successful Arrangement Neqotiations

According to the social episode analysis (see Figure 1),
arrangements contain negotiations of a joint plan for the subsequent
activity, Examination of arrangements in terms of this analysis
requires consideration of (a) the interactive structure of partners'
negotiations and (b) the comprehensiveness of the social plan being
negotiated. A tentative coding scheme for arrangement negotiations
was constructed in an effort to examine developmental differences in
negotiation structures and in social plan complexity. Examples
illustrating each category of arrangement negotiations negotiations

cah be found in Appendix 8.
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The only 'finding' that resuited from efforts at category
construction was that there was no arrangement which truly resembled
the endpoint analysis of collaboration. Participants never compared
one another's plans for the activity and negotiated a joint
compromi se. There were only two arrangement phases in any session
' which approximated comprehensive social plan negotiations. These
arrangements were produced by 6-year-old dyad KM in session 3.

Example (C) is one of these., As discussed below, KM's interactions do
not, upon close analysis, constitute a valid exemplar of collaborative

arrangement.,

(C) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

M is returning foods

. used in Episode 1 to
. : food board. K watches
(1) M I'11 do the store lady five times., and talks with her,
(2) K Is that what you and Nancy do? Nancy was M's prior
partner.
(3) ¥ Yup. (M appears to be
(4) K Who's the store lady five times? lying: M and N always
(5) M Me, took turns, although
M requested four turns
in session 2.
{6; K And how much is Nancy?
7) M Nancy is the, person who buys.
(8) K All the time?
{9) M whmmm, (
(10) K wWell at least give me one more
turn okay?
fll M  hunh?
12) K Give me one more turn. Let's not,
only one more storelady and I'm
the mommy, next time. You Kknow
what me and Lisa do? Lisa was K's former
(13) M wWhat? partner.
(14) X We pretend that I buy the grocer-
jes, and then I bring them home.
(15) M That's what I do I made (it). M is incorrect: M and

Me and Nancy make a house, and N never played house
(then), she's the storelady and (although M wanted to).
the next day I come to her house

the house, to the store, and [ say,

"I would like something ( ) M looks at K.
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thank you," .and she I pu', she
put all the food behind there, M points to store prop
and then closed the bag, and and back to K.
that's what we do=
(16) K =0kay, let we'll do that okay?
(You know) what me and Lisa do?
[We
él? M [Wha'?
18) K 1 we go home, and I set the table K runs off camera,
and you're my Mommy (actually) probably to indicate
‘ Edon't you wanna do that? the table K and L had

(19) M No I wanna be the little baby. used,
(20) K No you're ahhhl!ll Babies can't K, in mock
work in the sto-ore! horror, sing-song.
(21) M Okay but after this --
(22) X You're the mommy.

Each partner describes her past play.aﬁd thﬁs, presumably, her social
plan (her representation of an embedded episode of role play).
However, it is not clear that M does so in order to construct a new,
joint plan.( Note, as evidence, that M does not close the negotiation
after (16) ("we'll do that okay?") with a complementary, "Okay.,"
Furthermore,vM cannot accurately agree with K that she, like K, brings
groceries home ("That's what I do," line 15). M's characterization of
her previous play with N is inaccurate: M never did play house with N
in sessions 1 and 2 (even if twice M did assert to N an intent to "go
to Grammy's house" with her food once purchased, but then never did
s0). M's description of her play is essentially a description only of
store play despite her references to "house"., Thus (C) does not
represent the coilaborative construction of a joint plan from two
differentiated plans. Since no other arrangement contained any
interaction which approached the complexity of (C) (see Appendix 8),
there is considerable evidence that the role play of these subjects

was not collaboratively arranged.
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Negotiating Accomplishment

As described previously, collaboration during the accomplishment
of the task entails interactions serving several interactive goals.

" Additional planning may be necessary if the original plan is
discovered to be ineffective. Social planning and plan revision
during the accomplishment phase should be amenable to the analyses of
negotiation structure. and plan complexity just outlined for
arrangement phases, supplemented with a description of the contexts in
which planning occurs. There is ongoing work necessary to the
coordination of task accomplishment. Participants need to keép one
another informed of their progress to assure that their efforts are
consistent with their previous agreements. A participant may state
her intent to do a particular (sub)task, describe her ongoing efforts,
report on her progress. She may query her partner's intentions,
current efforts, or progress. She may aiso tell or remind her partner
what to do by issuing a directive.

Efforts to establish reliab]e_methods for the analysis of
accomplishment interactions were not successful. The interactive role
play of grocery store episodes prdved to be a very complex task for
the study of task accomplishment. (1) In store play, as in any role
play, talk can constitute the accomplishment of the task as well as
enable the accomplishment of the task, and distinguishing between
these functions in the exam1na£ion of any particular discourse
sequence was probiematic. (2) The relationship between character
roles, usually a complementary relation, may penetrate the ostensibly
collaborative relation between players. In these data, for example,

the child playing the clerk might object to her partner's suggestions
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for shelf arrangement, or pricing and bagging procedures, arguing that
she could do it her way because it was her turn at storekeeper. (3)
Store episodes can be portrayed in more than one way (e.g.
supermarket, delicatessan, country store), and, perhaps because the
task was play, participants did not seem to feel obliged to be
consistent in their enactments or particularly planful about any
changes in the task. Accomplishment interactions such as "plan
revision" and "reminding one's partner of prior agreements” were
difficult to find. It could be ihat interactive role play, as play,
is a very poor context for the examination of planful social
accomplishment. Or it could be that the irrational character of young
children's interactive play emerges as a consequence of their
inability to be socially planful. Without comparisons of children's
interactions across task contexts, no determination of children's
capacities for social planfulness or of their interpretation of play

as an acceptably nonrational context can be determined.

The ‘Structure, Complexity, and Use
of Successful Accomplishment Negotiations

The same tentative developmental categories applied to social
planning in arrangements were applied to planning negotiations in
accomplishments. (As outlined in Table 1, Chapter IV, "planning” is
used to refer to the social organization of episode components --
role, setting, and object identities -- and of future actions and
interactions, not to the local coordination of ongoing task
accomplishment). Many requests for action (e.g. "put it up on the

counter") and assertions of intent (e.g. "I'm going home and take a



walk"), when used to direct or announce the next step of the task,
indeed planfully anticipate that step; however, the distinction
between such local efforts at task coordination and planning of more
distant, if not abstract, steps and components of the task is being
-made here.) Most planning negotiations served to arrange some
component of the play that had not yet been arranged. Plan revision
virtually never occurred: arrangements almost never contained
detailed negotiations of play themes or procedures (see Content
analyses of arrangements, Table 22, Chapter IX), and therefore
arrangement agreements were never explicit enough that a "revision"
was a possible event. Many agreements made in play negotiations were
never used in subsequent play. Whether frequent disfegard of
agreements is uniquely characteristic of the play mode or is evidence
of preschoolers' inability to integrate plans and activities cannot be
determined}from this data base alone,

The efforts to construct and apply the developmental categories
of planning negotiation structures to arrangement negotiations
produced no perfectly realized cases of collaborative negotiation. In
contrast, there weré several clear cases of collaborative negotiation
of an episode subtask. It is interesting, however, that partners
collaborated only when a conflict interfered with their play. Thus
there was no evidence in any cases of coordinated-elaborative
accomplishments that subjects had, as a goal, the goal of strategic,
collaborative soctal planning, The ability to construct a plan
together at a level of complexity less than a social plan per se was
evident bui not the recognition that such social planning can be

effectively done prior to initiations of the (sub)task. (See Appendix
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9 for examples of differences in the structure and complexity of

accomplishment negotiations.)

In (D), a clear case of coordinated-elaborative negotiations, X

and L negotiate a complex plan for a phone call. Following (D}, K

calls L precisely as K and L have agreed.

(D) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos:

(1) L Okay. Now it's my turn.

(2) K
(3) L

(4) K
(5) L

—~ -~ RO~

—x

~

No [ have to deliver
this to you.

Oh yeah, (okay). Pre-
tend this was my house.
“Oh yes (I do). Brring!"
Now you're gonna call and

say "oh I'm going to
bring the stuff to you",
okay?

“Brrinngg!"

“I'm gonna [bring the
stuff--
[NO! You
can't do that, you
gotta, here's what you
gotta do. You gotta go,
"d'ring, rring" I (noo),
I do "rring ring" okay,
and you say "hello? ['m
gonna bring the stuff to
you" okay?
I do the ring-ring, un
I do those [rings!
[It's my
phone.
[t's not, no it's not.

"Ding drring ding!"

No I could do it like
this. "Brrereere"

(Like that so I could,

[g )1 could do it.)
[“ndring dring"

Okay then [ do it when
I'm the storekeeper.

Okay.

Session 1, Episode 1

L reaches across counter to

return money she just received
as change.

L walks off camera.

K bends for bag under counter.
L seems to be practicing the
call she now requests.

L turns to-board phone.

L hesitates to touch phone,
looks at K. K picks up store
phone. L picks up board phone.

L comes to counter and store
phone.

L picks up store phone and
dials, looks at K.

L hangs up store phone.

L walks back to board phone,

L has one hand on board phone,
the other on hip. K waggles
phone receiver at L.

L shakes head.

K waves hand over phone, in
dialing gesture.

K 'calls' L, into phone.

L holds board phone receiver.

L puts receiver to ear.
K ignores L and repeats call.

L drops phone to side, juts chin
at K.
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(Phone call commencesS....)

Local Coordination of Task Accomplishment

Analyses of subjects' interactive work in coordinating the
.accomplishment of their task‘becgme problematic when character
dialogue 'within' the fantasy could not be reliably distinguished from
the 'real’ children's efforts to negotiate and coordiﬁate their role
play from 'outside' the fantasy. While the results of certain
discourse analyses in the accomplishment phése are reported below,
they are interpreted with caution. The results are ambiguous as
evidence of discourse procedures children were using to coordinate
their role play. ‘

Interactive (i.e. not monologue) discourse sequences were coded
for the primary intention revealed in the initiation (i) move. {See
Appendix 2 for coding procedures). These codings of discourse
sequence types reveal speaker's intentions for initiating dialogue
with their partne}s. If the initiation move contains only one
discourse act, then coding the move is straightforward: the
initiation move is assigned the same intention as the discourse act
(e.9. request for action, product question, assertion of intent).
However, if the initiation move contains more than one discourse act,
then the coder must judge which act constitutes the speaker's primary
intent. To summarize the coding procedures (see Appendix 2),
organizational devices (e.g. speaker selections such as "Mary?" or
politeness markers such as "Please") are ignored in coding initiation
move intent if there is any other substantive discourse act (a request

or an assertion), If there is present any direct request for action,
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the initiation move is coded as request for action. If there is
present any indirect request for action but no direct request for
action, the initiation move is coded indirect request for action. If
there are no direct or indirect requests for action but there is a
question, the initiation move is coded as a question (process,
product, choice) move., If there are no requests of any kind but there
15 an assertion, the initiation move is coded as an assertive move.

The data in Table 12 indicate that requests for action, direct
and indirect, were generally the most common sequence type. There was
a trend indicating a decline in the frequency of requests for action
with age. The trend is more apparent when direct and indirect
Eéquests for actions are combined (session 1: .54 (3-year-olds}, .59
(5-year-olds), .42 (6-year-olds); session 2: .52, .62, .38; session
3: .66, .69, .42). These data may indicate that older subjects were
somewnat less apt.to impose ercentrica]l]y their'interpretation of
the task on their partners. However, they may merely indicate that
oider subjects had greateb knowledge of the task and were able to
proceed appropriately through it with less need of directive support.
Question sequences were less frequent than other requestive sequences
and assertive sequences. The data in Table 13 indicate an increase
with age in product questions, possible evidence that older subjects
were more active than younger subjects in seeking their partner's
input. The apparent increase in organizational sequences with age is
in part an artifact of developmental changes in role portrayals. As
presented in Chapter VIII (Tables 15 and 18) and Chapter IX (Table
28), older subjects were more likely to portray such events as

character greetings, thanks, and farewells, events constituted by
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Table 12
Median Proportion of Interactive Sequence Types in Accomplishments

by Age and Session

Interactive sequence types

Permis- Organi-
Sas- Indirect Asser- Ques- sion  Expres- zation

sion Age Requests requests tions tions requests sives devices

1 3 .24 .24 .26 .11 .04 .00 .08
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 A1 .00 .00 .03

6 .19 .26 o284 .13 .02 .01 .17




Table 13

Median Proportion of Interactive Question Sequence Types

in Accomplishments by Age and Session

‘Question sequence type

Session Age Process Product Choice

1 3 .00

6 .01

2 3 .00
5 .00
6 .00

3 3 .02
5 .00
6 .00

.00

.06
.07
.02
.00

.14

04
.08
.06

.08
.03
.07
.08

.02
.11

.06
.05
.06

100
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organizational sequences.
Examples of clear cases of discourse sequences which functioned
to coordinate task accomplishment from 'outside' the fantasy can be

found in Appendix 11.

summary and Conclusions

In this chapter, methods for analyzing developmental d1f%erences
in collaboration and résults derived from these methods were reported,
The analyses provided evidence that the activities of these
preschoolers were socially organized in some ways similar to those of
adults {based on the intuitive, a priori analysis of adults' social
episodes presented in Chapter IV -~ see Figure 1 and Table 1), But
while the overall organization of episodes generally resembied adult
episodes, the structure and complexity of their negotiations did not.
. These preschoolers were not collaborating in the co-construction of
any plans as complex as a social plan. Only one 6-year-old dyad's
arrangement conta1néd an effort at comprehensive arrangement planning.
Some of the 6-year-olds' accomplishments contained collaborative
negotiation of subtasks; these arose, however, in the immediate
context of coordinating subtask accomplishment, not in any methodical
preplanning of that subtask. The bulk of interactions consisted of
brief sequences intended to facilitate ongoing local accomplishments:
subjects directed one another, informed one ﬁnother of intentions to
do the next action, reported on ongoing or just completed actions.

There was evidence that younger subjecf pairs Qere less abie than
older subjects to produce together a cumplete social episodé. Younger

subjects appeared to be less likely to produce social activity, less
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likely to complete an episode, less likely to arrange their play
together. Nevertheless, each 3-year-old pair (except for one pair in
session 3) produced at least one complete social episode. Thus there
_is development.across this age range, but, based at least on these
initial measures, even the youngest subjects appear to share with
adults certain representational and communicative competences
necessary to the construction of social episodes. Further analyses of
the construction of these episodes reported in Chapters IX and X will
serve to c]aéiﬁy the course of development of social episode knowledge
across the preschool age range.

Subjects generally recognized the need to work hard in
communicating with a partner when partner and play were unfamiliar
(session 1) and the appropriateness of reducing their efforts when
play and partner had become familiar (session 2). In session 2,
subjects were less likely to initiate discourse to their partner and
planned fe@er components of the task in the arrangement phase; these
effects were most striking for 6-year-olds, however. The analyses of
foregrounding across sessions 1 and 2 arrangements indicate further
that subjects tended to stop arranging task components that had
already been arranged, and to arrange instead components that had been
done but nevér arranged and new plans that had never been arranged or
done. Older subjects were more likely to initiate new plians, evidence
that they were more flexible in their approach to arranging successive
episodes.

Subjects generally recoynized the need to work hard in
communicating with a partner when paired with a different partner

(session 3). In session 3, subjects were more likely than in session



103

2 to initiate discourse sequences to their partner, but they were no
more likely to plan more components of the task than in session 2.
This pattern of results suggests that subjects recognized that greater
‘communicative effort was needed in session 3, but they did not know
what kind of effort. It is possible that each subject egocentrically
assumed that if her new partner had been playing store for two days
just as she had, then both must have the same intentions for play.

For children of the preschool age range, it may take the overwﬁe]ming
novelty of task and partner {session 1) to make the need for
collaborative effort apparent.‘

Of the methods described in this chapter, the most successful
were those which produced descriptions of the activity organization --
its social or solitary nature, its completeness, the organization of
arrangements. Much work remains to be done in developing analyses of
collaboration during accomplishment of a task. As discussed within
the chapter, development of methods for analysis of collaboration, for
the analysis of the compiex relations between discourse and activity
organization, is better left for now to observations of children
working on tasks in which talk does not constitute the doing of the

task (at least the nominal task) as it does in role play.



CHAPTER VII!
FRAMING INTERACTIVE PRETENSE

In this chapter, methods to analyze children's communicative
efforts to frame their pretense are described, and findings derived
from these methods are reported. The categories for describing

framing devices (and age differences in framing devices) were derived

conjointly from the endpoint analysis (Chapter IV) and examinations of
the data. '

Categories of communicative procedures for framing pretense from
‘outside' a state of pretense were distinguished from procedures. for
framing and maintaining pretense from 'within.' Certain discourse acts
function to frame the fantasy from outside the fantasy. Plans for
pretense (e.g. "Let's_pretend ...") are initiated outside the fantasy
boundaries, though their successful uptake may effect the entry into
pretense. Episode and session finishes, and next-episode re-
arrangements, close the fantasy from outside the boundaries of
pretense, since it is the 'peal' children who agree to stop role
playing, to clean up, to play again. Other events function to frame
the fantasy from within. Exaggerated entries and exits by the
characters are dramatic in-role devices for framing the empedded
portrayed interactions. Once the state of pretense is interactively
constructed, it can be maintained in ongoing, coherent portrayals of
persons in social episodes. In addition, the use of 1ex1cai

presupposition in fantasy dialogue (lexical reference to a setting,

- 104 -
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person, or object as if it were something it is not) contributes to a
maintenance of fantasg identities. If a portrayal must be abandoned
to resolve real problems, the 'fact' of the resumed reality must be
established (the 'frame' must be 'broken') and the state of pretense
-.then eventually reestablished to complete the portrayal.

Reported in this chapter are analyses of framing devices -- out
-of-role plans for pretense and dramatised in-role entries and exits.
Analyses of episode and session finishes and of episode rearrangements
were reported in Chapter VII; these data are reviewed again here.
Analyses of the contents of portrayals are presented in Chapter IX,
Portraying persons in social episodes. There were probliems in
establishing methods for the apalysis of lexical presupposition and
. procedures for breaking and reconstructing the fantasy frame during
social episode portrayal. These problems are discussed, and examples
of relevant data are presented. For the reéder's reference, Table 14

contains an outline of analyses and results presented in this chapter.

Initiating Pretense: Arrangements and Entries

Framing Pretense ig the Arrangement Phase

Certain linguistic devices for planning the state of pretense or
reality were examined in arrangement phases. The categories were
defined on the basis of propositional content, (Sée Appendix 11 for
coding procedures.) (1) Explicit planning for pretense requires the
use of discourse acts that leXically mark pretense ( e.g. "Let's
pretend...," "Make believe ,..," "Let's play that ...") or reality
("It will real(ly) pe ..."). (2) Implicit planning for pretense

occurs when discourse acts function to communicate the intention that
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Table 14

Framing Interactive Pretense: Summany of Analyses and Results

Trends in data

Pretense in role play Age Session Age x session

Initiating pretense

Arrangement phase

Explicit planning A1l subjects used at least one of

Implicit planning ~ these four devices at least ohce.

Expticit assertions/
gueries

'LQ__QL_mH it assertions/
gueries

gntries in
accompiishment
phase

Action entries  Only
b-year-o0lds

Interaction Increase with For older subjects,
entries age session 2> 1l or 3

Total entries “Increase with For older subjects,
age : session 2 > 1 or 3

Maintaining pretensé

Lexical presupposition (discussion of examples only)

Linguistic devices

Explicit planning 13 of 14 subjects used at least one
Implicit planning of these four devices at least once.
Explicit assertions/

queries

Implicit assertions/
queries
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Table 14, continued
Framing Interactive Pretense: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data

Pretense in roie play Age session Age X session

Character exits

Action exits Increase with Session 2

age lor3d
Interaction exits Increase with Session 2 >

age lor3 :
Total exits Increase with  Session 2 >

age 1or3
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the self or the other transform one state into another but the
intended transformation is not lexicalized {(e.g. "You be the
storekeeper"; "This'l] be my house"). Explicit planning and implicit
‘planning of pretense are alike in that both are uttered by the ‘real’
participants from outside the fantasy, and their successful uptake
constitutes an agreement on the fantasy to be subsequently enacted.
They are different in that the 'fact' of the state being constructed
(yhether pretense or reality) is explicitly formulated only in the
coursé of explicit planning. (3) A third category, explicit
assertions of/queries regarding pretense, are aséertions that
formulate the existence of an explicit state of pretense or of reality
(e.g. "We're pretending‘th1s is a paint jar", "This isn't really a
paint jar") and questions that query the existence of an explicit
state of pretense or of reality (e.g. "Is this really a paint jar?").
As discussed later, the fantasy functions of discourse acts in this
third category are varied. (4) A fourth category, implicit assertions
(or questidns) of pretense are assertions that presuppose the
existence of a fantasy state (e.g. "This is my house" referring to a
corner of the laboratory room" or "I'm the storekeeper") or questions
that query the existence of a fantasy state (e;g. “Is this a Tittle
gerbii?" referring to a white plastic eyg.) While implicit pretense
assertions/questions can be found in arrangement phases (which are
located by definition outside and prior to the fantasy), they are also
considered to be uttered from within the fantasy 16 that they
presuppose a fantasy state. As discussed later, the fantasy functions
of discourse acts in this fourth category are varied.

Discourse acts in ali four categories were used so infregquently
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in arrangements that quantitative examination was not appropriate.

Across sessions, all subjects used at least one of the four categories

of devices at least once in an arrangement phase, There were more

subjects who used implicit pretense planning than there were subjects

who used the other framing devices: explicit planning (4 of 14

subjects); implicit planning (9 of 14 subjects); explicit

statives/queries (0 of 14 subjects); implicit statives/queries (7 of

14 subjects).

It is striking that subjects were virtually never arranging

interactive pretense play with explicit pretense planning.

. 1
of the rare occasions.

(A) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

K is behind counter.
There is a brief

(A) is one

disagreement about L's right to
use the board phone, and then K
initiates arrangement of store

play.

(1) K ...That's home! . Loudly, pointing across
L Tooks

board to lab sink.
confused.

This; (oh I have), oh K points to basket on board.
this is wmy paper bag, K touches and looks in bag.

* and pretend that was K leans over and touches
your basket you brought basket on board.
‘ there=here. To= L hangs up and takes
(2) L =Okay. _ up basket.

(Store play begins.)

The most commonly used device in arrangements, though still

infrequent, was implicit planning of pretense. Most of these

functioned as claims to or allocations to roles. (See content

--------------------

1 In each of the examples cited in this chapter, an asterisk (*)
indicates the utterance which exemplifies the category of analysis

being discussed, . )
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analyses of arrangements, Table 22, Chapter IX.) Only 1 S5-year-old
and 1 6-year-old, among all subjects, did not ever claim or allocate a
role in this way. Examples (B) through (G) illustrate the use of
implicit pretense planning for each age group.
(B) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 2
(parallel/solitary)
A is behind counter holding

the bag of food she bagged
for B8 in Episode 1.

1) 8 You Eknow'wnat? A looks at B, rolls up bag,
2) A ) puts on counter.
3) 8 Now you pour this on here B taps food board, then
* and I will be the store comes around behind counter.
man. Okay? And you buy. A takes bag, grabs B's basket,
(4) A ( ) walks out of store.

(C) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

E is behind counter.
*(1) £E I, I will be the payer.
Faye, I will be the payer.
(2} F Payer, can I have one of F initiates role play.
these? ....

(D) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

G beckons to H, takes
basket, goes to food
board, H follows G.
* G You pbe the storekeeper. - G gestures to store prop.
1'11 buy (food/things). H goes behind counter.

(E) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(There were several
fragments in Episode 1,
which may explain J's need
for a question here,)

*(1) J wWhen can I be a (seller)? J walks behind counter, then

(2) T All right, away again. I drops bag,
you can be the store man. walks out.
(3) J Yup. J yoes behind counter.

{4) T ANl rignt. I picks up bag.
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(F) K, 61 mos; L, 62 mos: Session 2, Episode 1
K is behind counter.
* K Okay who's gonna be the
cash register lady?
L Mel K walks out and goes to
food board as L runs in.
(6) K, 73 mos; M, 74 mos: Session.3, Episode 1
* K Can [ be the supermarket K follows M toward board.
lady first? Can I be the
supermarket lady first?
L Uh huh. And 1'11 be the, L quickly takes basket and
* I['11 be the buyer! begins to put items in,

Implicit planning of pretense appears to function in arrangements
at all ages in the negotiation of necessary play procedures, In
arrangements, it is procedural discourse; it is not typically used to
invoke pretense as a strategic maneuver.

Expiicit assertions never occurred in arrangements. (For further
comments, see examples and discussion of explicit assertions in the
accomplishment phase.)

Impiicit assertions were never used by many subjects. When they

were used, their functions wére varied as iliustrated below.

(H) is a successful claim to a role.

(H) L, 74 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 3, Episode 2
N's initiation of this

~ *(1) N .0kay, I == I'm the arrangement also ends Episode 1.
' perfson.
(2) L {Okay.

(3) N I'm the person.

In (A) (1), cited earlier, K establishes a setting identity.
(1) is a repair of what E believes to be a misattribution of

identity on F's part.
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(1) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 7

- F has just called out to
*(1) E Hey! I'm not momny, I'm "1lama," her fantasy friend.

the payer! E turns indignantly to F.
(2) F No! Llama's there,

1lama's over there. {F is off camera.)
. : (E supplies F with her basket,
and episode begins.)
(J), {K), and (L) illustrate the strategic usefulness of
asserting an identity from within the fantasy (within, in that the
fantasy identity is presupposed). (J) is a strategic ploy to keep the

‘real' bag for herself, by renaming the basket a "bag".

(J) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 3

E has just assumed the clerk
role, B the customer role,
E is insisting that she
keep the foods that she
obtained as customer in

Episode 2.
(1) E And pretend {'11 leave E goes out to board,
this here, and then, puts basket on board,

* here's a bag for you, holds up basket to B, glances
okay? And put the food at B's foods on counter, bobs
in here, and (you) basket up and down earnestly.
carry them home,

[okay? ... (Conflict over use of basket
ensues. )

In (K), E maintains her claim to her role.

(K) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 5

E has just put B's items in
basket (she refused to put
them in the bag which she
regards as hers).

(1) B MNow I will be the seller.

(2) E No. [Not yet. E is very fimm,
(3) B [Wny?
why?
*(4) E ‘'Cause, I'm still the
seller, E shakes her head.

(5) 8 (No you have to) pe two B joins E inside store, and
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sellers. an episode of "two sellers"
begins.
In (L), a fantasy identity is used as a justification for procedural

‘rights or obligations.

(L) X, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2
' K is arranging items on shelf.
(1) L No no no! These are L stops K's hand and moves it
the fishes. These down to fish pictures.
are the fish, '
*(2) K I can, Lisa, I am the L moves item up again.
‘ store man I can move
this=
Summary. Explicit planning was used by few subjects in
arranyements. Implicit planning of pretense was used by most subjects
and usually functioned to establish roles. It was procedural
discourse. Explicit assertions were never used by any subject. It is
intuitively appropriate that explicit assertions (or queries) (e.g.
"This is a pretend ..." or‘"This is really ...") would not be uttered
when the context lies clearly outside the fantasy frame, as it does in
arrangements. Implicit assertions of‘pretense, used by only some
subjects, were used either to establish a fantasy identity or in
strategic efforts to win an argument by establishing or presupposing a
fantasy state which, if inh effect, justified the strategy. Further

discussion of linguistic devices follows presentation of their

incidence and their function in the accomplishment phase.
Entries

A standardized set of entries was defined on the‘bases both of

the endpoint analysis and the daté. A customer could frame the entry
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into role play by: calling the store prior to her departure from
hdme, traveling to the store (by whatever means), greeting the clerk.
(See Appendix 12 for coding procedures,) (There are other customer
possibilities, such as opening the 'door' to the store, and clerk
vpossibilities, but otﬁérs never occdrred.) When a child enacts a
character in any of these ways, she 'dons' her character identity, and
her status as the character and not the 'real' child is communicated
from the very start of the role play episode. A dyad was thus |
credited with a particular entry technique even if it was invalid as a
representation of normative customer behavior, since it was the
framing effort per se which was being examined here. Entries were
coded only for complete episodes. Solitary as we]l'as social complete
episodes were'coded, since there is no reason why a subject role
playing alone cannot portray an entry,

Where the entry is an interaction (a call or a greeting), it
functions as an initiation of the relationship between clerk and
customer, When the entry is an action (traveling), it functions as a
construction of the physiéal context. Interaction and action entries
were consideréd separately.

.The data in Tables 15, 16, and 17 indicate that, while 3-year-
olds never portrayed an entry, entries were generally infrequent for
older subjects as well, Only 5-year-olds ever enacted an action entry
to the store, a puzzling finding difficult to interpret. The data for
total entries and interactive entries are consistent with an increase
in entries with age. Otder subjects (Sdear-olds and 6-year-olds)
appeared to enact entries more often in session 2 than in either

sessions 1 or 3. Perhaps for older subjects, repeated experience in
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Table 15
Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Interaction Entries

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 Entries

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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-Tabie 17

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Total Entries

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 anticipate the event and
thus to ‘enter' it. :

The following examples illustrate entries for 5-year-olds and
'S-year-olds. Some interactive sequences, typically phone calls, were
qﬁite alaborate. While it is not normative for a customer to call a
store to tell the cierk that she is coming or for a clierk to call and
request the customer to come,lii is é means of taking on both
character roles, of establishing the independence of the two roles
(the customer calls from her home) and initiating their subsequent

store relationship,

(M) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) g *...1'm walking, I'm J playfully walks with basket
Action walking bum bum bum back and forth across room.
entry bum bum bum bum" J is watching I who is still

preparing setting; I watches J,
' smiling. J walks to counter,
(You/and) put these speaks quietly, indicates items

(away). left on counter, then resumes
Inter- walking around. [ sheives
action 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 entrj
Interaction entry as well, but it is not
sufficiently clear.)
L picks up basket.
(1) L "Oh hello mh mh. L stands in front of counter.
Beautiful nh nh nh." L looks at K, 'gasps',
swivels basket.

(0} K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) K "um, (I think I'11) K picks up board phone.
call the supermarket,

Inter- and tell them I'm
action coming. Mmmmmm" K dials. L holds store phone as
entry she watches K dial.

Hello?" K 1ooks to L, putting phone to ear.
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(2) L "Rrring rring!l L puts store phone to ear.
Hello?" L then hangs up again.
(3) K "Hello?" L picks up phone again.
(4) L ["Who's this?" L frowns into phone.
(5) K ["I'm coming to the
) supermarket."
(6) L "Who who, who are
you? What are you
doing?"
(4) K "My name is Cathy."
25; L "Cathleen what?"
6) K "Well sister what I
want is I wanted my
Mommy told me to go
out,"
L suddenly leaves to get a drink of
water,
: {Interlude not transcribed.)
(7) K “Oh my guess I K is waiting for L, fiddling
(won't) call anybody. around on phone,
Hello sister? K sees L returning, picks up
Sister," phone eagerly. ‘
(8) L I;m Rbtl¥ou? siste;. L is walking toward store prop.
ea s LM .
I( ) the prett
sister (giggle). L picks up store phone.
(9) K (Sure.) "Sister?"
(10) L "Yeah."
(11) K "What do you have at
the supermarket to-
day?"
(12) L "Come and look and L gestures hand out palm up,
seel If if you don't L crosses her arms.
E;ke gt jt:st go home!
ye bye.
(13) K ["Okay bye bye." L hangs up store phone.

K hangs up board phone.

Notes on Other Initial Ffaming Procedures: Setting the Scene

Certain discourse sequences appeared in a few episodes at the
boundary between an apparent arrangement and accomplishment phase and
could not be easily assigned to either phase. On the basis of these
few cases, "scene-setting" was tentatively defined as optional first
person character narrative following rqle play arrangements and

preceding role play accomplishments, containing one or more of the
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following features -- exaggerated paralinguistic features, gestures,

or action embellishments typical in character discourse, lexical

presupposition, tenseless definition of role rights or

responsibilities (e.g. clerk: "I fix this place up"}, not enactment.

(P) I,

(1) ¢d

P
st Syt
[ ]

(Q) M,

(1) M

(2) N
(3) ™

{4) N

—
~1
—
=

70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

J swings her basket and walks
around as I completes her
rormuiation of the episode plan.

MMAMMMM J hums as I continues.
I'm gonna sit down, J is now off camera.
n' rest, and see what
I can do. (Not clear if J or her character
Well buy some stuff! speaks). I is impatient with J.
Yeah I'm thinkiny {of/
what) I can buy. J is off camera.
“Buy cabbage, de duh
de duh." )
75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3
N enters store. M goes to
board and takes up basket,
Well this time I'm go- M begins selecting items.
ing to my Grammy's She is not looking at N.
house and you can't
And I thised, and [ N looks around store, touches
did this time. I um, cash register. She makes no
kind of do some work. effort to address her talk to M.
( ) (This may be an acknowledgment,)
' M is selecting items, not looking
at N. ‘
I fix this place up. N bends to inspect Tow shelves.
And you have to tell N is not looking at M.
me if you want any-
thing around here,
Okay ! M does not look up.
and I'11 get it out for
you,
Mmhmm, M is still not lTooking at N.

These narrative reflections seem to indicate concepts of a

character which can be formulated out of an immediately relevant

episode context. J's customer in (P) "think"s (line 3) and plans;
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N's clerk has responsibilities in (Q). Such reflections were never

produced by the 3-year-olds.

Maintaining the Fantasy during the Accomplishment Phase

Once the fantasy is initiated, the fantasy is maintained through
the coherence of the portrayal and the use of lexical presupposition.
[T the fantasy ffame is broken, it can be reestablished with the same
devices examined earlier in arrangement phases,

The contents and the coherence of the portrayals, as well as
lexical presupposition of role 1dent1ties; are examined in Chapter IX
as evidence of children's concepts of persons in social episodes.
Lexical presupposition of setting and object identities are examined
through example. Quantitative analysis of lexical presuphosition was
not undertaken, because (&) poor videotape quality often made it
difficult to recognize any discrepancy between a toy object and an
identity aécribed to it, and (b) any reference to store prop and foods
was ambiguous as presupposition of fantasy identity (e.g. is "the
carrot" the toy carrot or a 'real' carrot?). Analyses of procedures
for breaking and reestablishing the fantasy frame consist of
examination of the same linquistic devices examined above in

arrangement phases.

Lexical Presupposition

Clear cases of lexical presupposition almost never occurred.
While subjects frequently referred to the store prop and to the toy
foods, and while it is certainly likely that subjects knew perfectly

well that the store and foods were not real, there is no obvious way
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to determine whether their lapels were intended to presuppose a

fantasy identity (i.e. 'real’ food) for the toy objects. There was

some evidence of an age difference in the occasions for use of .the

store lexicon. For example, 3-year-olds almost never labeled foods in

the course of play, while S5-year-olds and 6-year-olds often did.

Compare younger and older subjects when the clerk is stocking shelves,

(R) C,

(1) 0

-
w

—
7~

-

ArXr<rx

41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

‘kay, 'kay? 'kay D is putting foods on shelves,
kay?.

73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

Soda, sodal soda. K is searching shelves for picture

Soda? There's no soda. of soda. L comes over to watch.

Yes there is! K arranges an item,

Where?

No that's ketchup. K steps back, looks at shelves.

Ketchup?

Ketchup. Milk. - K resumes shelving.

COmpare younger and older subjects when the customer is se]ecting

foods,

(T) A,

(V) I,
(1)1

(V) M,
(1) N

38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

B selects items in silence.

-

70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

(sings and hums) I is selecting items.

(egg), { ), (take
a potato, corn),

75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(Well) I have to get N is selecting items.
two eggs. And a

milk, and chocolate

milk, and, corn on
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the cob.

whilelthese examples may or may not illustrate lexical presupposition

of abject identity, they do show how use of the store lexicon by older
"subjects contributed to a maintenance of the store theme in discourse

as well as in action.

Some subjects (fewer than half) sometimes presupposed their
partner's role identity in speaker selection devices (“Payef?.“'"Sir,“
“Miss") or when speaking to imaginary third parties (on the phone:
“Could you wait a minute? [ have a customer right here"). These data

are presented in Chapter [X as evidence of subjects' role concepts.

Breaking and Re-establiisnhing Frame

There was very little evidence, if any, that subjects had as a
goal the ongoing maintenance of a féntasy state throughout the
episode. There was only one clear case of subjects trying first to
solve a 'real' problem from within the fantasy. In (W)(l), K seems to
hinting to L from within the fantasy that she (i.e. L) should have

money, and L responds with an immediate fantasy solution.

(W) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

K is behind counter, L is
selecting foods. K is
exploring store prop and
finds play money inside
cash register drawer. She closes
(1) K "Miss, (do you), are you it. ‘
sure your have money?" K leans over counter toward L.
(2) L "Yes('m), see?" L reaches into imaginary pocket
pulls out imaginary money to
show K. :
(3} X 0Oh, I have, oh (well I K opens cash drawer again, L comes
got) pretend this was over to look.
all your money okay? - K hands L money.
{(4) L Okay.
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K is evidently not concerned that she breaks frame in (3)..

The incidence of linguistic dev1ce§ for planning and asserting
pretense was examined in an effort to discern what subjects were doing
to create and maintain a state of fantasy. Almost all subjects (13 of
14) used at least one of the four categories of devices at least once
in an accompliishment phase. More subjects used implicit statives or
queries than used any other category: explicit planning (7 of 14
subjects); implicit planning (3 of 14 subjects); explicit
statives/queries (6 of 14 subjects); implicit statives/queries (12 of
14 subjects). Thus most subjects were attempting to negotiate at
least some agreements from within the fantasy, via an implicit stative
or query. Explicit pianning was used by half the subjects (including
all the 6-year-olds). Explicit p]annihg was used only in sessions 1
and 3, not in session 2, indicatingﬂthat those subjects who were
explicitly planning pretense were appropriately doing so when partner
and play were unfamiliar (session 1) and when ﬁartner was unfamiliar
(session 3), not when interactive role‘play of the pretense theme had
been repeatedly shared with the same partner (session 2). Further
discussion accompanies examples below. (Note that these devices were
50 infrequent that many of these “examples" constitute the data base
for that dyad in that session,)

Explicit pretense planning. When partners make an explicit
pretense plan (typically, when one partner complies with the other's
explicit pretense request), and the play is then enacted as agreed,
such juxtapositions of explicit pretense planning and subsequent role

play are constructions of the fantasy boundary. However, not all
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explicit planning was followed with role play consistent with the plan
just made. Some plans were never used.

Explicit pretense planning was observed in several contexts. It
was used in session 1 to establish a critical component of the play so
far left unarranged. In (X), the customer is supplied with money.

(Y) is a similar but unsuccessful effort by a 3-year-old.

(X) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

G is behind cdunter, H in front.
(13 ...“It‘l] be, 29 cents."

2 H whines, sits down with bag.
(3) G “Just one cent. One
cent," H looks sort of lost.
Give, just pretend you G reaches out, then gestures as
have the money. if she had money in pocket.
* Pretend you have some.

Pretend you have some.
H puts bag back on counter, half-
heartedly pretends to put money
on counter, sits again.

(Y) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

E and F have ambiguously
concluded a disorganized
transaction with money.

E, as clerk, has given
F “change". (F never paid.)
F offers E some of the money
back.
E declines, explaining
that the money belongs
to F. F is confused.
*(1) E Pretend that you have some E continues to explain.

money. (Sss/Just) give E gestures palm up.

money out. See, see this E opens up cash register

is my money and see this drawer, touches money.

is, ten. See you can't F looks. E picks up a

have this until, (pays) coin., E returns coin,

ten thirty. closes drawer, resumes
bagging.

Much of explicit planning was used to plan new ideas for play in

the course of the episode. (Z), (AA), (BB), (CC) illustrate.
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46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2, Episcde 5

Although E is clerk, she is
out at food board showing F an
item (a miniature box).
...pretend there's paint,
and just want, one
paint.
Okay here, you want, £ sets down box.
some paint.

66 mos, H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 3

Episode 3 is essentially
complete, and G is returning
bagged foods to food board.

H, still behind counter,
attempts to organize what,
when finally successful, becomes
a fragment. H does not easily

‘ recognize G's goal.

Make believe you said, H is looking at fish pictures
“Do you have any fish?" on sheives, does not look at G.
“Oh wa' wait a minute H talks into phone,
boss, wait a minute." H sets receiver on counter.

"What did you say, H leans over counter toward G
ma'am?" with a smile,
Nothing. (G answers literally.)
Yes, ( J[(fish)
[whaaal G is struggling with paper bag.

( ). I'11 be with
you, I'11 bring them.
You said, "Do you have H glances at G.

any fish?"
No. G puts folded bag on counter.
No you said that! H points to G in frustration.

(H's struggle to communicate
her plan continues.)

75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

M is selecting foods. N 1is
‘ behind counter.

"Okay Miss!" N speaks to imaginary party on
Pretend that there's store phone. ™ turns to watch.

another lady here.

“That is --- N opens cash register,

' starts to look through money,
phone falls.,
25, 50, 10, ( )" N takes out coins one by
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one, speaking into phone again.

(CC) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

M has been selecting foods.
K 1s behind counter.

*(1) M Hey let's play house, M suddenly turns to K.

I'11 pretend this will M gestures to chair?

be my house.
*(2) K we'll play house, after K is opening up bag.

we play our groceries. '
. (3) ¥ Okay.

Implicit pretense planning. wWhen partners plan pretense

implicitly and then enact the play as agreed, the juxtaposition of
pretense plénning and subsequent role play is a construction of the
fantasy boundary, even if it is not formulated as such. However, as
for explicit planning, not all implicit planning was followed with
role piay consistent with the plan just made.

Impticit pretense planning was observed in several contexts. It
occurred in "defaulted arrangements,* unsuccessful claims to a role
switch that occurred in the middle of an episode. In defa&]ted
arrangements, implicit pretense planning is intended to serve the same
procedural function in establishing roles as it is in successful

arrangements. (DD) is an example.

(DD) 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) 8 (C'n I, n'l) let's be 8 goes around back of store.
both buyers now.
(2) A No!l nNol Don't don't A grabs store phone protectively.
[(get out).
*(3) 8 [(ah no), Yes, I wanna B is emphatic.
be, two buyers.
(4) A No you can't get in. A turns her back to 8, stands
'Cause 1t's locked. her ground.
(You) can't come in, (B's effort to initiate a
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new episode defaults, and
episode 1 resumes.)

Inplicit pretense planning was also used in efforts to estabiish

components of play not yet arranged.

(EE) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

N is pricing M's items. M is
*(1) M wWhere should my be home waiting. M looks around room.
be? - :
(2) N (I don't know) {giggle) N is still checking out items.
*(3)'M I know where my home M is looking behind N.
should be. (However, there is no further
talk or use of “"home".)

Explicit statives/queries. Explicit assertions of and queries

regarding pretense, in that they make reference to the fantasy frame,
serve to construct its relevance but not necessarily its location.
Once an assertion is acknowledged or a question answered, we cannot be
certain whether the dyad is then . in or out of a fantasy state. In
this regard, explicit statives/queries differ from both explicit and
implicit planning, which, when successful, are found in discourse
sequences'followed by clear fantasy enactments of the plan just made.

Explicit assertions of/queries regarding pretense or reality were
used by only 6 of 14 subjects. The following examples constitute the
‘entire set. (FF) and (GG) illustrate efforts to clarify real

confusions over the status of an object or action.

(FF) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2, Episode § |

(1) F Is this paint jar?
2; E Yes but =
*?3 F =Are they real paint jars?
4) E Yes. Well, Faye, uh
* we're pretending
(they're) paint jars.
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(GG) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) N ...I have to put it N is pricing items.

in a bag.
{2) M Well this is my bag. M twirls around with basket,
pay/change transaction deleted here)

*(3}) M You really took a M watches N take out a bag in
ba! (laughs) --g! astonishment.
[(laughsg

(4) N [(giggles)

*(5) M You really took a bag.
(Taughs). You really
took a bag. These are
real bags.

(HH) illustrates the very rare strategic ploys of older subjects

to invoke pretense to sidestep a dispute.

(HH} M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

N is checking out M's items.

M begins putting items into

(1) N Hey! I didn't even her basket.
price thosel (M brings her basket to the
*(2) M I'm pretending you did. the store.) M continues,

N goes on to inform M of total
cost, thereby tacitly agreeing
that she'd priced all the
items.

Implicit assertions/queries. Implicit assertions and queries
were used by more subjects than was any other device. These discoursa

acts presuppose a fantasy state and thereby, in most cases, serve to-

maintain it. 2 They were observed in several contexts.

2 A complex exception to this analysis of the function of implicit
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They were used to establish components of play so far not
arranged. ({JJ)} is an establishment of a role identity (then never
used, however). (KK) and (LL) illustrate very clever, unusual uses of
~1mplicit assertions by some older subjects to establisn identities

within character discourse.

(Jd) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

A is out in customer area with
basket., B is behind counter,

()8 ...AAIAI (GMDO) absorbed 'counting' money. A
kelo-meno-P. H R E = baskets some of the money.
*(2) A I'm the mother, A does not look at B,
(3) B 'kay. 8 does not look at A.

(There is no further use of
the mother identity.)

(KK) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

L is selecting items. K is
behind counter. She makes
ringing sound and picks up

*(1) K "This is sure shoprite, phone.
yesi" ,

assertions is a claim with an implicit assertion as its propositional
content. (II} illustrates.

(I1) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 1
*(1) M I'm the store lady now.
2) K (On) waitl= K is still pricing items.
3} M =0n yeah, M returns to front of counter
: and watches K.

M's effort to claim breaks the continuity of the current social
organization of grocery store role play: M wants “now" to switch
roles, an utterance which can only be heard as originating 'outside'
the fantasy. Her choice of form ("I'm the ..." vs. "I'11 be the ..."
or "Pretend ['m the ...") may indicate a clever attempt to sidestep
possible negotiation of roles; if she 'is' the store lady now, then
there is nothing to negotiate, and the fantasy has begun as she
wishes. The study of claims -- the utterances which are used in
efforts to claim, the character of claim negotiations, the contexts of
claim negotiations -- would be a dissertation in its own right.
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(LL) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

M is selecting items. N
*(1) N “Well, there's some lady picks up phone.
here, but, I have to
ask her what, her name

iS,"
"What's your name?" N puts receiver to her chest,
*(2) M “Um Patty." talks to M,

Nol "Elizabeth, uh =" N puts phone back to ear.
*(3) N "Oh, Elizabeth is nhere,"

This is your husband, N puts phone back on chest,

(here), points to receiver, uses
intimate tone. N puts
phone back to ear.

(Phone conversation
ceens continues.)

Implicit assertions were used to repair misattributions of role

identity.

(MM) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

A is behind counter, waiting

(1) A (‘ady), give me some- for B to bring her more items
thing. to bag. She leans over counter.
{2) B No I, no I'm not a baby, B continues basketing items as
* I'm a big mommy. she speaks.

(3) A (No/well) I'm a girl. A opens register, gets a coin,
* (4) B I'm a mommy.[I'm a mommy bags coin, closes register.

(58) A ~ [eirl, give A stretches hand out to B.
me --
Mommy, give me something.

(6) B8 Okay. B looks at A.

Ah okay, just a minute., 8 hurries up her basketing.
They were used in disputes over a character's fantasy location.

(NN) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

mmmmmmmm ['m calling [ picks up phone, dials. J

YOu mmmimmin,. still eats, sitting on couch.
(3) 9 ( )e
"Who is it?"
(4) 1 "Hah beep beep -- oh,
* nobody's home." I hangs up.
*ES; J Yes I'm home. J 1ooks at I, distressed.
6) I You have to be at the

telephone.
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Assartions of role identity were used to justify a character's

rights.

(00) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Activity unit 3

(Parallel/solitary coilection)
B has been trying to get A to
put foods on the counter. ‘A
is filling the basket and both
bags with foods.
...You have to!
Let me (uh) have the A runs over and grabs another bag.
bag. 'Cause I need to,
fill (the) =
*(3) 8 But I'm the buyer so B raises her voice insistently.

—
nN

~—
>

you have t-- A throws B a partially filled bag.
‘Kay. B dumps bag out on the counter.
. Later, A comes over to counter,
' takes a coin, puts it in cash
*(4) B No, I'm the seller. register. B tries to protect
fs A I'm (finished/put it). it from A, A puts coin through
slot near top.
(5) B 'Kay.

In sum, implicit assertions enabled a variety of negotiations to
proceed within the fantasy frame. Unfortunately, although more
subjects used implicit assertions than any other device in the
accomplishment phase, there were still too few cases to'permit
adequate description of possible age differences in uses of these
devices.

Summary. There was no evidence that maintenance of a pretense
state throughout an episode was a goal'for any subject. Construction
of pretense states at some point during an episode was a goal for many
subjects, as evidenced by the occasional use by some subjects
(especially 6-year-olds) of explicit pretense pianning, the occasional

enactments of explicitly or implicitly negotiated pretense plans, and
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tne (very) occasional explicit assertion or query. There was very
tentative evidence that at least some subjects were working harder at
explicit construction of pretense when play and pabtner were novel
{session 1) and when partner was new (session 3), and that therefore
these subjects were backgrounding expiicit framing once the play theme
had been shared with their partners, Maintenance of a pretense state
at some point during an episode was a goal for most subjects, as
evidenced by the use by most subjects of implicit assertions, which

presuppose a state of pretense.

Ending the Fantasy

Exits

A standardized set of exits was defined on the bases both of the
endpoint analyses and the data. A 'customer' could frame her exit
from role play by: thanking the clerk, bidding farewell, traveling
home. A clerk could frame her exit from role play by: thanking the
customer, bidding farewell, calling the customer ﬁrior to a delivery,
delivering the foods. (when more than one of these is included, there
are many permissible sequences, and some interactions, particularily
"Thanks", can occur more than once. Each exit category was coded only
once per dyad per complete episode.) Interaction exits (thanks, |
farewells, and deliveries) function to close the relationship between
clerk and customer. Action exits (traveiing home and deliveries)
function to construct, in retrospect, the physical context.
Interaction and action exits were examined separately.

The data in Tables 18, 19, and 20 indicate that exits were

moderately common at all ages. There was a trend of an increase in
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Table 18
. Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Interaction Exits

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session
Age 1 2 3
3 .00 .00 .25
5 .50 «50 «25

6 50 1.00 .50




Table 19

135

Median Proportion of Complete Episodes containing Action Exits

by Ageland Session (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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action, interaction, and total exits with age. There is a very weak
trend indicating more frequeﬁt exits in session 2 than in session 1.
For some subjects, experience role playing the same theme may have
Vhelped them to anticipate the end of the episode and to 'take off' the
character identity via an exit.

Examples below illustrate éxits for each age group. .

(QQ) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episcde 1

Ac- (1) D Now you take it to D hands C filled paper bag.
tion your car, okay?

ex- (2) ¢ (nods) C walks off with bag, then
looks back at D questioningly.
(3) 0 Find your car, ( D comes out of store.
). Find your D and C go to a chair in the
car, 'kay? 'kay? corner.

C sits on chair. D returns
to store. 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 off

Action put it in my home with exaggerated gait.
exit and [take a walk
(2) E [No, no Faye ... £ stops F and initiates a
fragment.

(SS) v, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

D has just brought filled
bag and basket to F, who is
. sitting on a chair at side of
(1) D Now, now sit on the room., . :
seat and put the bag
here, and put the basket
there,
Lan' then you drive!
(2) F [But where can you put F puts packages on a different
these. chair.
(3) D ([(Here/There). D watches.
(4) F [No no this is, this is F returns to her own chair.
1lama's car, she has to
drive, she, she drives
over there. S5he's F sits cross~legged on chair.
driving over there As F talks, D uncrosses F's
with the bay{s), she= Tegs.
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(5) D ='kay. Not a response; D has just
finished adjusting F's legs.
Ac- (6) F 1It's her plane, so, bye
tion and I'm going to 1lama's,
Interaction EIt's her plane. :
exit(7) 0 Bye. .
Bye. _ D walks back to store.

(TT) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1
H has just given G change.

(1) G “Okay! Thank you! G takes bag,
Action do doo do doo doo doo" walks out of store with

exit exaggerated gait.

(W) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(The details of the following
delivery were negotiated at
very great lengtnh just prior
to this. See (D), Ch. VII.)

eeo"dring dring dring" K is on store phone.

"Hello?" L is on board phone, which she
' has taken to the corner she

uses as "“home".

—
—
S
| o

(3) K “Yes this is the store-
keeper, um be, I‘'11 be,
right over."

(4) L "Okay ba-byel" L, then K, hang up.
“Oh no! My husband has L looks around her corner.
to hide!" :
"Quick, go hide." L whispers to "husband".
"Okay, okay." L uses “husband" voice.
)o L mumbles. Meanwhile K rolls
Action up bag, gets basket, and skips
and over to L's corner.
(5) K "bring!" ]
Inter- That's your door, your K and L are briefly off camera.
action door bell. "Dring
exit dring!" K gestures in air.
éS) L "Hello?" L is still off camera.
7} K "This is the, here's, K extends bag and basket to L.
you forgot your basket
(here)". (giggle) . K goes back to store.
{8; L "'Kay. Ba-bye."
9) K "Bye bye."

{(vv) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1
(1) K "Thank you." L hands X change.
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Could you please

. deliver that," K walks away.
Action - L is putting money in register.
exit Mommy ['m home, here's
all my change." K is off camera.

The examples illustrate the trend of increase in interaction
exits with age. Although in the 3-year-old dyads both may
participate, both characters may not. In {(QQ), (RR), and (SS), for
example, most of D's and E's involvements are instructional; they
direct their partner's exits. In (UU) and (VV), both characters have

some part to play in the exit.

Episode Finishes, Session Fihishes, and Episode. Re-arrangements

In Chapter VII, it was reported that episode finishes and session
finishes were rare, Those finish phases that did exist were
particularly effective as boundaries of the store fantasy in that
their only function was to end the fantasy. Most episodes ended with

a re-arrangement of the next episode.

Summary and Discussion

In this chapter, methods for analyzing procedures for framing
interactive pretense were described, and results derived from these
methods were reported, [t appeared that subjects were not working
either frequently or consistently at framing a state of pretense
throughout each episode. All subjects used at least one linguistic
device for framing pretense at least once in an arrangement phase.
More subjects used implicit pretense planning ("You be ...," "I'l1 be
eess” "This'll be ...") than used any other device in the arrangement

phase, evidence that more subjects were concerned with establishing
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essential play procedﬁres in the arrangement phase than were concerned
with establishiny a state of fantasy per se. Once play began, fewer
than half of older subjects' complete episodes contained portrayals of
character (customer) entries into the fantasy scene; no 3-year-old
ever entered the scene. Thus more frequently than not, the status of
the subject as either her 'real' self or her pretend character was
unclear at the outset of the episode. 0Older subjects appeared
somewhat more likely to enter the scene after repeated experience role
playing store_with the samé partner; shared history of role play with
a partner may have helped some subjects consolidate their
representation of possible store episodes and then anticipate an
episode’s beginning. During interactive role play, almost all
subjects at some time used at least one 1ﬁp11c1t assertion of/ queny‘
regérdihg pretense, evidence that subjects were sometimes making an
effort to maintain the fantasy state. There were some clear cases of
out-of-frame pretense planning which was followed by in-framé fantasy
play consistent with the agreed plan. These, and the rare use of
explicit assertions of /queries regarding pretense (“is that real?"
“I'm pretending....") indicate that many subjects had as a goal for at
Tfeast some portion of their play the co-construction of pretense, but
no subject was engaged in putting on a whole pretend scenario without
a break in frame. wWhile subjects were able to role play complete
store episodes (see Table 7, Chapter VII, for analyses of complete
social episodes), they were not organizing pretense states at the same
level of complexity.3 About half of subjects' complete episodes

--------------------

3 The inability of coders to distinguish out-of-frame negotiations
from in-frame enactments, furthermore, indicates that subjects were
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contained portrayals of character éxits out of the fantasy scene.
Older subjects were more likely than 3-year-olds to exit. As for
entries, there was some evidence that role play history with the same
partner facilitated portrayal of exits. Episodes were then usually
'concluded with a rearrangement of the next episode. Episode finishes
whose unique function is to close the episode from outside the fantasy
boundary were very rare.

The infrequency of many devices for establishing and maintaining
pretense was both surprising and methodologically troublesome, in that
it made interpretation of subjects' use of framing devices difficult.
The inconclusiveness of the results may be a consequence of the
excessively structured nature of the play context. In the course of
designing and cérrying out the analyses reported in this chapter, it
became ironically clear that the study context was not well suited to
research on the framing of pretense, The subjects in this study Qere
told what to play; and they were supplied with a complete miniaturized
setting. The subjects' creative constructions of role play themes
other than store were excluded from analysis, and yet these exclusions
may better represent the topic of study -- interactive 'framings' of
scenarios not given in available play materials, interactions in which
peers are continually defining for one another who they are, where
they are, and what they are doing. Given the instructions and setting
used in the present study, it was probably obvious to subjects 'where'
they were and fairly cléar ‘who' they could possibly be and ‘what'
they could possibly be doing. The need to frame may have been made

--------------------

often not methodically organizing pretense states at any level of
complexity.
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irrelevant.

Whether the infrequency of the linguistic procedures examined is
a result of a richly structured play context is an empirical question,
| The categories of analysis that were devised are a contribution to a
potentially more complete analysis of communicative procedures for the
framing of interactive pretense than has been available to date.
These categories should be useful for comparative examinations of
children's role ﬁlay in contexts less structured than the one used

here.



CHAPTER IX
PORTRAYING PERSONS IN SOCIAL EPISODES:

EVIDENCE FOR SOCIAL PLAN KNOWLEDGE

Role play interactions are a valuable source of data regarding
. young children's conceptions of persons in everyday social
interactions. Reported in this chapter are methods and resulting
analyses which were designed to revéal how subjects portrayed social
episodes. Analyses of developmental differences in these portrayals
provide a basis for inferring the course of developmental change in
children's social plan knowledge.

According to the end-point analysis of interactive role play, a
'successful' social episode portrayal is one in which the persons
portrayed appear to be pursuing a motivated course of actions and
interactions. While the highest-level goal of each character may be
independent (the customer needs to obtain her groceries, and the clerk
needs to obtain her pay), at lower levels the subgoals of each
character interact (the customer must have her goods priced and
totaled by the clerk, and the clerk needs to do her job by servicing
the customer). It is important to determine children's
representations of each character's independent goals and their
representations of characters' interacting goals.

To determine what subjects were ostensibly intending to portray
in their role play, an analysis of the contents of the children's

arrangement activity is presented. Then two kinds of data are

~ 143 -
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examined as more specific evidence of children's representations of
motivated actions and interactions: their formulations of their
characters' intentions, and the sequential organization and the
_conerence of their portrayals. For the reader's reference, Table 21

contains an outline of analyses and results,

Arrangements: Planning the Portrayal of a Social Episode

The contents of arrangement phases are categorized as described
in Appendix 6. Since these categories are commdnsensical, they are
briefly defined below in the course of discussing the data.

Table 22 contains, for each category of arrangement content, the
median proportion of arrangements containing that category across age
and session. Over all ages and sessions, few arrangements contained
planning of play theme (e.g. "Let's play s;ore“); since the theme was
assigned, this is hardly surprising. It is noteworthy that subjects
arranged the theme only in sessions 1 and 2, the 6-year-olds in fact
only in session 1. Apparently the more often the investigator
instructed the subjects to “b]ay store," the more obvious and shared
.the theme became. Setting identity was also almost never planned.
{Indeed, what the 6-year-olds were establishing in session 1 was not
the identity of store but of “homé.“) In many arrangements, the
identities (e.g. “"storekeeper," "lady") and/or the defining activity
(e.g. "buy," "sell") of the roles to be played were established. It
is interesting that the 3-year-olds increased steadily in the
frequency of roles names from sessions 1 to 2 to 3, while the 6-year-
olds decreased steadily, and the 5-year-olds used role names only in

sessions 1 and 3. It may pe that, for the youngest subjects, concepts



Portraying Persons in Social Episodes:

Table 21

Results
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Summary of Analyses and

Characteristics
of portrayals

Trends in data

Age

Session

Age x session

Arrangement

contents
Theme

Setting

Turn-taki ng

Role name

— ptp—

Role activity

Role steps

Role discourse

Role location

Role ownership

Only 6-year-olds

Increase with age?

Increase with age?

S-year-olds <
3= or 6-year-olds

Decrease with age
(Only 3-year-olds)

‘Increase with age

(Unly 6-year-olds)

Decrease with age
(Unly 3-year-olds)

Decrease with age?

Not in 3

2 <1

For 6-year-olds,
not in 2

For 6-year-olds,
only in 1

?

For 3-year-olds,
3>2>1

For 5-year-olds,
2<1,3>2

For 6-year-olds,
3<2<1

For 3-year-olds,
2<1,3>2

For 5-year-olds,
only in 1l

For 6-year-olds,

2>1,3¢2

For 3-year-olds,
3>2>1

For 6-year-olds,
only in 3

For 3-year-olds,
3>2>1

For 6-year-olds,
only in 1




Portraying Persons in Social Episodes:

Table 21, continued
Summary of Analyses and Results
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Characteristics
of portrayals

qrends 1n data

Age

Session

Age x session

Role purpose

Role motive

Simple claim

Clean up

Stock shelves
Supply basket
Supply money

Formulations:

Evidence of
independent goals

Highest role

Only S-year-olds

Decrease with age
(Only 3-year-olds)

Increase with age

Increase with age?

~
{

Increase with age

conceptyalization

in arrangements

Role jdentity Increase with age

Role activity Increase with age

Role location ODecrease with age

Simple claim

For 5-year-olds,
only in 1l

For 3-year-olds,
not in 3
1

For 3-year-olds,
3<2<K1

For older pairs,
less than 100%
only in 1l

. ?

?

For older pairs,
not in 1
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Table 21, continued -

Portraying Persons in Social Episodes: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data

Characteristics
~of portrayals

Age Session Age x session

Role names in
accomplishments

Role formulaticn

Role

presupposition

Motive and
purpose

Generic purpose

Item purpose
Generic motive -

[tem motive

Formuiations:

Evidence of

interacting goals

(used by few subjects)

(used by majority of subjects, but
too infrequent for quantitacive analysis)

(too infrequent for quantitative analysis)
(too infrequent for quantitative analysis)

(used by all subjects at least once;'too
infrequent for quantitative analysis)

(used by 12/14 subjects at least once; too
infrequent for quantitative analysis)

Formulation of Decrease with age For 3-year-olds,

both ys. one role

in both roles

3>2>1

For 5-year-olds,
only inl

For 6-year-olds,
only in 3
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Table 21, continued
Portraying Persons in Social Episodes: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in datas

Characteristics ]
.of portrayals Age Session Age x session

Episode organizations:

Evidence of
independent goals

Episode Increase with age 21 For 6-year-olds,
ion 3> 2

Successful mid- :
episode turn Decrease with age

switch (Only 3-year-olds)
Carry-overs Decrease with age
(Unly 3-year-o0lds) -
Episode
directedness / .
fragments Decrease with age For 3-year-olds,
{No 6-year-olds) 3I>2>1
For 5-year-olds,
only in 1 and 2
Simul taneous
portrayals

Thematicall

consistent vs.

inconsistent Increase with age *
monologues

& Any age or session effects found to be statistically
significant are indicated with an asterisk (*),
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Table 21, continued
Portraying Persons in Social Episodes: Summary of Analyses and Results

Trends in data

Characteristics
~of portrayals Age Session Age x session

tpisode oryanizations:
Evidence of
interacting goals
Role switch Increase with age

Paraliel/ Decrease with age ' For 3-year-olds,
solitary ~only in 1 and 2
collections

(too infrequent for quantitative analysis)

clark
intrusions

Valid Increase with age
interactions :

a2
_—‘
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Table 22

Median Proportion of Arrangements containing Categories of

Arrangement Content by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

150

Arrangement contents

Session Age Theme Setting Turns

Name Activity Steps

Talk Location

1 3 0 .11

5 .16
6 .12

2 3 .33
5 .12

6 .00

3 3 .00
5 .00

6 .00

.00
.00

.38

.00
.00

000

.00
.00
.00

.08
.16

.12

.00
.12
.50

.07
.00
.16

«50
.58

.12

22
.00
+50

.13
.50
.75

.67
.16

.38

.33
.00
.75

.80
.00
«25

+40
.00

IOO

.22

000

.00

.20
.00
.00

.00
.00

.00

.00
.00

.00

.00
.00
.16

.20
.00

.00

.33
.00
.00

.60
.00
.00




Table 22, continued
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Arrangement contents

Session Age Owner Purpose Motive Claim Clean-up Stock Basket Money

1 3 .33
5 .00

6 .25

2 3 L1l
‘ 5 .00
6 .00

3 3 .13
5 .00

6 .00

.00
.16
.00

.00
.00

.00

.00
.00
.00

20
.00
.00

.11
.00
.00

.00 -

.00
.00

.11
.00

.50

.00
25

.00

.00
.50
.00

»20
.83
«83

.16
1.00
1.00

.00
1.00
1.00

.11
«25
.00

.11
«25
«25

.00
.00
+25

.20
.00
+50

00
.25

.00

.00
.50
.00

.00

.00

.00

.00
«25
.25

.00

+25
.00
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of the store roles emeryed over the course of the three play sessions
to become more 'nameable,' while the older subjects were instead
making adjustments in use of role name to certain commyn1cat1ve
_c;ntexts. (However, oniy the 5-year-o0lds made adjustments in session
3, if we can indeed regard an increase in use of role names as the
appropridte adjustment to session 3.} Only 3-year-olds ever planned
specific steps of a role (e.g. "...then you take it to your car...")
or the appropriate location of a role (e.g. "You go in therel). Only
6-year-olds ever arranged character discourse {(e.g. "Hello! I'm the
storekeeper!" That's what ybu do). Thus the subjects who knew least
about store episodes, the 3-year-olds, (see Chapter VII and X) were
more apt to arrange the steps of the episodes explicitly. Perhaps the
3-year-o0lds' concern with episode actions and the 6-year-olds'
(infrequent) concern with character discourse indicate emergihg
awarenesses of these respective components of social episodes. It is
important to note, however, that arrangement of episode actions and
discourse was, for any subject group, less frequent than arrangement
of role identity and role activity. Thus all older subjects and
3-year-olds in many arrangements appeared to assume that they and
their partners shared understanding about what to do once roles were
established. (As discussed in Chapter VII, this assumption was often
egocentric; for example, subjects did not increase the variety of
arrangement contents in session 3 when repartnered.) Consistent with
the argument that explicit planning of episode combonents may reflect
emerging understandings of those components, only 3-year-olds ever
established a character motive in the arrangeﬁent phase (e.g. "and you

want food, so..."), and it was primarily 3-year-olds who establisned a
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character's ownership of obje;ts (e.g. "This is my food for me to eat
not you"). Only 5-year-olds ever established a character purpose
(e.g. "I'm making a lot of dinner ﬁonight“); these were too
.infrequent to warrant interpretation. Character motives and pufposes
were established only in sessions 1 (motives, purposes)‘and 2
. (motives), suggesting fhat these were increasingly assumed by subjects
to be shared representations. The 5- and 6-year-olds demonstrated
planfulforderliness in preparing the setting for an episode. They
almost always returnéd the settinyg to its initial state before playing
again {an analysis done only for Rearrangements), and they more often
transformed the initial setting by stocking the prop shelves with toy
foods. 0Older subjects infrequently, but more often than younger
3-year-olds, supplied the customer with a basket and/or money before
initiating role play. |

In sum, in arrangements subjects were primarily engaged in
establishing role identities by name or by defining role activity.
Only 3-year-olds arranged specific steps of a role play episode, or
character locations, or character motives. 0Older subjects were more

planful in setting up the fantasy scene.

Formulations

Formulations of Role

Arrangements. As an initial examination of subjects' concepts

of characters' roles, arrangements were examined for formulations of
the roles that subjects were organizing and claiming. Categories were
constructed from the data themSelves. Subjects were obsarved to

formulate role identities (“storekeeper", "lady", “customer", “buyer",
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“seller", “"payer"), basic role activities ("buy", "sell"), and role
locations ("behind the counter", "in front of the counter"), as well
as make simple claims to roles containing no role formulation ("my
turn"). Typically the first discourse act containing any role
.formulation or a simple claim resuited in a successful claim to (or
assignment of) that role, and subsequent discourse acts containing
other kinds of formulations served to elaborate the role. For the
purposes of this analysis, all formulations were coded, whether role
claim-or role elaboration, and the most explicit formulation of any
role was §e1ected, where explicitness corresponded to a hierarchy of
(1) role identity, (2) roie activity, (3) role jocation, and (4)
simple claim. It waS‘réasoned that: (a) formulations of role
identities are formulations of participant roles -- of persons -
while formulations of activity and location do not clearly
differentiate the 'real' child from the character Qhe will portray;
(b) appropriate formulations of basic role activities (i.e. "buy",
"sell1") indicate a (more or less) normative representation of what
clerks and customers do, while formulations of role location are
overly particular (clerk and customer roles are not defined by
location, even if clerk and customer are usually found in certain
locations); (c) simple claims can be quite appropriate in a variety of
contexts, including arrangements where barticipants share
understandings about their role play plans, and*therefore they are
ambiguous as evidence of subjects' representations of their roles.
The data in Table 23 indicate a trend of increase with age in
formulations of role identity (except in session 1) and activity and a

decrease with age in formulations of role location. Thus older
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Table 23
Median Proportion of Arrangements containing,
as the Highest Level Formulation for a given Role,

Formulations of Role Identity, Role Activity, Role Location,

and Simple Claim, by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Highest level formulation

Role Role Role Simple
Session Age Identity Activity Location Claim

1l 3 22 .13 .20 .11
5 .58 17 .00 .00

6 12 .42 .00 .58

2 3 17 .33 .11 .00
5 .00 .00 .00 .33

6 075 .50 ’ 000 000

-3 3 .20 .13 47 .00
5 «50 .00 .00 50

6 .75 25 .00 .00
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subjects more frequently identified a role by name and thus formulated
the persons whose identities they would assume. There is no evident
pattern in the auye distribution of simple claims. There is no evident
.pattern of session or age x session differences for any category.

Accomplishment phases. In accomplishment phases, roles were

sometimes formulated, as in arrangement phases, and sometimes
presupposed in speaker-selection devices (e.g. "Payer?," “"Miss") or
other character discourse (e.g. to someone on the phone: "Could you
wait a minute? [ have a customer right here").. However, the
incidence of role formulation and role presupposition in the
accomplishment phase was too infrequent to warrant quantitative
analysis. Roles were formulated at least once by only 5 of 14
subjects during play acfoss a1l sessions. More subjects (10)
presupposed their partner's role identity at least once from within
the fantasy. There was no apparent age trend. Thus in acéomplishment
phases, many subjects‘were sometimes contributing to the construction
of a role identity from within the fantasy, by presupposing a fantasy

identity.

Formulations of Motive and Purpose:

Evidence of Characters' Independent Goals

In order to examine children's representations of each
character's independent goals, four categories of character intent
were defined: generic motive, item motive, géneric purpose, item
purpose. (See Appendix 13 for coding procedures.) ‘Motives' are

statements of or questions regarding need or desire (e.g. "I want some

food" or "Do you need a lemon?") for some store item(s), with no
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stated goal for their use. "Purposes" are statements of (or questions
regarding) 1nten€ for use of store item(s) (e.g. "'cause I'm making a
lot of dinner"). Either motive or purpose can refer to either items
in general ("...food...", "...all these,..") or a specific item
.("...lemon...“, “esoumilk...”) or set of items ("...lemons,..", "wine
and milk"). It was reasoned that any of these formulations
contributed to the portrayal of a motivated character, but that
generic formulations, both motive and purpose, were efforts to
establish character intentions at the level of the episode, and that
formulations of generic purpose in particular were efforts to motivate
the character by supplying her with an episode goal.

Formulations of motive and purpose were so infrequent that
‘duantitative analysis was not ahproprﬁate. Only 2 of 14 subjects ever
used purpose formulations. Most subjects produced motive '
formulations: generic motives (12 of 14 subjects), item motives (12
of 14 subjects). (One 3-year-old produced neither a generic or an
item motive.)

Examples (A) and (B) are the set of generic purpose

formulations.t

(A) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

I and J are stocking the shelves.
(1) I Don't give, too much, Foods are rolling all over counter.

to )
*(2) J ( ) (this), 'cause
I'm making a 1ot of
dinner (you have to} J continues to give I foods.

1 In each of examples cited in this chapter, an asterisk (*) indicates
the utterance which exemplifies the category of analysis being
discussed.
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(8) K, 73 mos; M, 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 tonight! K raises her voice, bangs table.

(2) M Well, this is all we
got, (to give you). Dispute continues.

All dyads in sessions 1 and 3 and most dyads in session 2
formulated a generic motive, and some dyads an item motive. Examples

below illustrate generic motives for each age group.

(C) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 2 (incomplete)
B8 is initiating store play.

*21; B m'you need some food? B watches A walk about room.
2) A I have tom -- oh god. A knocks phone off hook. B8
*(3) B Okay, do y' do you need helps her pick it up.
some buy,'some food?
Do you need (to) buy
some food? '
(4) A No.
. | (B's efforts fail,)
. Later, 8 pours foods from bag
(5) B ...You try to get all. onto board and instructs A,

You try. And and and

* you want some food.
Then give it me and I
will buy it for you
okay?

(D) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 8

*(1} F Goodbye. If I need E has just given F her pizza and
some more tomorrow a coin.
then, then I can come
over here, right?
(E's response is uninterpretable,)

(E) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

*(1) I You want some more I is bagging J's items.
stuff? (fifty) ( )
(2) 9 Gimme me my, {corn- J reaches for an item on sheif.

flakes).



(F) L, 74 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 3, Episode 1
*(1) L Yes what would you L speaks over the counter to

11like. imaginary person, palms-up
gesture, dramatic voice.

(G) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2
*(1) L Take anything you want. To self, palms up, looks at
food items.

Examples below illustrate item motives for each age group.

(H) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 2, Episode 1 (incomplete)

D seems to be trying anything

to get C interested in play.
You want a plant? She spies a pot on the floor.
No plant, thanks.

o~
bt
[ =}

(1) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2, Episode 3

*(1) E D'you want some (celery)? E is offering items to F.
*(2) F Yes some berry, I would

(J) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

*(1) G I would like some of G points to a pictured item
that cake please, on front of store prop.
that's on the bottom
of here.

(K) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

*(1) J I want a little donut., J puts item on counter.
(2) T A1l right, that's -- _(Transaction continues.)
(L) Ky 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

*(1) L (You) need some fish

ma'am? L speaks politely to K over
(2) K Um, yes I do! counter,

159
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(M) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

*(1) N (well) I have to get N is selecting items.
two eggs, and a
cucumber, and some
milk, and chocolate
milk, and ---

Most episodes contained at least one formulation of customer motive
which contributed to the portrayal of the customer as pursuing a

motivated course of action, 2

Formulations: Evidence of Characters' Interacting Goals

It was very rare for a single discourse act to contain a
formulation of the clerk/customer relationship.. However, it was not
pare to find formulations of both roles in a sequence of discourse
acts in arrangement phases, when roles were negotiated. Accordingly,
arrangements were examined for the incidence of substantive role
formulations of one or both roles -- formulations of role names
("+s.storekeeper..."), of critical role activities ("..buy..sell.."),
and of critical role locations ("...behind the counter"). (See
Appendix 6 for procedures for coding arrangement contents, including
role formulations.) It was reasoned that efforts to formulate both
roles were efforts to formulate role relationships. (Arrangements
which contained no formulations -- as when one role was claimed simply
by "My turn", and the other role was claimed by implication -- were

2The clerk was never portrayed as pursuing a salary, but a valid and
coherant portrayal of a store episode does not require motivation of
the clerk. The clerk's pursuit of pay explains her actions across
many store episodes; within any given episode, she need merely be
portrayed as intending to serve the customer. The 6-year-olds'
occasional descriptions of the clerk as "doing her job" or "doing
work" seem to indicate their emerging understanding of employee
service,
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not included as data for the following analyses.)

There is a trend in the data in Table 24 indicating that, when
subject pairs produced arrangements containing role formglations,
Iolder subjects were more likely than younger subjects to formulate
only one role, It is highly unlikely that the older subjects were
less able than the younger subjects to formulate role relations. A
more reasonable interpretation is that shared knowledge of role
relations enables older subjects to arrange only one role explicitly,
leaving the other role arranged implicitly. Session differences in
formulation of both roles across age groups are difficult to
interpret. The 3-year-olds increased in formulation of both roles
from sessians 1 to 2 to 3. The 5-year-olds decreased from sessions 1
to 2 (to .00) and then remained at .00. The 6-year-olds decreased
from sessions 1 to 2 and then increased in session 3. This pattern
might indicate that, for the youngest subjects, practicing role-
playing a given theme with any partner enables them to represent and
to negotiate the appropriate complementary roles; the older subjects
may background negotiation of both roles once partners share role play
history (session 2); it may be only the oldest subjects, however, who
recognize that re-partnering in session 3 requires a return to

explicit negotiation of joint roles.

Episode Organizations

Evidence for Characters' Independent Goals

If subjects are portraying persons in goal-directed activity, the
portrayed episode will be: (1) sequentially organized (play will not

consist of an unpredictably organized 'collection' of actions and
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Table 24
Median Proportion of Arrangements
containing Formulations of Both Roles vs. (Une Role

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Formulations

Both One

Session Age Roles Role

1 3 .33 .67
5 .25 .75
6 .00  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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interactions), (2) complete (a reasonable outcome for at least one
character's activity will be portrayed), (3) directed (subjects will
not become absorbed in repeated cycles of ritual not directed to the
accomplishment of a recognizable outcome). If subjects are portraying
'persons whose goals are independent, the portrayed role relations will
furthermore often be (4) independent and simultaneous (each character
will pursue her own goal independently, until a need for interaction
arises). The organization of the portrayed episodes is examined next.

Episode completion and sequential organization. Data regarding

the sequential organization and completeness of portrayals have
already been presented. Table.7, in Chapter V1I, contains the median
proportion of episodes which were complete and which were coilections.
Most episodes were adequately complete (the customer obtained food).
There were few collections, and these occurred only in the 3-year-old
data. Therefore most portrayals were sequentially organized and
complete. However, there is a trend indicating that younger subjects
were somewhat less likely to construct complete, sequentially
organized episode portrayals.

More detailed analyses of incomplete episodes provide further
evidence of 3-&ear-o]ds' difficulties with the construction of a
complete episode. -

Incomplete episodes were often rendered incomplete when one
participant successfully seized the other's role mid-episode; the
turn switch rendered the prior episode incomplete. (See Appendix 14
for procedures for coding mid-episode turn negotiations.) The mere
presence of an attempt at turn switch mid-episode, even if

unsuccessful, is evidence that participants do not agree on what
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constitutes episode completion. Attempts to change roies mid-episode
were made by some 3-year-olds (2 pairs in session 1, 1 pair in session
2, 1 pair in session 3) and some 6-year-olds (1 pair in session 1, 1
.pair in session 3). However, such attempts were successful only for
the 3-year-olds. Thus some 3-year-olds sometimes abandoned an episode
pefore the customer had purchased her items.

Many incomplete episodes were followed by a disorganized episode
in wnich some components of a prior episode were inappropriately
carried over 1nto.the next episode. (See Appendix 14 for procedures
for coding cross-episode carry-overs of ownership.) ‘Carry-overs'
vény commonly involved ownerships defined in one episode carried over
into the next. In one case, for example, the 'customer' in one

(incomplete) epiéode got only as far as unloading items at the counter

~and then roles were switched; she then proceeded, as ‘'clerk', to bag

these same fdods, and there were very donfusing‘disputes over the
ownership of these foods. Carry-overs can be carried over in several
successive episodes, rendering interpretations of the characters'
motives in any given episode problematic. Many 3-year-olds (2 pairs
in session 1, 2 pairs in session 2, 1 pair in session 3) and no older
subjects carried over ownerships from episode to episode, thereby
rendering cnaractebs' motives unclear., (This result can be
highlighted in an overlapping dnalysis of rearrangement procedures:
As shown in Table 22, 5-year-olds and 6-year-olds almost always
returned the foods, money, bags, and basket to their initial locations
before initiating a new episode, while only 1 3-year-old dyad evér
did, and this dyad did so infrequently.)

In sum, all dyads at some time co-constructed a complete social

-
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episode. However, 3-year-olds were more likely than older subjects to
abandon an episode before completion and to carry over claims to
subsequent episodes. These behaviors resulted in many activity units
_where the motive of the character either was not portrayed as
satisfied or was quite difficult to interpret.

gpisode directedness. Examination of the internal organization

of complete episodes was necessary to reveal whether participants were
portraying activities directed toward an outcome. Examination of the
internal organization of episodes revealed that many portrayals
contained repeated 'fragments' of episodes -- repeated ritual
sequences of actions or interactions. Similarly, some episodes were
ritualisticaily repeated witnout an arrangement or a turn change of
any kind. The dyad simply started all'over again in the same roles;
typically the customer added toiher foods obtained in the prior
episode, or bags of foods from prior episodes accumuiated in odd
places, Whenever there were ritual fragments and unarranged episodes
without tﬁrn changes, it was very difficult to recognize the
customer's goal until all repetitions were over and ‘some outcome
emerged. Thus the customer's goal was diffuse and ambiguous.
Repeated 'fragments' of portrayals and unarranged, unannounced
repetitions of episodes weré inconsistent with motivated character
portrayal.

A fragment was defined as a sequence of at least 3 actions or
interactions which is repeated. (See Appendix 6 for definitions of
actions and interactions. See Appendix 15 for definition of a
fragment.) Only repetitions of the sequence and not the initial

sequence were coded as fragments. Unarranged episodes were those
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initiated without a turn change and without an arrangement of any kind
(see Appendix 15). Table 25 contains the median ratio of fragments
and unarranged episodes per complete episode by age and session.
(There were fragments in incomplete episodes aé we]], but the point
here is to show the ritual éharacter of otherwise well-formed,
complete social episodes.) |

The frequenqy-of fragments and of episodes without arrangements
appeared to decline with age. The majority of 3-year-olds' well-
formed episodes contained either at ieast one fragment or was
initiated without an arrangement; no episode of the 6-year-olds
contained a fragment or was initiated without a turn change and an
arrangement. The episodes of younger subjects were thus less likely
to be directed, in that they were more likely to contain repeated
sequences which did not contribute to a portrayg] of character
activity directed to the achievement of a well-defined outcome. The
3- and 5-year-olds appeared to increase'slightly in frequency of
fragments and no arrangements in session 2. This pattern would
suggest that experience in role playing a particular theme with the
same partner may lead to the construction of well-practiced ritual
routines. Session 3, then, should provide evidence of disruption in
partner-specific ritual, But while the 5-year-olds fit this pattern
with no fragments in session 3, the 3-year-olds' complete episodes
contained more fragments in session 3 than in either prior session.
It might be that the role play of 3-year-olds consists largely of
'pieces’' of the portrayed event and that experience role playing that
event with any partner provides useful practice in producing those

pieces; the 5-year-olds may be able to produce a complete episode
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Table 25
Median Ratio of Ritual Sequences per Complete Episode

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Ritual sequences

No arrangement

Session Age Fragments No turn 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 repetition of internal pieces, but with a familiar role play
partner, may lapse into playful repetitions of certain sequences. The
pussibility that the existence of fragments in preschoolers' role play
.indicates different competences at different ages should be explored
in future work.

Simultaneous portrayals. Because clerk and customer roles are

partially independent, portrayal of grocery store contains
simultaneous, unrelated clerk and customer activities as well as
motivated interactions. A clerk may stock shelves or serve other
customers, while the customer selects her items, In these data,
subjects often used monologue to portray their characters'
independence. For example, many older subjects conducted store-
appropriate 'dialogues' with a pretend third party (e.g. for the
clerk, another customer, and for the customer, a shdpping companion).
Ur they accompanied independent activities with an ongoing monologue.
Narrative monologue accompaniments to thematically appropriate
independent activities may be invalid as realistic portrayal (usually
people do not talk aloud as they work or shop), but they are effective
means of making independent activity social, for displaying to the
partner what one is doing.

Categories of monologue were constructed to reflect their
appropriateness to the store context and their content. Consistent
third party dialogues are telephone conversations of the clerk's with
other customers and bosses, service dialogues with other customers in
the store, and conversations of the customer's with shopping
companions. Inconsistent third party dialogues are any conversations

with a pretend person irrelevant to store play. In these data, they:
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were typically brief telephone calls to an unidentified person
("Hello? Goodbye!") and phone calls with a person not appropriate in a
store scenario (mothers, babysitters, Woody Woodpecker). Consistent
_accompan1ments are accompaniments to (e.g. iterations) or narrative
descriptions of ongoing store activities such as selecting items,
stocking shelves, counting money, pricing items, bagging.

Inconsistent accompaniments are descriptions of any activity
inconsistent with store play. Examples are making “oink" sounds,
describing "1lama's family", plans for birthday cake, closing a
"Tunch" bag. Consistent other monologues are assertions of intent to
the self regarding store activity that is not ongoing and idle remarks
about- the store setting to the self. Inconsistent other monologues
are comments about accidents (e.g. fallen objects) and assertions of
intent to the self regarding nonstore activity that is not ongoing
(e.g. where to put a lunch bag). (See Appendix 16 for procedures for
coding monologue functions.)

As presented in Table 26, themética]]y consistent monologues
(Total) were produced less often by 3-year-0lds than by older
subjects. 0Unly S5-year-olds and G-year-oldS'created third-party
thematically consistent conversations with other customers and with

bosses, as the following examples illustrate.

{N) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) 6 "mmmmmmmmmmn G dials store phone. H is
Hello? Yes, I'11 order selecting foods.
it, you're welcome. & then puts phone down.

(Hello, yes, very G picks up phone again.
. good), stay on the
line. G puts phone down.

Are you still there? & picks up phone again.
H comes to counter with full
Okay! In a minute, basket.
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Table 26

Median Proportion of Monologues which were
thematically consistent or thematically inconsistent

by Aye aqd Session (Dyad as Subject)

Thematically consistent Thematically inconsistent

Ses- Age Third Accompan- Other Total Third Accompan- Other Total

sion party iment party iment

1 3 .00 .38 .00 .36 30 .20 .12 .68
5 . .12 .52 .17 .18 .1 .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 W17 .00 .08 .29

There was a significant difference for Thematically consistent/
Total in Session 3 (H = 7.7142, p < .049; 3-year-olds <
5-year-olds, Fisher, p = ,025; 3-year-olds < 6-year-olds,
Fisher, p = .025)
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in a minute, [ have a H sits down, waiting for G.

customer, so could you

wait a minute?" G puts receiver down. H
comes back to counter.

(0) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) H "Dingalingalingaling. 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 if giving
something to a customer.
swhuuuu" L opens then closes cash register,

taps cash register numbers.

(q) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) K "Mommy I'm home, here's K goes off camera.
all my change. Here
- y'are, five cents,
- five cents. Twenty-
five cents, twenty-
five cents, ten cents,

twenty, ten cents, five
pennies and ( 3

Most subjects, however, were likely to create a phone conversation
with an ambiguous or inconsistent third party.

Most subjects produced appropriate accompaniments to independent

store activities.

(R) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: = Session 3, Episode 1

(1) E Can I count these? B is unloading 1items.
12345678910
11 14 16 17 18 19 20 E seems to count by waving
11 17 14 16 18 19 20 bag over items.
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, tnree, G mutters as she puts items
three, four), : into basket.

( )

(T) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) K "so you want -- K begins to remove items
80 cents, 99 cents, from basket on counter one
(20) but oh -- by one, chanting. An item drops.

(70 cents) and my 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 in
thing to eat. Ah hand.
( ) (1 want that)"
K interrupts to supply L with
: money.
M.oI'11 take the life L resumes selecting items.
savers, and the car-
rots, um and oop, I
{have to), gotta take
a pie, small pie..."
No 6-year-old {(and 5-year-olds only in session 3) ever produced
inappropriate accompaniments to independent, non-store activities.
(The infrequency of thematically inconsistent monologues must be in
part an artifact of the data selection procedures: Any substantial
~ sequence of non-store play was excluded from analysis.)

In sum, thematically appropriate accompaniments to independent
activities were common at all ages, while older subjects seemed likely
to produce thematically consistent dialogues with a pretend third
party. Thus most subjects were sometimes using monologues to portray
their characters' independence. Older subjects appeared more able to
represent the clerk in relation to more than one (present) customer,

These results indicate that some monologues have a social function in
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the interactive portrayal of partially independent roles.

Evidence for Characters' Interacting Goals

Analyses of episode organization were designed to provide
evidence of subjects' abilities to portray motivated interactions.
The frequency with which turns at roles were changed in each
rearrangement is examined as evidence that partners shared a
representa;ion of their character identities as complements., Data
already reported regarding the incidence of péra]lel or solitary
activity are reexamined as evidence of undifferentiated roles.
Complete social episodes were examined for the incidence of well-
formed, validly portrayed clerk-customer interactions.

Turn changes. A change in roles following each round of store
play ié evidence that each participant in the pair represents her
jdst-completed role as the complement of the role she now wishes to
assume. (See Appendix 17 for procedures for coding turn changes.)

As displayed in Table 27, 5- and 6-year-olds almost always
changed roles after each complete episode, while most of the 3-year-
olds' complete episodes were not followed by an exchange of roles.
Thus older subjects demonstrated, in the readiness with which they
changed roles, greater understanding of the complementary relation
between roles.

Collections: Undifferentiated roles. Data regarding the
incidence of social vs. solitary or paraliel activity units (episodes,
incomplete episodes, and collections) were presented in Table 7,
Chapter VII. Most episodes and collections were social.

Paraliel/solitary activity units, though infrequent, were produced



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

174
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The existence of any parallel or solitary activity takes on

significance when the interactive task is role play.

[t is very

difficult to portray more than one person oneself, and, as illustrated

below, the result for these 3-year-olds was the collapse of

differentiated roles.

{v) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Activity unit 3

(Parallel/solitary Collection)

.«o5he didn't know
what, 1 don't, care
I'm the buyer. And
there's a store,
here. (There's ano-
ther playroom, )
Go back, here -- and
the and no put on

(1) 8

here, on the counter.

Put on the counter.
I'11 show you.
No.
Right there. Right
on here, okay?

€

Cm

(4) 8 You have to.

(5) A Let me (uh) have the
bag. 'Cause I need
to fill (the)=

gut I'm the buyer so
you have t--

‘Kay.

(6) 8

("kay).
no NO!
Ukay.

= >

()

Then you nave

B is on store phone. A is
is putting items in basket.

A approaches side of store
with basket. B remains on

phone, taps counter repeatedly.

8 tries to take basket from A.

AR rebuffs B.

8 bangs on counter.

A touches, then knocks on one of the
outside store shelves. A then
appears to spy paper bag on floor.
A picks up bag, opens it, starts
to put food from her basket into
bay, then turns back to board and
puts food from board into bag.

A glances at B, returns to bagging.

B opens up a toy food box, peers

inside.

A runs over behind counter, grabs
a second paper bag, brings it
back to food board.

B is annoyed.-

A tosses one partially filled
bag at B. B takes it and dumps
it out on counter. A watches B
briefly. B puts empty bag on
floor behind counter. A opens
her new bag. B comes out of
store and tries to take A's
basket.

A protests.

B returns to store, gestures
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to bring it here. emphatically.
[(You have to) bring
it here.
(9) A [( ‘ ) A continues to shake open bag.
I'm doing that. A turns back to board, Euts
bag down, starts to take

food from basket, then takes
food from board and puts it in
You have to, talk to bag. Meanwhile, B takes coins
(Johnny). 'cause out of cash register.
he's bad. (and)
{10) 8 (uninterpretable 1ist B i arranging coins on counter,
of numbers and let-
ters), 1, A, 1, I, A is still bagging at food board.
2, 'kay? 1 S. Okay A is trying to dump whole

oh dear oh dear basket into bag. B drops coin.
A comes to counter, takes a
No, I'm [the seller. coin, tries to put it in cash
Ell) A : [I'm (put it). register.
12) B 0Okay. B closes cash register,

There is no question that B makes an effort to organize ﬁn episode
that might have become, had she been successful, a complete social _
episode, ﬂevertheless, in the face of resistance, she retreats into
.act1vit1es as sequentially disorganized as A's: she plays with a toy
food (4); she ‘counts' money (10). Her behavior can be contrasted
with D's in (W), who proceeds to carry out both customer and clerk

actions when C refuses to play.

(W) C, 44 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 2, Episode 2

D has been trying to get C to
play store., D now goes to

1) D Take, some and I'11 food board, gets items and
put it, in a bag, and takes them back to counter,
I'11 put some money beyins to bag them from
in (the bag) behind counter. D may tap
(Talk deleted: a number on register.
D tries to catch C who
runs by.) D opens register drawer, takes

out two coins, puts them in
bag, closes drawer.

D puts another food in bag, then
takes more coins from register
and bags those. D folds bag,

(2) b Here, nere's your bag. tries again to involve C.
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(3) C I don't need it!

54; D EOh.

6) C [(I) (gonna/gotta) call C picks up board phone.
someone.

(7) D This is my lunch. (So D folds bag, looks up at
/1 will) put my Tunch inner store shelves.

up here.
When a complementary episode gets organized with only one participant
doing both roles, the demands on partners to coordinate their
interactions are minimal. (See also "Doer-observer accomplishments"
in Appendix 9.)

Clerk Intrusions: Undifferentiated Roles. While the customer

selects her items, the clerk has little appropriate to do except wait
and watch, or serve other customers on the phone or in the store. It
was common at all ages that the clerk intruded upon the customer's
independent activity: she might deny the customer the right to select
an item; she might insist that the customer select an item; she mignht

demand that the customer come to the counter pronto.

Cierk intrusions were not common enough to permit quantitative
analysis. However, inspection of the justifications which clerks used
in their intrusions and customers used to reject intrusions indicate
age differences in children's representations of their characters'
rights. The justifications of 3-year-old clerks were almost always
arbitrary, or by fiat: "You can't have ...," "I don't want you to
eess” "You have to ...". These clerk intrusions and justifications by

fiat resulted in clerk portrayals which better resembied hassled
mothers. Subjects appeared to understand that clerks had certain

rights over the foods but confused these with parental rights exerted
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over foods in a variety of nonstore and store contexts. 3-year-oid
customers often did not dispute those rights, even if they tried to
circumvent them. The justifications of older subjects' clerks and
~customers often included efforts to formulate store-appropriate
procedures (e.g. "These are on sale," "These come free," "I can buy
_ different things from you"); These ju§t1fications were not
necessarily used in appropriate store contexts (e.g. a clerk might
insist that a customer buy an item because it was "on sale"}, and
there was still evidence that clerks were attempting to exert rather
arbitrary rights, but the negotiations better resembled store-
appropriate discourse, and the customer was better portrayed as having
her own rights. |

In (X), D tells C whgn she has se]écted}enough. So does E in
(HH), justifying her request with parental rules not appropriéte to

store contexts.

(X) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1
(1) D Put just some. That's C is selecting itenms,

all you can, put in,
Now bring it over. C brings basket to store.

(Y) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session i, Episodes 7 and 8

{é; F I need two pumpkins. F is selecting items.

E Faye, Faye, no you E turns to look.
only need one at a
time.
. (F tnen successfully negotiates

“one for me and one for 1lama.")

3) F I need pizza.
4) £E Nope, you can't have E makes emphatic palms-up gesture.
it, [until you eat -

5) F [uh
%6) E all of those things, E gestures toward foods on shelf.
okay?

(F drops request for now.)
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5-year-old clerks almost never intruded upon customers. (Z)

jllustrates the rare instance.

(Z) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 4
(1) G That's enough 1 think, G looks at H's overfilled basket.
(2) H (;ﬁgzi H keeps adding more items.
. G readies bag, watches H, waits.
The 6-year-o0ld clerks were sometimes intrusive but not necessarily
successful at it. Note the store-relevant justifications used by

clerks and customers.

(AA) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

(1) N Aren't you eVer gonna? N waits behind counter.
d' b', you don't have
to buy everything. N. Teaves store, approaches M.

(2) 4 I (giggle) I'm not. M continues loading basket.
I'm buying all my '
groceriesl=

{3; N =Buy some butter. N holds an item up to M,

4) M Ya. M takes it and baskets it.
Don't tell me what M gently shoves N toward store.
[to buy.

(5) N [carrot. N is pointing to an item.

(6) M [uh N picks up item,

(7) N [You certainly need shakes it at M,

that!

(8) M I know. (giggles) M takes it, baskets it. N

(It's/that's) all returns to store.

the carrot we have.

(BB) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

(1) M Here's all your stuff! M tries to hand K basket.

(2) K Oh but there'‘re some K points to items off camera.
things down there. M looks. :

(3) ¥ Mmhmm, But you can't
pay for those they're
not on sale.

&4; K wellllll .

5) M These we have to put M takes top item from basket,
back. puts it on shelf,

iﬁ} K Why? [gdo we) K whines.

7) M ['Cause other M puts pack more foods.
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people have to buy.
(8) K Ahhh! But I need them!
I need them! .
(negotiations continue....)

Character interactions. It is possible for an episode to be

social without focused interaction. Characters can aiternate
contributions to'role play (the customer unloads, the clerk prices,
the clerk bags, the customer takes the bag) and never engage in
interaction. Complete social episodes were examined for the incidence
of valid interactions. A valid store interaction was defined on the
bases both of intuitions and the data. Valid interactions included
(listed in order of common sequence): customer calls ahead to store,
customer and/or clerk greets other, customer requests help from clerk
and/or clerk offers help, clerk informs customer of total cost and
requests pay and/or customer pays clerk, clerk gives customer change,
clerk hands customer bag, clerk and/or customer thanks otner, clerk
and/or customer bids other farewell, clerk calis cusfomer re upcoming
deiivery, clerk delivers foods to customer. An interaction fitting
each of these category types occurred at least once in some complete
social episode. When examining the table below, it is important to
consider that the above set of possible interactions is large; there
are many appropriate-occasions. for interaction.

From the data in Table 28, it appears that characters were more
often portrayed in valid interaction by the 5-year-olds and 6-year-
olds than by the 3-year-olds. There were no apparent patterns of
session or age x session effects. It might be expeéted that role play
experience with a particular bartner mignht fa;ilitate portrayal of

interaction in session 2 and that repartnering in session 3 would



Median Proportion of Actions and Interactions

per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Table 28

which were Valid Interactions

Session
Age 1 2 3
3 .12 .02 © .06
5 .38 .35 .53
6 .38 .66 .18
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disrupt interaction portrayé], but only 6-year-olds displayed this
pattern. The 3-year-olds essentially showed little change from

session to session; they were consistently producing very few valid

_interactions. The 5-year-0lds showed no change from sessions 1 to 2

and increased in session 3. Why repartnering was not disruptive for

them but apparently was for the 6-year-olds is not apparent.
Summary and Discussion

The analyses of character portrayals reported in this chapter
indicaté that there is development in children's understandings of
motivated action and interaction over the age range of 3 years to 6
years of age. Although many of the methods developed when applied to
these data resulted in nonsignificant age differences, there were
cbnsistencies in trends which recommend the future application of
these methods to new data. Thé results demonstrated that role play
interactions are a valuable source of evidence regarding young
children's representations of social episodes. |

In summary, analyses of arbangement contents indicated that
subjects were primarily arranging roles, by name or by a role's
defining activity. There was little arranging of theme or setting
identities, although when these were arranged, they were appropriately
arranged in earlier sessions when subjects might not be quite sure
what they were going to do. There was little arranging of specific
role actions, character motivation, or character ownerships, although
when these were arranged, they were arranged by the youngest subjects
only (a finding to be discussed shortly). Oldef subjects were more

organized in setting up the fantasy scene and thus demonstrated the



183

capacity to anticipate the relation of the setting and toys to the

actions and interactions to be portrayed in the next round of play.
Since these subjects were assigned the role play theme,

interpretation of these arrangement data is made difficult. It

appears that the children ﬁere not arranging what was 'given' to them

-- theme, setting identity, object identities -- but were arranging
only what was essential for the role play to begin -- who should play
which role. The thematic assignment, in conjunction with the richly
supplied play setting, may have reduced the need for joint
arrangements and supported the belief that what was to be dpne was
obvious. These preschoolers' capacities for social planning of joint
pretense may have been obscured in this study context. It is very
interésting that the youngest subjects were the only ones to plan
specific role play actions. It may be that the less well learned a
play theme is the greater is the need to formulate it, for oneself as
well as for one's partner; the better learned it is, the more likely
a child may assume (not necessarily appropriately) that 'everyone
knows' what to do. Thus the youngest subjects actually appear less
egocentric in that they communicate more about the store script in
arrangements than do their older peers.

The characters' independence and independent motivations were
somewhat more effectively and consistently portrayed by older
subjects. Almost all subjects portrayed the customer as motivated by
a need for food, if only for an item. 3 01der subjects were somewhat

--------------------

3 It was very unusual, however, for the customer to have a formulated
purpose for the food; the customer was not usually portrayed as
purchasing food in order to cook it, to eat it, to feed others with
it. Portrayal of a store episode does not require such a
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more 1ikely to establish and elaborate a role in the arrangement phase
by role identity or role activity and less likely to do so by role
location, and thus older subjects were more effective in establishing
characters as persons with names or witﬁ things to do; of these three
role formulations, role location (e.g. "You go there"), used only by
the 3-year;olds, is least effective in differentiating the 'real'’
child from the character she is becoming. 0lder subjects' episodes
were more likely to be comp]éte, less likely to contain repeated
ritual fragments or to have been unarranged without role change, less
Tikely to contain ownerships carried over from prior episodes, and
thus the customer's goal was more often accomplished and more often
defined and contained within a single episode. Almost all subjects
produced character-appropriate monologues, although older subjects as
clerks were more likely to portray dialogues with other customers
thereby constructing the independence of their roles from the
relationship with their customer partner.

The characters® complementary relationship was more successfully
portrayed by older subjects. Only the older subjects switched roles
smoothly at the end of each episode, indicating that they easily
anticipated playing both roles. Parallel or solitary portrayals
occurred only in the 3-year-old data. Most clerks at all ages
intruded inappropriately upon their partner's food selection, but
older customers were more 1ikely to justify pursuing their own course
of action. Tne portrayals of older subjects contained a greater
proportion of valid interactions.

verbalization, so absence of purpose formulations is ambiguous as
evidence of lack of representation of customer goals.
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The pattern of results reported in this chapter provides some
clues about the course of development of social plan knowledge.
Progress was observed over age in the resemblance of subjects' role
play to adult social episodes (as presumed in the endpoint analysis).

IThe ability of all older subjects to represent the completion of just
a singlé round of customer purchases within an episode, without fitua]
repetitions, indicates an increasingly well organ1zeh concept of an
episode as a unit of social 1ife, at -least from one participant's
perspective. The greater abilities of older subjects to represeﬁt
valid interactions, relevant rights of both characters, appropriately
simultaneous activities, and interactions with relevant persons other
than the partner's charactef all indicate emerg1hg representaiions of
roles as innerently relational.

Were subjects portraying persons in store episodes or were they
merely portraying, as E1'Konin (1966) argued, context-appropriate
activities? Subjects appeared to know more about persons in social
episddes than E1'Konin's analysis of preschoolers' role play would
lead us to expect. All children at some point formulated some kind of
motive for the customer. Furthermore, as just discussed, many
episodeé were social, wél]-organized, and complete. To be sure, many
subjects, especially the younger subjects, were at best only
inconsistently portraying the motivated actions and interactions of
'persons,’ Coﬁsistent with E1'Konin's analysis, the episodes of the
younger subjects were often disorganized, and many episodes of the 3-
and 5-year-olds contained ritual fragments. Even older subjects, like
all subjects, only infrequently and unpredictabiy formulated some kind

of motive. Thus much of these subjects' role play did indeed resemble
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the portraya].of context-appropriate activities, but close examination
also revealed evidence of emerging knowledge of persons' motives in
everyday social episodes.

E1*'Konin's distinction between the role play of persons and the
"role play of activities appears to have as its cognitive correlate the
distinction made in Chapter IV between social plan knowledge and
social event knowledge. Social plan knowledge enables representations
of persons' goals in interaction. Social event knowledge contributes
only to representations of sequences of social behavior. To explore
further the developmental relations between social event knowledge and
social plan knowledge, further analyses of the children's episodes as
they reveal théir knowledge of sequencé§ of store events is reported

next.



CHAPTER X
SOCIAL EVENT KNOWLEDGE

In the introductory chapters, it was suggested that shared event
knowledge (context-appropriate sequences of interactive behaviors)
could enable young children to portray coordinated social behaviors.
Even if children were unable to represent characters' goals and
interacting goals and even if children were not able to represent and
coordinate parters' perspectives in the co-construction of a shared
plan for their play, shared event event knowledge could permit
"collaboration in non-abstract thought" (Piaget, 1926/1955). In this
chapter, subjects' knowledge of the sequence of store events is
inferred from analyses of complete store episodes. In the last
section of this chapter, these results are related to the analyses
reported in Chapters VII, VIII, and IX.

Complete episodes were examined for their complexity, the
appropriateness of their sequential organization, and their coherence.
For the reader's reference, Table 29 contains a summary of analyses

and results.

Complexity of Complete Eéisodes

Two analyses of episode complexity were devised.

Actions and Interactions within Episodes

For the first analysis, a.standard set of actions and

- 187 -
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Table 29

Social event knowledge: Summary of analyses and results

Trends in data

Characteristics

of social episodes Age Session Age x session
Lomplexity
Different actions Increase
and interactions with age
Secondary store Increase
characters with age
Seqyuential organization .
Invalid . sequencing (infrequent at gll ages, all sessions)
Coherence
Invalid actions Decrease
and interactions with age

Secondary non- Decrease
store characters with age

——————
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interactions was compiled on the bases both of intuition and of the
data themselves. 'Unly actions and interactions which normatively
occur at a particular point in a sequence of actions and interactions
were included in these analyses. Thus, any event which could
appropriately occur at any point in the episode were exciuded from
this analysis -~ for examples, phone calls-(regardless of their
appropriateness) and service to pretend customers.

Table 30 contains the standard set of actions and interactions in
the two most common sequences. (Analyses of sequencing are found in a
later section.) Actions or interactions followed by an asterisk (*)
could occur more than once per episode, but they were nevertheless
counted no more than once per episode, (For “Thanks" to be éoded at
all, it mhst have occurred after the clerk received payment for goods
or the customer received change or the customer received her bag or
the customer received her delivery.)

Table 31 contains the median number of different actions and
interactions per complete episode.

As indicated in Table 31, there is a trend in sessions 1 and 2
indicating that older subjects constructed more complex episodes.
(Inspection of the raw data shows that, while some older subjects
produced episodes no more complex than their younger peers, the
longest, most diverse episodes were found only among the older
'subjects.) Experience role playing with the same partner (session 2)
did not appear to facilitate complexity of episode for subjects of any

aye, and repartnering (session 3) disrupted play for many subjects.
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Table 30

Standard actions and interactions in store episodes

CLERK - CUSTOMER
(receive call) r call ahead to store
take basket travel to store
greet customer travel to store greet clerk
greet customer greet clerk t;ke basket
get requested request item(s) select items
items

put items on counter

price items

total jtems

request pay

pay clerk
give change (receive change)
bag items and/or  bag items

return basket

hand customer bag (receive bag)
thank customer * thank clerk *
bid farewell * bid farewell *

travel home
call re delivery
deliver
thank customer * thank clerk *

bid farewell * bid farewell *




Median Number of Different Actions and [nteractions

per Complete Episode by Age and Session {Dyad as Subjeét)

Table 31

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

191



192

Secondary Store Characters

A second measure of episode complexity was the number of
secondary store characters created for the episode other than the
‘primary roles of clerk and customer {e.g. other customers, bosses).
(See Appendix 18 for procedures for coding secondary characters.)

The data in Table 32 are consistent with a devélopmenta1 increase
in the number of thematically appropriate secondary characters. There

are no apparent session or age X session trends.

Sequential Organization

It has already been reported tnhat only younger subjects produced
collections, and therefore older subjects appeared to be more likely
to produce sequentially organized episodes (Table 7, Chapter VII). A
more detailed analysis of sequential organization was devised using
the standard 1ist of actions and interactions presented above. There
are many possible variations in sequencing of these actions and
interactions which are cumbersome to represent, and decisions about
the acceptability of any portrayed sequence were often left to the
coders' judgment of acceptability. (See Appendix 6 for details of
coding procedures.,) Note that if a dyad omitted or reversed some step
and then repaired the omission or reversal, only the final version of
the portrayal was coded.

The data in Table 33 indicate that invalid sequencing of
otherwise valid actions and interactions was infrequent at all ages.

There were no apparent age, session, or age x session trends.
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Table 32
Median Number of Secondany 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 effect for age in session 1
(H = 4.8000, p < .048; 3-yeap-o]ds <
5-year-olds & 6-year-olds, Fisher, p = .05)



Median Proportion of Actions and Interactions
which were valid but Invalidly Sequenced

'per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Table 33

Session
Age 1 2 3
3 .01 .04 .00
5 .09 .08 .14
6 00 .11 .00

194
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Coherence

[t was reported in Chapter [X that the monologues of older
subjects were more likely to be thematically appropriate. Two
‘additional analyses of coherence were‘devisedt

The first analysis was devised from the standard set of actiéns
and_interactions presented earlier. Not ail of subjects' store play
could be described by one of these actions and interactions. Almost
always, inadmissible data could be described as invalid versions of
store activity. The most frequent included: clerk exerts arbitrary
rights over foods during food selection, clerk bags money, someone
eats foods (when it did not occur at the end of the episode and when
there was no evidence of a joke or a portrayal of a violation of
. convention), clerk goes home with customer. {There were, however,
many occasions when steps were missing. Many steps are optional, and
their omission posed no problem to the validity of the portrayal.
Some omissions, however, were of necessary steps. The 3-year-old
customers, for example, never paid, although the cierk often gave the
customer “change". While such an omission rendgrs related events
invalid in context, nevertheless if the remaining stéps were
recognizably appropriate (e.g. if “change" involved the clerk's
handing the customer money), they were considered valid for this
analy;is. In this regard, the followihg analysis tends to exaggerate
the coherence of subjects' store episodes.)

In Table 34, there is evidence of a decline with age in invalid
acts. There is no interpretable pattern of session or age x session
differences.

A second measure of episode coherence was the number of secondary
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Table 34

Median Proportion of Actions and Interactions
which were [nvalid

per Complete Episode by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session
Age 1 2 3
3 W17 .53 .40
5- .08 .02 .00
6 .00 .04 .09

There was an effect for age in session 3

only (H = 4.5714, p = .067).
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nonstore characters (Mommy, frogs, babysitters). A lesser number of
nonstore characters was taken as evidence of greater coherence of
store episode. (See Appendix 18 for coding procedures.)

In Table 35, there is evidence of a decline with age in the
intrusion of episode inappropriate characters and thus an increase
with age in coherence of episode. This result is strengthened by the
observation that only 6-year-o]ds ever complained about such

intrusions, as the following example illustrates:

(A) L, 74 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

(1) L Pretend (giggle) I'm a L kneels behind counter.
little frog in the
store. "Here's your . L tries to give N money with
money sir." ner teeth. N takes it.
I'ma little kitty cat.
meow meow. Would you

like a, a can of, L looks at fish pictures.
tuna fiss?
*{2) N No tuna., Lisa, come on.
3) L (giggle)
Okay. L seems embarassed.
Conclusions

There is evidence that the 3-year-olds knew somewhat less
about the events in store episodes than did the 5-year-olds and
6-year-olds. The 3-year-olds' complete social episodes were less
diverse; their episodes contained a higher proportion of invalid
acts; their secondary characters were more likely to be'thematically
inappropriate or ambiguous. However, there were no age differences in
sequential organization. Although 3-year-olds were less likely than
older subjects to organize successfully a complete social episode
(Table 7, Chapter VII), when they did, they were no less likely to

sequence actions and interactions appropriately. (It should be noted,



Table 35
Median Number of Secondary Nonstore Characters

by Age and Session (Dyad as Subject)

Session
Age 1 2. 3
3 1.0 .9 N
5 5 o7 5
6 .4 .8 5

There is an effect for age in session 1
(H = 4,5083, p < .067; 3-year-olds ¢

§-year-olds & 6-year-olds, Fisher, p = .05)
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however, that 3-year-olds were sequencing less complex episodes.)
Thus, even the 3-year-olds had some knowledge of the sequence of
events that normatively occur in stores.

Tne methods that were developed here for inferring social event
.knowledge from observations of interactive role play produced some
useful data. How much of what these preschoolers knew about stores
was merely social event knowledge and how much was social plan
knowledye? In Chapter IX, it was reported that virtually all subjects
at some point motivated the customer by a neéd for food, even if only
a need for a single item. Virtually all dyads produced together aF
least one complete social episode in whjch the customer selected items
and eventually received them from the clerk in a bag. Thus even
3-year-olds sometimes revealed a reasonably appropriate representation
of a rational basis for the customer's behaviors. Subjects appeared
to know less about clerks. wWhen a 3-year-old clerk explains firmly to
her partner, "I have to pay," and marches into the store, pushes cash
registgr keys, opens the cash register, takes out a coin, and bags it,
we cannot help but think she is guided not by social plan knowledge
but merely by social event knowledge of the sequence of behaviors she
has observed clerks do in stores. The evidence indicates that, while
subjects indeed knew something about persons' motives in store
episodes, that knowledge did not inform many of the behaviors they
portrayed; portrayals contained many ‘non-rational’ sequences of
behavior. |

In Chapter IV, it was suggested that social event knowledge could
facilitate "collaboration in nonabstract thought." Each particioant's

contribution to the event sequence serves as a supportive context for
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the next step, and structured settings provide additional supporf for
participants’ recall of context-appropriate activity. Social event
knowledge could, in the same way, facilitate coordination of
interactive role play. However, role play, in contrast to everyday
interaction, makes demands on participants to make uhusua11y explicit
agreements regarding the nature of the activity. Where there is no
supportive context (i.e. no miniaturized Setfing), interactions cannot
easily proceed without some agreement, explicit or implicit, regarding
the symbolic function of objects, settings, gestures, actions, talk.
These agreements require representation and coordination of
participants' perspectives, and thus such role play would entail
"collaboration in abstract thought." How cognitively complex was the
role play of subjects observed in this study?

As reported in this chapter, subjects had at least soﬁe knowledge
of store events and the sequence of those events, and their
interactions were supported by an elaborately stocked miniature store
setting. Thus social event knowledge could explain much of subjects'
interactive success. Furthemmore, resuits reported in Chapter VIII
indicated that subjects were making pretense agreements very
infrequently. While most subjects did reveal an ability to reach
agreement on a symbolic pretense transformation, they did so
infrequently and very often did not then make use of the agreed plan
in subsequént play. Thus the supportive context and subjects'
culturally shared event knowledge of stores may have made the
successful organization of store episodes possible without a need for
(at least a consistent need for) representing and coordinating either

participants' or characters' perspectives -- certainly not
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perspectivés of the complexity of a social plan. Indeed, as reported
“in Chapter VII, only one dyad ever attempted to negotiate agreements
on a comprehensive éocial plan for their play. -

whether these data indicate an inability to represent and
coordinate co-participants’ social plan perspectives in order to
organize successful role play cannot be determined from this data base
alone. As discussed in Chapters VIII and IX, it may be that the
support of the rich play context and the children's shared knowledge
of stores (whether social plan or social event knowledge) made it
unnecessary for the children to negotiate symbolic play agreements and
thus obscured rather than revealed their sdc1a1 cognitive and
communicative competences., Comparative observations of children in
unstructured play settings, necessitafing symbolic play agreements,
are necessary to determine when preschoolers are indeed capable of co-
constructing symbolic social pretense or if play becomes less coherent

and successful without contextual support.



CHAPTER XI
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this project was to develop an analytic approach
to the study o% children's interactive role play. Examination of
available studies of role play indicated a need for a social-cognitive
model that could provide a motivation for systematic, detailed
observations of children's role play interactions. Prior to this
report, most studies were either examinations of correlations between
ratings of interactive play complexity and performance on perspective-
taking tasks or qualitative discussions of social-cognitive and
. communicative competences revealed in brief excerpts from videotaped
role play. The available data were not adequate to resolve
controversies regarding the extent of preschoolers' understandings of
other persons and of social interactions nor of their communicative
competences in representing and coordinating partners' perspectives in
order to co-construct symbolic portrayals of persons in interactions.
It was the intent in the present work to produce methods which, if
applied in the future to a larger (and, as discussed below,
differently organized) data base, could help to resolve existing
controversies over preschoolers' competences and the course of their

development.

Background

Three domains of social-cognitive and communicative competence

- 202 -
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nhave been distinguished in the literature on interactive role play:
the abilities to co-construct shared agreements on play themes and
play plans, to frame a state of pretense, and to motivate a coherent
portrayal of persons in interaction. -
| Negotiating shared play agreements requires perspective taking.»
Studies to date, including observations of children at play and
correlational analyses of social play complexity and perspective-
taking skills, indicate that interactive role play is a context in
which peers are learning to recognize and coordinate partners'
perspectives, But these studies do not provide a detailed
developmental account of children's use of perspective-taking skills
in role pfay. For example, observers have reported that preschoolers
make efforts to negotiate plans for role play, but they do not report
on the structure or function of those negotiations. Some
1nvesfigators assume that any reasonably coherent role play
necessarily requires, and therefore reveals, perspective-taking
skills, but an attribution of such éompetences even to 3-year-olds is
at odds with most of the literature on social-cognitive and
communicative development (cf. Shantz, 1975). Detailed descriptions
of children's interactive role play were needed to help resolve
inconsistencies in claims regarding young chiidren's competences in
negotiating play agreements. _

The symboliclframing of a pretense state with a partner also
requires negotiation and coordination of plans: children must agree
on 'where' they are, 'who' they are, 'what' they are doing. Reports
of children's stories and children's play seem to indicate that, while

even young preschoolers make occasional efforts to construct pretense
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states, older preschoolers are still not consistently maintaining
fantasy states when playing or telling a story. If children have
difficulty maintaining pretense, this suggests that they have
difficulty making, or at least using, agreements on pretense states.
| Reports of children's inconsistent construction of pretense, which
‘tend to emphasize young children's inabilities, needed to be |
reconciled with reports of children's perspective-taking skills, which
tend to emphasize their abilities., Systematic examination of
children's communicative strategies for framing pretense in
1nteractivé role play were needed.

Evfdence of young children's abilities to portray motivated
person§ comes from a range of research efforts, none of which directly
addresses children's understandings of persons' goals in interactions.
Studies of children's interactive role play, solitary doll play,
stories, and script knowledge report for young preséhoo]eré a greater
likelihood of nonsocial portréyals (absence of complementary roles),
stereotyped social sequences, and ab;ence of motivated plots with an
emergence of motivated portrayals of interactions over age. Since
this pattern of findings was gleaned from studies whose purposes were
diverse, it became important to examine in detail the contents of
children's interactive role play portrayals, as these reveal their'

understandings of motivated social relationships.

Purpase of the Present Research

In an effort to integrate what has been reported and discussed
to date regarding interactive role play, a developmental model of the

social-cognitive and interactive demands of collaborative role play
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was constructed as a basis for researéh. The constructs of 'social
episode' and ‘social plan' were introduced io represent coordinated
activity by a partiéular set of individuals in a particular setting.
. A social episode is a common unit of activity in the organization of
everyday social 1ife and one frequently portrayed‘by children in role
play. Interactive role play is one kind of cooperative social
episode. In cooperative episodes, participants construct 'with'
social plans. With plans are publically negotiated in the arrangement
phase of the episode and are then revised as needed during the
accomplishment of the episode. Representation of partners' social
plans -- representation of their perspectives -- and coordination of
djscrepancies among social plans is critical to cooperative
negotiations. In role‘play episodes, there is an embedded episode
portrayed within the ‘real' cooperative epiéode. The organization of
the embedded episode differs with its content, although children
commonly portray complementary episodes in which there is some
instrumental relation between the portrayed characters,

The development of interactive role play was hypothesized to
resemble the course of deve]bpment of peer interaction described by
Piaget (1926/1955). The social episodes of very young children should
initially resemble collective monologue and consist of disorganized
role play "collections," some of.which are appropriate to ‘the pretend
context but few of which are organized as sequences of coordinated
social behaviors. Progress in portraying coordinated roles should
occur when children have social event knowledge of the actions,
interactions, and sequencings appropriate in particular social

contexts. Interactive role play would then resemble Pjaget's next
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stage, collaboration in non-abstract thoughf, if the play were
supported by & miniature version of the 'real' setting just as
everyday contexts support everyday interactions by providing reminders
of what to do. ‘'Roles' could be portrayed, even if children could not
| represent either their partner's or their character’s perspectives
(their social plan representations of the social episode). In terms
of E1'Konin's (1966) analysis, role play in non-abstract thought would
resemble the portrayal of activities, not of motivated social
relationships. But any role play undertaken in an ambiguous play
context would not be successful unless participants could reach
agreements on symbolic transformations of setting, role, and object
jdentities, and such agreements require perspective taking and
perspective coordihation. Furthermore, any role play of motivated
actions and interactions requires the taking of the characters'
perspectives., Participants must'understand why persons occupying
episode roles act as they do and then ‘motivate’ the portrayal
appropriately. Interactive role play consisting of the motivated
portrayal of persons in social episodes, accompiished through
participants' agreements regarding symbolic setting, role, and object
transformations, typifies Piaget's last stage, collaboration in
abstract thought, as well as E1'Konin's second stage, portrayal of

motivated social relationships.

Summary and Interpretation of Data

The results of this study provide evidence for this
developmental model, although to conclude that there are 'stages' in

the development of peer interaction is to simplify apparently compiex
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relations among developing social event knowledge, social plan

knowledge, and interactive competences.

Sociocentrism

Subjects at all ages demonstrate& an eagerness to interact with
their playmates. Children initiated 73%-to 90% (median propartion for
each age group in each session) of their discourse sequences to théir
partners, and 73% to 93% (median proportion) of these initiations were
successful in securing a response. These rates of interactive intent
and interactive success are as great or greater than any reported in
previous research on children's "sociocentric" intentions (Garvey &
Hogan, 1973; Gearhart & Shatz, 1978; Greif, 1977; Mueller, 1972).
Furthermore, children of all ages appropriately worked harder at
communicatiﬁg with their partner when partner and task were novel
(session 1) and when partnered with someone different (session 3).
These data reinforce the construct of "sociocentrism" as a
characterization of young children's social interests. Clearly the
task for research is no longer to demonstrate that children want to

interact but to explain the development of skills for interaction.
Collections

The endpoint analysis of social episodes was validated by the
finding that virtually all of the older subjects' data and much of the
younger subjects' data consisted of complete social episodes
resembling the endpoint model: a given set of participants (the
partner pair) accomplished a goal (role play of a store episode, in

which the customer obtains foods) in an appropriate supportive
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context. Furthermore, most of these episodes contained arrangement
phases in which subjects achieved some kind of agreement on their
play. However, as described below, some of the youngest subjects'
_activities did not resemble social episodes. Some of their
interactions resembled 'co1lections.; the first stage in the
developmenial model.

In general, younger subjects' episodes were less likely than
older subjects' to be arranged and less likely to be arranged jointly
by both partners. Thus younger subjects did not necessarily reach
agreements before they initiated roie play, and if they did negotiate,
it was likely that one partner dominated. Younger subjects were less
likely to frame the embedded episode with a character entry or exit,
and thus it was hore often not clear in their interactions whether
pretense had begun ob.ended. Similarly, the youngest subjects
sometimes formulated a role by its location (e.g. "I'l1 go in here")
rather than its name or its defininy activity, and thus it was
sometimes unclear whether they had assumed a role. The younger
subjects' episode portrayals were more often incomplete.

It was the youngest subjects whose episodes were most likely to
be disorganized. Unly the activity units of the 3-year-olds were
sometimes parallel or solitary rather than social, sometimes
diéorganized 'coliections' lacking interpretable sequential
organization. Only 3-year-olds ever abandoned an episode before it
was completed to switch roles. Only 3-year-olds ever carried over
ownerships from episode to episode, rendering the motives for each.
role increasingly difficult to interpret. Thus 3-year-olds had more

difficulty with the sequential coordination of social behaviors and
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their play sometimes resembled "collective monologue."

Collaboration in Non-Abstract Thought

While most of children's interactions consisted of sequéntia]]y-
organized, complete social episodes, subjects' discourse negotiations
almost never resembled cooperative social plan negotiations, or
“collaboration in abstract thought," the last stage in the
developmental model. Children were not making comprehensive
arrangement agreements on a social plan for the co-construction of an
entire social episode, not even in sessions 1 and 3 when the contexts
demanded them. Only 1 6-year-old dyad in session 3 ever attempted a
cb]laborative social plan negotiation. Children almost never asked
one another questions in an arrangement, and thus they were not
soliciting one another's input. During the accomplishment of role
play, there were some cooperative negotiations of subtasks by the
G-year-oldé, although such negotiations occurred when necessary to
resolve a dispute interfering with coordinated play, not as part of
methodical social pre-planning. Thus, while some older subjects
sometimes demonstrateq competence in reaching joint agreements on
plans and pretense, they could not have been depending on
collaboration in abstract thought to get them through an entire
.episode.

The findings on framing of pretense are consistent with these
observations of negotiation complexity. Although most children were
making occasional communicative efforts to reach agreements on
symbolic transformations of identities, they were not consistently or

predictably transforming their play context symbolically.
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Arrangements contained primarily role assignments. Establishment of
theme. and setting identities and of specific actions and discourse
were unusual. Linguistic'devices for framing pretense were used
_infrequently, and some categories of devices were not used by all
subjects. Qualitative examinations of framing efforts revealed that
pretense agreements that were made were often not used in later play.
Thus, although subjects could co-construct pretense states, they were
not maintaining a pretense state throughout an entire sociatl episode
portrayal.

In their portrayals, most subjects represented at least agne
character, the customer, as motivated by a need for focd at some point
during most episodes. However, the customer's motives were formulated
at infrequent and unpredictable moments during play, and they often
were not.revea1ed until the end, when the customer obtained her food.
Subjects appeared to be able to take the perspective of customers and
represent their intentions by obtaining foods or formulating a motive,
but there were many sequences of role play, particularly ritual
repetitive fragments, in which the customer's intentions were not
apparent. ! Thus, while subjects appeared to know something about
persons' goals in social episodes, that knowledge did not consistently
(at least publically) inform the contents of their portrayals. More

often than not, subjects appeared to be portraying context-appropriate

1 Children did not seem to know much about clerks' goals, and thus
netther the clerk's goal (to be paid for her work) nor the relation
between clerk's and customer's goals was effectively portrayed.
However, it is recognized that since portrayal of clerk motives, and
the relation between clerk and customer motives, is not required of a
valid store episode portrayal, the meaning of an absence of clerk
motivation is ambiguous.
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activities, not motivated social relationships (E1'Konin, 1966).

According to the developmental model, if children are producing
role play by collaboration in non-abstract thought, they are relying
' primarily upon culturally-shared social event knowledge of the role
play theme and upon the support of a thematically-appropriate play
context. Analyses of the contentS of children's portrayals provided
evidence that subjects knew a great deal about the sequence of events
in store episodes, At all ages the majority of portrayed actions and
interactions were valid and validly sequenced, indicating that
subjects shared with one another substantial social event knowledge
which would enable them to coordinate a portrayal. The finding that
subject pairs rarely ever arranged specific store events or their
sequence, when it is clear that they had knowledge of those events,
indicates that they assumed that that knowledge was shared between
them., Role assignments, subjects' priméry concern in arrangements,
were apparently believed to imply role contents. Subjects' assumption
of shared knowledge was not always appropriate. For example, while
subjects did appropriately arrange a greater variety of episode
contents in session 1 than in session 2, they did not return to more
comprehensive arrangements in session 3, when re-partnered. It
appears, then, that culturally-shared knowledge enabled successful
interactive role play, even in the absence of efforts to coordinate
perspectives and negotiate shared play plans.

[t is possible that the prescribed theme in conjunction with the
well-stocked, miniature play store actually 'invited' the children's
assumption that what was to be done was obvious. It is also possible

that a context of play is simply not a context for rational
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negotiation for participants of any age. These same subjects may have
been able to demonstrate greater competence at negotiation of
agreements if the piay theme were not prescribed and the play context
_ were less structured and defined. They may have been able to
demonstrate greater competence if they were engaged in accomplishing
some physical goal, such as completing a puzzle together. While the
findings remain that the role play episodes observed were not truly
cooperatively produced, interpretation of these findings as evidence
of lack of ability, given this examination of peer interactions in
only one interactive context, is not possible. As discussed at the
end of this chapter, research is needed to disentangie theleffects of

play and non-play contexts on children's procedures for negotiation,

Collaboration in Abstract Thought

While much of the data fit the category of collaboration in
non-abstract thought, there was deVeIopment across the preschool age
range consistent with emerging capacities for collaboration in
abstract thought.

As already summarized, there was 1 6-year-old dyad who attempted
a collaborative arrangement negotiation in session 3. Furthermore,
some of 6-year-olds' negotiations of subtasks during the
accomplishment phase sometimes constituted true cooperation. Each
participant contributed her version of a plan, and an agreement was
reached and then used as their plan for subsequent interactive play.
Thus, 6-year-olds demonstrated the competence to cooperate, even if
they were not yet anticipating the usefulness of cooperation for the

organization of social episodes.
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Many analyses of age and age-by-session t;ends provide data
consistent with a developiﬁg emergence of skills for collaboration in
abstract thought.

Across sessions 1 and 2, subjects at all ages brought ‘forward'
to arrangements things that had been done before but never arranged as
well as new plans that had never been done or arranged before. At all
ages, subjects Qecreased the range of contents arrangedlin session 2,
when partner and play had become familiar., However, these effects
were more stfiking for the 6-year-olds. The 3- and 5-year-o]ds, the
only subjects who sometimes did not arrange their play, arranged their
play more frequently in sessions 1 and 3, but the 6-year-olds arranged
every episode in all sessions. Only 6-year-olds increased in
frequency of joint arrangements in session 3, when re-partnered.

The contents of the arrangements and portrayals of the older
subjects provided evidence of‘their greater understandings of roles
and role relationships. When planning portrayals in arrangements,
older children more frequently formulated a role's name or defining
activity; tney never formulated a role by its location. Thus older
~ subjects more effectively differentiated their own 1dentitj from their
pretense identity. They smoothly switched roles in each
rearrangement, indicating that they readily anticipated assuming the
complement of the role they jugt played. When they assfgned roles,
they more often assigned only one role, indicating that that
assignment implied the assignment of the complementary role. OQlder
subjects framed their play more frequentiy with character entries and
exits, and thus they more frequently dramatized the taking-on and the

taking-off of their pretense identities. Older children portrayed
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complementary roles more effectively. Their complete social episoaes
contained a higher proportion of valid interactions. Monologues
produced while the partner was pursuing role-appropriate independent
' activities were more thematically consistent. O0Older customers better
resisted the interference of clerks in their food selections.

In general, older subjects more frequently displayed an
anticipation of an episode's content and organization. They more
frequently rearranged the setting after each round of play, prepared
the setting by stocking shelves, prepared for roles by supplying the
customer with money and basket. They more often framed their play by
portraying entries and exits, thus marking the episode as a unit of
activity.

Older subjects appeared to have greater social event knowledge
about stores than younger subjects. The complexity of complete
episodes increased with age, as indicated by an increase in secondary
store characters and in the number of different actions and
interactions. The cunerenée of complete episodes increased with age,
as 1nd1cated by a decreasg in secondary nonstore characters and in
invalid actions and interactions.

Some of the data just summarized are consistent with a
development across the preschool age range of social plan knowledge as
well, Older subjects' more effective portrayals of complementary
roles and their more frequent portrayals of interactions indicate that
the instrumental relation between c]efk and customer was more apparent
1n‘the1r episodes. The higher frequency of secondary store characters
demonstrates that they were able to represent each character in more

than one relationship. Older subjects' episodes were more often
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complete, indicating that satisfaction of the customef's goal was more
important to older subjects. The oldest subjects' episodes never
contained repeated ritual fragments, and thus the organization of
~ their portrayals was consistently directed toward goal accomplishment.
According to the developmental model, there should be no evidence
of social plan knowledge until the stage of collaboration in abstract
thought., This component of the developmental model did not receive
support. Subjects of all ages formulated the customer's motive for
food, even if only a need for a single item. Subjects of afl ages
produced at ]éasf one complete social episode in which the customer
was portrayed as selecting and obtaining food. Thus there was
evidence for social plan knowledge in even the youngest subjects.
Based on these findings, an argument for the apparent developmental
relation between social event aqd-social plan knowledge is offered

below,
Conclusions

As discussed in Chapter II, it has been argued that early peer
interactions consist predominantly of interactive routines --
interactive sequences which are co-constructed by a particular pair of
children and whose purpose is solely the doing of them (Ervin-Tripp &
Mitchell-Kernan, 1977). Progress in peer interaction is said to
entail the development of representational capacities needed for the
joint construction and joint achievement of hierarchically organized
plans (Ervin-Tripp & Mitchell-Kernan, 1977; Forbes & Lubin, 198la,
1981b; Lubin & Forbes, 1981). The present work is a contribution to

understanding the developmeht of peer interaction, in that it offers a
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model of what hierarchically-organized peer interactions might look
like. This model facilitated examination of preschoolers' abilities
for socially planful interactioﬁs. Consistent with earlier studies of

préschoolers' interactions, there was also evidence of ritual in these
data. Younger subjects often produced series of repeated episode
fragments or repeated episodes without turn change. Subjects seemed
to yet 'stuck' in some segment.of an episode and cycle through the
sequence over and over again, finally to exit from the loop to
complete the episode. As a result, the 'goal' was fluid and
ambiguous; 1t emerged only when the episode was finally completed and
the customer obtained her foods. Nevertheless, the customer had a
goal, and the children portraying the store episodes had the goal of
portraying the customer achieving her goal. while'ritual sequences
were often very successful contexts for peer interactions, the same
pairs who constructed those rituals also constructed more rationally-
organized episode sequences., Thus for subjects at all ages there was
evidence for social plan and for social event knowledge and for the
ability to use both kinds of knowledge to organize socially
coordinated portrayals of persons in social episodes.

It appears that previous claims about the perspective-taking
abilities and negotiatory skills revealed in role play data, discussed
in Chapter III, have exaggefated preschoo]érs' social-cognitive and
communicative competences. In these data there was no evidence that
successful role play necessarily reveals preschop]ers' competences in
perspective taking. Tne data are best interpreted as evidence that
preschoolers make an “elementary differentiation" between self and

other (Selman, 1976), that they are aware that the other may not know
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or intend what the self does. It is not necessary to attribute to the
subjects in this study any additional social-cognitive competence to
explain their communicative adjustments across contexts. What the

findings do make clear is that interactive role play is a context for
the developmentrof the social-cognitive and communicative skills
necessary to cbllaborative production of role play episodes. Social
event knowledge enabled children to participate successfully in
interactions of greater 1ength‘and complexity than they could
apparently effectiveTy negotiate or frame., As a consequence, they
were confronted with discrepancies in role play contents. When
subjects were foregrounding 'new arrangements' {things that had been,
done in role play before but néver arranged), they were making efforts
to reach agreements pricr to play on previously unanticipated
differences between them. Thus they were learning from their role
play interactions tne importance of arrangement negotiations.

During the preschool age range éxamined, social event knowledge

did not strictly precede social plan knowledge. Instead, social event
knowledge appeared to enable interactions not yet entirely
‘rationally' understood and thereby to enable acquisition of social
plan Knowledge. In interactive role play, children appear to be
Tearning to recognizé one another's intentions, as well as the goals
and interacting goals of the characters they are portraying. Social
event knowledge appears to enable peers to construct together an
interactive context for learning about the rational bases of social

interactions.
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Directions jgr Future Research

The framework developed for this project can contribute to
further effofts in the study of developmental relations among
" interactive competences and social cognition. The following are
recommendations based on the results from this project on interactive

role play.

SRS ey e—

The Need to Understand the Relation of Talk to Tas

In this study, coders were unable to make a reliable distinction
between in-role and out-of-role discourse. As a consequence, many
accomplishment phase analyses of in-role character discourse and out-
of-role coﬁmunicative procedures subjects used to coordinate their
role portrayals were not possible. Further work is needed in
establishing criteria for distinguishing the functions of discourse in
constituting and in enabling interactive role play. In the only
available attempt to date, Sachs, Goldman & Chaille (1981) coded
utterances on @ 5 point scale consisting of: (1) planning (e.g. "I'l1
be the...," "Pretend we're ..,.,"); (2) pfobab]y planning (e.g. "I'm
the doctor"); (3) either planning or enactment; (4) probably enactment
(5) enactment, marked and/or stereotypic of role. The first category
appears to combine the linguistic devices of explicit pretense
planning (e.g. "Let's pretend...," "Make believe,..") and implicit
pretense planning (e.yg. "You be...," "I'l1 be...," "Tnis'll be...").
The second category would contain, among other utterances, implicit
statives/queries (e.g. "You're the...," "I'm the...," "This is
the..."). Sachs et al provided some behavioral criteria for the

points of their scale but relied on rankings for problematic
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utterances. Two coders' judgments were considered reliable if they
were within 1 point of one anotner. These investigators' reliance
upon rankings rather than strictly discourse criteria and their
relaxed criteria for establishing reliablity show how difficult it is
to distinguish in-role and out-of-role talk in children's play. It
was quite evident from the effdrts undertaken for this project that
there are multiple communicative means for communicating non-
literality of intent, including nonverval behaviors (e.g. exaggeration
of gesture or action), paralinguistic behaviors (e.g. change in pitch
or loudness or prosody), propositional content (thematic relevance of
utterance content), discourse function (thematic appropriateness of
function, expressed in a given form, in a given context).
Combinations of these behaviors are common. When there are so many
means available to frame pretense, the status of any given utterance
as in- or out-of-pretense appeared to this investigator to be
essentially probabilistic. Utterances seemed usually 'more' or 'less'
within or without fantasy, with occasional very clear breaks out of
frame for negotiation or very clear character discourse within frame,
The variety of procedures children use to mark pretense have beeq
observed and described before (Bruner, Jolly & Sylva, 1976; Franklin,
1981; Garvey, 1977; Garvey & Berndt, 1977; Matthews, 1977). But there
has been no systematic developmental examination of the contexts of

their use in interactive role play, and research is needed.

The Need to Understand Play as a Unique Social Context

The subjects in this study made inconsistent efforts to maintain

a pretense state throughout their role play. Subjects directed one
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another's play activities, negotiated rights, reported on their
activities, commented on the setting, and discussed non-store concerns
(not analyzed). To what extent was the inconsistently constructed,
~ambiguous location of the fantasy frame simply characteristic of young
children's play as a social context and not evidence of their

inari ity to co-construct and maintain pretense states? What are
young children's understandings of play as a unique social context?
Were these subjects merely playfully unconcerned with a purposeful
production of an embedded social episode? _

It was concluded earlier that the children were unable to
conceptua]ize and maintain symbolic transformations across a unit of
activity as complex as a social episode. However, that conclusion
could be in error, if we discover that children at play are not
rational and not reflective about social events that they c&n indeed
formulate-and refliect on ip other contexts, such as interviews. In
order to use observations‘qf interactive role play as evidence for
children's developing social cognition and interactive competences, we
need to understand in what ways children may view role play as a
unique non-rational social context. Furthermore, we need to
understand the course of development of non-rational playfulness.

It was suggested earlier that the rich concreteness of the play
setting in conjunction with the task instructions may have invoked
social event knowledge and minimized subjects' perceived need to
transform the context symbolically. Subjects might have revealed
greater competence at framing pretense in less structured role play
contexts requiring symbolic transformation of setting, role, and

object identities, Comparisons of role play in well-structured play
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contexts (as was the play setting in this study) and minimally
structured play contexts which require pretense agreements are needed
to determine prescnoolers' developing abilities for co-constructing

and maintaining pretense.

Jhe Need for Convergent Methods

There are severe methodological constraints on the iﬁferences one
can make about subjects' knowledge on the basis of their 6bserved
interactions. Even if the interactive context is one that demands
collaborative interactions (as did sessions 1 and 3, for example),
participants' efforts at coordinating but not duplicating their
contriputions make it unlikely that any one participant will display
all that she knows. Interviews need to be developed in order to
‘assess each participant's knowledge of the task and her understandings
about the.social interactions relevant to the task context. As
reviewed in Chapter II, Forbes & Lubin {1981a, 1981b; Lubin & Forbes,
1981) have developed a paradigm of convergent methods in which
.children are observed in particular interactive contexts -- for
example, during attempts to enter an ongoing play Qroup -- and
interviewed about those contexts -- in this examp]e,rabout entry
behaviors and other}cnildren's interpretations of those behaviors.
Underlying their analyses of interviews and interactions is an
assumption of a structural, 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 correlational studies which borrow
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from existing global ratings of interactive competence and laboratory
assessments of perspective taking, a methodology that produces more

questions than results.

- The Need for Analyses of Contexts:
How Abstract is Social Plan Know]edgg?

A particular level of analysis in the organization of social life
was selected for study -- that of the social episode -- because it is
a common and important unit of everyday social life. Knowledge of
other levels of analysis of social organization (e.g. the organization
of a school day as a set of episodes, or a school year as cycles of
repeated episodes directed toward achieving annual curricular goals)
vcould be examined comparatively. Developing understandings of the
internal organization of episodes (arrangement, accomplishment, and
finish phases) and the existence and function of critical episode
components (goal, Setting, participants, participant roles, materials)
could be examined as well. The endpoint model of social episodes can
also be used to examine knowledge of different episode types. Is
social plan knowledge primarily context specific? Wnen do children,
or do persons ever, have more abstract knowiedge -- for example,
that ebisodes differ in type of goal (e.y. physical, psychological,
~ social), in type of role relations (cooperative, complementary,

competitive)?

The Need for Explanation:
Peer Interaction as a Context for Social Development

It nas been frequently argued that peer interaction is a critical
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context for the development of cognitive, social-cognitive, and
interactive competences {e.g. Lee, 1975; Lewis & Rosenblum, 1975;
Piaget, 1932/1965). The discrepancies among peers' knowledge and
skills are argued to beAmin1mal and therefore jnteractions with peers
are believed to offér opportunities for practice of skills, for
consolidation, organization, and elaboration of what each already
knows, and for acquisition of new knowledge and skill. Longitudinal
 research is needed in which interactions among peers are observed
repeatedly over time. In addition, the contexts in which peers
interact require analysis. Role'p1qy, for example, has been suggested
as pafticu!ar]y critical for the development of perspective taking, in
. that it demands at least the coordination of social behaviors and
optimally the cooperative construction of shared plans for play and
the portrayal of motivated persons. However, as discussed earlier, it
is possible that role play, as play, is not making demands upon
children's rationality. The best contexts in which to study
children's developing skills for collaborating, and the contexfs in
which these skills may be indeed developing, may be interactions in
which the goal is a physical goal, such as building a block building
or completing a puzzle. Whether role play offers unique opportunities
for the development of social competences cannot be determined without
comparisons across the variety of contexts in which peers come

together.
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APPENDIX

1. The Data Base

Any-talk not instrumental to or constitutive of store play was
excluded from analysis. Exclusions included store-related discourse
and activities when these were about the setting (e.g. labeling prop
pictures) with no evident intent to play store, personal associations
to aspects of the setting ("ooh! I once had a Tobster and didn't like
it!"), non-store play with the store prop (e.g. "Drop this money down
this hole and see where it goes (giggle)").

Table 36 contains the distribution of utterances and activity

units for each pair across sessions,



Table 36

Distribution of Discourse Acts and Activity Units

‘ Session 1

Session 2

Session 3

Subject D-acts Activity D-acts Activity D-acts Activity

- Mmoo

o0

= = X

66
145
56
259
342
225

59
77
76
104

133
149
140
136

+ 108
95
59
110
194
147

128
73
65
49

135
147
18
21

2

10
148
22
136
247
113

31
24
22
59

184
61
150
44

™~

1 (AC)
5 (BE)

3 (DF)

™~

(6I)

™~

(HJ)

o

(KM)

(LN)

225



Subjects' pseudonyms and ages:

. Ahna
Becca
Cathy
Dale
Eve

Faye

Greer
Holly
Ida

Jane

Kelly
Lisa
Mary

Nancy

38 months
38 months
41 months
46 months
46 months

50 months

66 months
68 months
70 months

70 months

73 months

74 months
75 months
76 months

226
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2. Discourse Codes

All of the codes in this section are adaptations from Dore
(1977). Much of the text below is edited from Dore's manual. All

" examples are from the present data.

Discourse Sequences

A discourse sequence is a series of discourse moves (defined
below) which share a topic and a reciprocal illocutionary domain. The
utterances in a sequence are related in content and in illocutionary
phenomena (such as expectation and fulfillment in question-angwer
pairs). A speaker who initiates a sequence can be said to "get the
floor," because it can be demonstrated that subsequent utterances are
oriented_to the initial one until the sequence changes. Ahy utterance
having a new topic, any request which extends the topic, any
nonrequestive utterance which extends the topic (but cannot be seen as
within a Response or Extension move, see below) will automatically bid
tor a new sequence, It may be difficult to decide whether the topic
of an utterance is 'new' vs. 'extended' vs, 'same'; it is less
difficult to identify the illocutfonary domain (the discourse act).

In this scheme, requestives initiate new sequences unless they are
clearly the 'same' topic (see Counters, below).

Discourse sequences can be coded for the primary intention
expressed in the initial move: e.g. is the speaker asking a question,
requesting an action, making an assertion? Categories of discourse
sequences depend upon internal codings ofﬂdiscourse moves and
discourse acts, defined below, and therefore discourse sequence types

will be defined at the end of this appendix,
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Discourse Moves

A discourse move contains one or more discourse acts (see below).
There are three primary types of moves in the system: 1initiating,
" responding, and extending moves. These correlate with discourse act
type in that, generaily, initiating moves (I) take requestives or
assertives as their D-act content, responding moves (R) take
responsives, and extending moves (E) take assertives or responsives
which elaborate on either the same topic introduced by the initiating
D-act or the illocutionary conditions underiying the initiating or
responding D-acts. (Theré are other possible move types, but these
were not used in the present research.)

Speaking turns and discourse moves may or may not represent the
same sequence of D-acts. A speaking turn is a continuous series of D-
acts by one person, (If turns overlap, it is presumed that both
parties nheard one'another despite the overiap. This procedure was
established after encountering many cases of simultaneous talk in
which both speakers subsequently displayed an orientation to the
contents of one another's simultaneous talk.,) Many speaking turns
were short and were assigned. just 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 turn, for example, was R,
I, where R were those discourse acts which functioned as a Response to
the partner's Initiation, and I were those discourse acts which

functioned to initiate a new sequence.
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Codes and Definitions

I

"~ I{m)

L//

R

E

An Initiation is any discourse act having a new

topic or any request which extends the topic.

An Initiation to a monologue sequence is any

discourse act having a new topic or any request
which extends the topic, where that discourse
act is intended for the self. Monologues

are characterized by self-absorption and lack of
attention to the partner. Although some dialogues
with imaginary persons seem staged for the
partner's benefit when they are accompanied by
occasional sideways glances at the partner

(and smiles and gigglies), these are nevertheless
coded as I(m), since they are not intended

to solicit a complementary response from the

partner,

An Unsuccessful Initiation is any discourse act

(or series of acts) which constitutes an Initia-
tion but is not followed by a complementary

Response.

A Response is any discourse act (or series of acts)

which can be heard as a response to an Initiation.

An Extension is any discourse act (or series of

acts) which can be seen as an extension of a
Response move.
In the present work, Extensions were coded

merely to ensure that all discourse acts and
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moves were included with the appropriate sequence.

Discourse Acts

The discourse act is a composite unit derived on the basis
of grammatical form, illocutionary force and discourse function. D-
acts are of four basic types, each of which has several subtypes: (1)
Requestive acts solicit specific kinds of responses and include
question types, action and permission requests, and suggestions; (2)
Assertives provide information or establish facts and include reports
of various kinds, evaluations, and declarations of rights and
procedures; (3) Responsives supply solicited information or additional
information related to preceding Requestives or Assertives; (4)
Regqulatives are devices for organizing discourse, such as speaker
selections, attention getters, and boundary markers.

The determinative factors for scoring utterance forms into D-act
types are: (1) the grammatic form of the utterancé (which includes
its lexical, syntactic, and prosodic features); {2) the position of
the utterance form in the discourse {which includes its position in
the move, the sequence (see below), and the larger units such as
episode); (3) the relation of the utterance's form, content, or
illocutionary status to other forms (yhich include not oﬁ]y relations
to immediately préceding and succeeding forms, but also relations to
more remote forms in the sequence and forms in other sequences); the
- context of the utterance in terms of the social event, ongoing

activity, or immediate surround.
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Codes, oefinitions, and Examples of Discourse Acts

 RqcH

RQPR

RQPC

RQAC

RQSU

RQPM

ASID

REQUESTIVES solicit information or action

Choice questions seek either-or judgments rela-

tive to propositions: "Do you wan; some soup?"
Product questions seek information relative to
most WH interrogative pronouns: "How much
are these stuff?"; "“What kind of thing do
you play?” |
Process questions seek extended descriptions or
explanations: ‘“Wny?"
(These occurred only 3 times in the entire corpus,
as challenges to a partner's refusal to yield in
a conflict.)
Action requests seek the performance of an
action by hearer: "Get the bag out.,"
Suggestions recommend the performance of an
action by heargr or both speaker and hearer:
Whyn't you buy something?"; "Let's put some o'
these back."
Permission requests seek permission to perform
an action: “Can I go in your store right here

for a second?'

ASSERTIVES report facts, state ruies, convey

attitudes, etc.

[dentifications label objects, events, people,



ASDC

ASIR

ASIN
ASAT

ASEV

ASRU

ASPR

ASOB

ASPD

ASCL
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etc.: "This is milk."
Descriptions predicate events, properties,
locations, etc., of objects or people: "That

bag won't fit."

Internal reports express emotions, sensations

aqd other mental events (except'intentions):
“I forgot." -

Assertions of intent report a plan for future
action: "I'l1 give you some money,"

Attributions report beliefs about another's
internal state: "You forgot your bag."

Evaluations express personal judgments or
attitudes: “That's enough I think."

Rules state “social rules": “After your turn
is my turn.”

Procedurals state the means which constitute
the carrying out of a plan: "“First I gotta
empty all of these out"; "You hold it with
both hands."

Obligations state a necessity for a given parti-
cipant to do a given act: "You have to buy
something, this store." (If the necessity
is expressed in terms of the logic of some
procedure, however, the D-act is coded ASPR.)

Predictions report beliefs about a future
state: "“You're gonna have so muchl"

Claims report or establish rights: "Now it's my
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turn to be tne storekeeper"; "That's yours".
ASEX Explanations state reasons, causes, justifi-
cations, and predictions: “'Cause, I don't want

you to,"

RESPONSIVES supply.solicited information or
acknowledge remarks

(Examples for responsives are merely suggestive,

since an utterance's status as responsive is a

tﬁnction of its complementary relation to some

prior requestive or assertive discourse act.)

Responsives were not examined in the present

research, but they are included here as part of Dore's

scheme.

~ RSCH  Choice answers provide solicited judgments

of propositions: "Yes," "No."

RSPR  Product answers provide WH information:
("How much is it?" --) “25 cents."

RSPC  Process answers provide solicited explanations,
etc.: "Because I told you to."

RSCO Compliances express acceptance, denial, or acknow-
ledgment of requests for action or protest:
“Okay I will."

RSPM  Permissives yrant or acknowliedge the hearer's
rights: "Okay you can do that,"

RSCL Clarifications provide solicited clarifications

of prior remarks: "1 said, 'Come in my store!"



RSAG

RSAK

0DAG
onss

UDRQ

uncy

OOFR

0DBM

0DGR

0oPM

ODEX

00AC
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Agreements agree or disagree with prior non-
requestive act: "Yes it will."
Acknowledgments recognize prior non-request-

ives: “"mm hmm."

REGULATIVES control personal contact and

discourse flow

Attention getters solicit attention: ‘“Hey!"
Speaker selections label speaker of solicited

next turn: ‘“Lady, ..."
Rhetorical questions seek acknowledgement to

continue: "You know what?*

. Clarification questions seek clarification of

prior remark: "What?"
Frames indicate that a series of related discourse
acts is to follow: "Here's what you gotta do."
Boundary markers indicate shifts in the conversa-

tion or activity: "Now," "Okay," "So..."

| Openings and closings establish or terminate inter-

action: ‘“Hello," “Goodbye."

Politeness markers indicate ostensible politeness:
“piease,” “Thank you."

Exclamaiions express attitudes non-propositionally:
“On my!" "Wowee!l"

Accompaniments indicate some action redundantly:
“Here," "Here ya go," "Here y'are" (uttered when

nanding a coin).
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UDAT  Attention requests solicit the hearer's attention:

"Look . t Hgag Pt

Discourse Act Tags
Tags were constructed to help in locating data of importance to

 the present research.

-T Tag questions (e.g. RQCH-T) follow requestives
(or procedurals used as indirect requests) and
seek agreement or confirmation: “Right?"
“Okay?"
=RQ Indirect requests for action are assertions or
requestives other than requests for action
“which seek indirectly the performance of an
action by the hearer, This code is not applied
if in the same turn the request is made
explicit. In these data, the most common
indirect request was a procedural (ASPR-RQ):
“You hold it with both hands."
-IN Expressions of inteﬁtion are any discourse act (but
not assertioné of intent) which express an intention to

do an action: "Let me pay for it."

Discourse Sequence Types

Discourse sequences are categorized on the basis of the primary
intent displayed by the speaker who initiated the sequence. Primary
intent was determined on the basis of the following principles applied

in order to discourse acts in the first move (I):
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(1) If all v-act(s) are of the same type, then the primary
intent of the sequence is the same as that of the D-act(s).

(2) If there is a request for action (RQAC), then the sequence
is coded as a requestive sequence, and other acts are seen
as adjuncts td the request.

(3) If there is an indirect reqdest for action (---- - RQ),
then the sequence is coded as an indirect requestive
sequence, and other acts are seen as adjuncts. (Note tnat
no act in the first move of a sequence can function as
an indirect request for action if a request for action --
RQAC -- already exists in that move -- see principie (2)).

(4) If there is a question not a tag (not RQCH-T), and none
of the rules above applies, then the‘sequence is a
question sequence:

(a) if there is a proéess question, it is a sequence of

that type,

{b) if there is a product question, it is a sequence of

that type, |

(c) if there is a cnoicé question, it is a sequence of
| that type. | )

(5) If there is an assertion, then the sequence is coded as

an assertive sequence.

(6) If there is an organizational device, then the sequence

is coded as an organizational sequence. |

(7) If there is an expressive, then the sequence is coded as

an expressive sequence,
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3. Notes on Session Qrganization

Although the experimenter imposed session length on each pair,

some subjects made an effort themseives to organize the play session

- {and not just each successive episode) and to 1ﬁ1t1ate the closing of

the session themselves,

session Arrangements

Although there were no cases of session arrangements, some

subjects did make an effort to make an agreement on turn-taking

procedures that would apply across episodes for the duration of the

session., There were two occasions in which a subject made an effort

to establish turn-taking procedures at the outset of a session.

(A) G,

(z) ¢

(B) u,

(1) M
(2) N

(3) u

Turn taking

(€) &,

66 mos; H, 68 mos:

You be=

=How about, I'l11 be
the first one, I'm
(all ready) then
you'll be {one).

75 mos; N, 76 mos:

«ss 1 wanna buy.

Session 2, Episode 1

H points to food board as she goes
behind counter. G also yoes
behind counter,

H walks out of store to food board.
(G and H alternate turns in this
session without any further
negotiation.)
Session 2, Episode 1

M moves over to food board. N

How many times do you follows her,

wanna buy?
(giggie) anh four
(yiggle)

N returns to store, goes behind
counter,.

- (There is no further discussion
of turns. In fact, M and N
are so uncontrollably giddy that
they never complete this episode.)

procedures were negotiated later in a session by 2 pairs.

46 mos; F, 50 mos:

Session 1, Episodes 3 and 4
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This is the store. F is waiting in front of
After you comes me. counter for E to "pay"“.
‘ (E hands F a coin. F
. walks around with it., E
comes out of store with
open bag. E insists that F
put the coin in the bag.)
Now your turn. Okay?
(E does not respond to F. She
continues to insist that F
bag the coin. There is no
further talk of turns until
. the arrangement of Episode 4:)
Faye Faye, Faye Faye E follows F off camera,
you have to buy some- then returns to store.
thing. This store. E is still hoiding bag

An' and after your turn from Episode 3. She sets an
is my turn. . : item on counter. F comes to
Right. the store.
It's our turn to be at
the store. No response from E. Negotiation
of items ensues. There is no
tfurther

talk of . turns in this session.
F never has a turn as clerk in any
of 9 episodes.

73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

M is returning foods

used in Episode 1 to

tood board. K watches
I['11 do the store lady five times. and talks with her.

Is that what you and Nancy do? (Nancy was M's prior
‘ part-
Yup. _ ner. M appears to be
Who's the store lady five times? lying: M and N always
Me. took turns, although
: M once requested many
turns.)

And how much is Nancy?
Nancy is the, person who buys.
All the time?

Mhmmm.  ( )

Well at least give me one more
turn okay?

hunh?

Give me one more turn. Let's not,

only one more storelady and I'm

the mommy, next time. ...
(The issue does not
come
up agyain, as E stops
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their play at the end
of this episode.)

None of these (very rare) session arrangement efforts is well formed.
(A) was not particularly comprehensibie. (C) was not fully coherent
" (note F's non sequitur in (C)-6). (B) and (D} were not reasonable.
It appears both that most subjects were not anticipating that they
would play store more than once in a session and need to establish
turn-taking procedures, and turn-taking procedures were understood by
most oldef subjects and believed to be shared. S5-year-olds and
6-year-olds almost always switched roles at the end of an episode,
even if the exact moment of episode completion was sometimes an issue
(and despite M's greedy demands in (B) and (D); See Table 27 in
Chapter IX.) Turn-taking by 3-year-olds was very disorgyanized and
unpredictable. (Uescriptions of 3.year-olds' difficulties in
switching roles are reported in Chapter IX.) than older subjects.
3-year-0lds probably did not well understand or share knowledge of
turn-taking procedures, and this lack of knowledge probaply accounts
for the absence of their turn-taking negotiations. 5-year-olds and
6-year-olds probably did understand and share turn-taking procedures
(at least the procedure of alternating roles) and assumed that they
were shared with their partners. Notice that F, a 3-year-old,
struggles and fails to organize alternation of turns in (C), while M,
a 6-year-old, attempts a violation of the normative alternation

procedure in (8) and (D).

Session Finishes

Only 5 of 21 sessions contained session finishes, in which
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subjects took it upon themselves to end their play. Examples below

illustrate session finishes,

(E)
(1)

(2)

(F)

(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

()

)
(1

(H)
(1)

D,
D

G,

H,

I,

46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3 finish

We had a very nice time D is folding up bag.
right? You had a
very nice time.
Right! D puts folded bag on
counter,

66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2 finish

(At the beginning of the last
episode, G and H had agreed that
they would play "just one more
time".)

(That's it), quickly .

give the money back. G picks up bag behind counter.
And now, an' now I

put the money back! G puts money back in register.

‘No I put the money H is picking up items that fell

back. Unh. off board.

Well I'11 take how- H approaches counter,

much there was, out G takes out coins and puts
again. . them on counter.

No don't open it, H does not want G to open cash
Keep it closed. register drawer. She slides

coins through a slot near the top.
{giggle) see how you --

Yeah an' I think G goes off camera to VTab room door.
we're gonna, now H folds bag and returns it to
we're done. Now counter,
I think that's enough, H turns and looks at G off

)« Now we'll camera.

knock, okay? G knocks (off camera), H goes
: off camera toward door.

68 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 3 finish
I don‘t want to play. J walks off camera toward

window. H follows. There is
no further store play.

70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 2 finish

Let's knock on the I walks off camera.
door, I don't wanna
play, (now)., I'l11
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knock on the door!
( hey!
(Well lTemme/I'11 only) 1 runs back, puts foods on
put, these up again. floor back on board.
And I'11 set 'em, J goes benind counter, gestures
here, as if putting phone receiver
back, squats to get bags.
(Right), put the bags I also goes behind counter.
where they,

be[1ong.

‘Lthey belong. They rise, putting bags on counter.
Okay.
Uh c'mon -- They summon the experimenter.
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4, Activity Units

A social episode is an interactive occasion constructed by
persons who are co-present in a particular setting to accomplish
- related ygoals. The 15 mindte play session was not considered an
episode, since it was imposed by the investigator and not constructed
as such by'the dyad. Instead, successive role play episodes --
grocery store scenarios =- were identified within each play session.

An episode is located where there is maximal relatedness among
the participant's pretend roles, setting definitions, activities, and
sequential organization of activities. The boundaries (beginning and
end) of a role play episode typically extend outside the pretend
scenario into the concerns of the 'real' participants setting up the
play or disassembling it. The talk that is outside the role play but
i1s considered part of the cooperative role play episode is, in other
words, instrumental to the doing or undoing of Eole play. Tnus, the
beginning of an ehisode is typically located where the participants
initiate play arrangements or play ré-arrangements (see Arrangements
.and Rearrangements, beiow), and the end of an episode is located where
the participants reach agreements to end play and disassemble the
setting.

Since not all episodes contained arrangement phases or finish
phases, an episode was judged complete if the embedded portrayal in
the accomplishment phase was judged complete. A cycle of one round of
store piay was considered a Complete Sociai Episode if within it a
‘customer' selected food and if, at its termination, these foods were
bagged {or basketed) and/or carried out of the store setting. An

Incomplete Episode ended prematurely, typically during the customer's
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selection of food items. A Cdllection contained a chaotic array of
behaviors, most of which were appropriate to a store context but
lacked any recognizable seyuential organization. Evidence for a
~collection includes: rapid and/or sudden shifts in activity or
location apparentily triggéred by an 1nteré§ting object or an
interasting and'd{fferent activity by the partner; ‘discourse
concerned just with immediate activity and never with any temporally
and/or logically related subsequent activity; absence of temporal
terms and boundary markers; abandonments of activity; unpredictable
and unstable shifts in role relations from action to action (or
transaction to transaction).

Complete Episodes, Incomplete Episodes, and Collections could be
either Social or Parallel/Solitary. A Social Episode was accomplished
(though not necessarily arranged)} by both participants. A
Parallel/Solitary Episode was accomplished (though not necessarily
arranged) by one participant, or by participants more or less
separately, with at best only unpredictable interactive coordination.
It was a dilemma for coding activity unit type when play was
essentially parallel, and one participant pursued a more organized
sequence of store play than the other (e.g. one subject's play is an
unorganized solitary collection, while the other's is a solitary,
incomplete episode)} Since only one code per dyad is assigned to any
activity unit, the dyad was credited with the more organized and more

complete play.
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5. Activigx Phases

Arrangeménts and Re-arrangements

Session arrangements. Session arrangements are utterances and
actions which occur prior to any role play in the session and
anticipate and/or blan the organization of the session (e.g.
procedures for alternating turns during the session). (See Appendix
3.) |

Episode arrangements. Episode arrangements are utterances and
actions which occur prior to role play and anticipate and/or plan the
contents of the play and/or accomplish critical preconditions for the
play. Utterances immediately instrumental to a specific role play
step are not arrangements.

Episode re-arrangements. Episode re-arrangements satisfy the

criteria for episode arrangements but additionally involve some
disassembly of prior play in order to make new or to recreate old play
arrangements. The first episode in any given session is arranged, and
each subsequent episode is re-arranged.

Locating arrangements and arrangement boundaries was often
difficult. (a) Locating the end of an arrangement phase and the
initiation of an accomplishment phase was problematic when partners
did not coordinate their entry into pretense, One participant might
already be role playing the activiﬁies of her respective role (e.g.
the ‘customer' selects her food items), while the other continues to
plan their play. Where partners were clearly not interactively
coordinating their arrangements or their entry into pretense, the

precise boundary between phases was relaxed in order to admit into
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arrangement phase analyses those discourse acts of each partner
serving to arrange the scenario. When entry into the accomplishment
phase was not interactively coordinated, there was typically an

‘ overlap only of 1, 2 or 3 discourse acts. [f eithér participant
contributed arrangement negotiations even as she initiated role-
appropriate actions (e.g. selecting foods or stocking shelves), her
discourse was considered part of the arrangement negotiations uniess
it shifted to organization or narration of her ongoing role play. (b)
Also prqblematic for the coding of arrangements was the existence of
setting up activities (usually stocking shelves) embedded within the
arrangement. Setting up is an activity which could contain phases of
its own, and talk during setting Up was thus sometimes not concerned
with the afranging of store play per se but with the accomplishing of
settiny up. Because sefting up was unusual in these data, the
decision was made to inciude all setting up discourse as part of
arrangement phase discourse analyses. (c) When arrangements were
fraught with conflicts, some or all of which might be left unresolved,’
it was sometimes difficult to decide whether a new episode -- i.e., a
new accomplishment phase/a new round of role play -- followed the
problematic arrangements or whether the old episode continued by
defauft. If it was judged that the old episode nad resumed, the
taiied arrangements were not included in arrangement phase analyses.
{f it was decided that a new episode was initiated, the 'arrangement'

was of course then coded as an arrangement,

Arrangement phase types. Arrangement (and rearrangement) phases
are coded to provide a global description of subjects' arrangement

interactions and their success. There are four categories.



246

A Joint arrangement is one to which both subjects contribute, and
the contributions of.each are more or less interactively coordinated.
There may be some simultaneous talk aé each arranges the setting
(sorting foods, stocking shelves, folding bags, returning basket). In
a joint arrangement, both participants are working together to arrange
a task that they plan to accomplish together.

A Directed arrangement is one organized by only one participant,
who, for each component of the arrangement, either does it or requests
it of her partner. Her partner watches or does what is requested of
her. In a directed arrangement, both part1c1pants_are working
together to arrénge a task, but there is an asymmetry to the social
organization of their work, and it may be unclear whether they intend
to accomplish the task tbgether once arranged.

A Problematic arrangement is one either fraught with unresolved
conflict or one in which there is no coordinated interaction. 1In a
problematic arrangement, there is no evidence that partners are
attempting to work together in the arrangement of a joint activity.

No arrangement phase may occur. Partners may initiate role play
(e.g. 'customer' picks up basket and begins selecting as 'clerk’

assumes her place behind store counter) without any social planning or

setting arrangement.

Accomplishment Phase

Accomplishment phase. The accomplishment of role play consists
of the enactment of some store scenario; it begins after the
arrangements and ends with the finish {or rearrangement). All role

play and related activities (e.g. local breakings of frame to
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negotiate a certain procedure), with the exception of delayed
arrangements/ rearrangements, are considered part of the

accomplishment phase of the episode.

 Finishes -- Episode and Session

Episode finishes. Episode finishes are utterances and actions
which undo (clean up) and/or comment retrospectively on the prior
store play. If participants are undoing and/or commenting on prior
play in order to begin again, these utterances and actions are

considered Episode Re-arrangements.

session finishes. Session.finishes are utterances and actions
which display an intent no; to play further.. Typica]l& session
finishes subsume episode finishes; a dyad has played several times
and ends -an episode with the decision to clean up and cali in the

experimenter, (See Appendix 3, Notes on Session Organization.)
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6. Arrangement Content Categories
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discourse and activity for each of the following content categories.

" As described below, a given discourse act can sometimes be assigned

more than one arrangement content category if it serves to arrange

more than one component of the role play task. Uniess otherwise

specified below, each code can be assigned only once per each

arrangement phase.

Theme:

Roles:

Any effort to identify the theme (the 'script') to be
role played.

“Let's play store."

Role names: Any effort to identify a role by name.

“You be the storekeeper;" “I'11 be the buyer."
Inis code may be assigned to as many different roles

as identified by name.

Role activity: Any effort to identify a role Qy'its

defining activity (e.g. buy, sell).

"You buy."

This code may be assigned to as many different roles
whose defining activities are identified. Role

names containiné the activity name (e.g. "the buyer,"
“the payer," "the seller") are not coded as role

activity, but as role name.

Role steps/action: Any effort to plan specific steps

of a role.
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“..then you put it on the counter;" "let's play ...

you took it to your car."

This code may be assigned to each different step that is
planned,

Role steps/discourse: Any effort to play specific discourse

appropriate to a given role.

"and you Say, 'eeecees'"

This code may be assigned to each different discourse
step that is planned.

Role location: Any effort to specify a location for a role..

"Go right there."
This code may be assigned to each role for whom a
location is identified. »
Role ownerships: Any effort to claim or to assign ownership of
some object other than those coded under Preconditions
(beiow).
"And this will be my food for me to eat, not you."
This code may be assigned to as many objects {locations,
etc..) as are claimed.
Role purpose: Any éffort to estabiish a specific goal for a
character rolé.
“I'm gonna have a big dinner tonignt."
[his code may be assigned to each role for whom a
purpose is identified.

Role motive: Any effort to establish a global motive for a

character role,

"And you want food."
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This code may be assigned to each role for whom a
motive is identified.

Simple claim: Any claim to a turn at a role that does
not contain any of the above role contents,
"My turn."
This code may be assigned to each role
which is claimed with a simple claim.

Turn-taking

Any effort to plan iength of turn and/or procedures for
taking turns during the session.

*1'11 be the storelady five times" (also coded as

role name).

Preconditions

Clean up/rearranye play setting: Any effort in action and/or

discourse to return play setting to its original
state prior to play (applies only to Rearrangements).
Stock shelves: Any effort in action and/or discourse to
take foods from food board (the original location) and
place them on prop shelves. '
Supply customer with money: Any effort to supply customer
with money before the play begins.
"That's your money you had in the very beginning."

Supply customer with basket: Any effort to supply customer

with basket before the play begins.
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gther

ldentify prop items with no apparent arrangement function

other than exploration.
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7. Foregrounding

Coding foregrounding entails a comparison of the contents of any
given arrangenent to all prior activity: Had partners negotiated such
" an arrangement agreement before? If not, had they ever produced play
in an accomplisnment phase consistent with such an arrangement
agreement before? Arrangement contents are defined as presented in
Appendix 6. Sessions 1 and 2 were combined under the assumption that
partners will continue to make adjustments to their listeners across
two successive days of repeated play with the same partner.

Foregrounding categories inc¢lude negotiation of New Plans and
negotiation of New Arrangements.

New Plans are neygotiations of play (e.g., role, setting, or
object 1dent1ties, or plans for action or taik -~ see Arrangement -
Content Categories, Appendix 6) which have never been either discussed
or done before. |

New Arrangements are negotiations of components of play which
have appeared in prior play but have not so fér been explicitly
arranged, For example, a customer may have pretended that she brought
her basket from home (i.e. that the basket was hers and not the
store's) but had never, until now, explicitly established ownership
(e«g. "This'll be my basket") in an ;rranbement phase. Thus New
Arrangements are planfully 'brought forward' from a prior

accomplishment phase to a subsequent rearrangement.
»

Provoked Arrangements (whether New Plans or New Arrangements)
occur within a dispute (usually within a response -- R -- or an

kxtension -~ E -- discourse move; see Append1x 2). Typically, a child
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rejects another's Initiated Arrangement and responds with an
Arrangement of her own.
Initiated Arrangements are introduced spontaneousiy (usually

- within an Initiation -« I -- discourse move; see Appendix 2).
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8. Structure and Compiexity of Arrangement Neyotiations

These categories were intended to represent interactions which
were successively less collaborative and thus successively more
' egocentric, However, there were too few of any type to permit a
reliability study or to permit inferences regarding developmentb]
differences. These tentative categories are nevertheless 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 interaction is judged to be less
than collaborative, it is problematic as evidence of interactive
abitities (or inabilities). There are a variety of factors which
interfere with successful interaction, including fatigue, difficulty
with the task, and disliike for one's partner. In addition, shared
experience with one's partner in doing the task together makes
extensive interaction unnecessary, Shared knowledge of scripts for
interaction in supportive contexts also renders cooperation
unnecessary. Therefore, tne usefulness of codes like those below is
best limited to identifying the kinds of interactions subjects
construct in methodologically optimal circumstances: when subjects
know tnaf a jointvtask is required, when they are agreeable to working
together, when the task is moderately unfamiliar but within their
capabilities, when they are not tired. Interactions under these
conditions are most likely to reveal how subjects are capable of

interacting.

Social Plan Collaboration in Arrangements

There were only two arrangement phases in any session which
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approximated comprehensive social plan negotiations. These
arrangements were produced by 6-year-old dyad KM in session 3 and are

discussed in Chapter VII (see example (C), Chapter VII).

" Goordinated-Elaborative Arrangements -

In coordinated-elaborative arrangements, participants negotiate
shared social plans for subtasks. In these negotiations, subjects
demonstrate the aBility to formulate social plans, to construct a
joint social plan, and to use that social plan in éccomp1ish1ng the
subsequent subtask. The social plan, however, is not of the
compiexity of an entire social episode. These negotiations are of
interest, in that they reveal an essential ﬁompetence at collaborative
negotiations. They may reveal an inmability, however, to recognize
that comprehensive social planning is an efficient means for ensuring
successfully coordinated task accomplishments.

There were no clear cases of coordinated-elaborative arrangements
for any arrangement subtask. (There are, however, clear cases of
coordinated-elaborative negotiations in accomplishment phases, and
these are presented in Appendix 9.) Consider, however, these examples
of unclear cases.

(A) represents 3-year-olds' best efforts.

(A) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 4

(1) B Na, nnnow you can buy! (it) tE is inside store.
ézg E [ ) B follows E into store,
3) 8 [You can buy, okay. sets down her basket,
‘ starts to unload from
(4) E No, [no-- . inside store. E puts
(5) B8 LUh but I want some buy! hand in basket. B
pleads.

(6) E Well, I didn't nave {a/the) long
enough turn, 'kay? You can have B takes basket, retreats
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anotner turn, after me, okay? out of store, goes to
And here's my bag. food board. E picks up
'her' bag of food
: tnside
(7) B And T will buy! The seller, I store. B returns to
inside
will be the seller. store, sets basket on

counter from inside.
(8) E No, not right now. Not right now. E rebuffs B. B leaves

Not right now, okay? with basket. B returns
(9) B [Okay. ‘ to food board, unloads
(10) E LI'11 be the seller. basket.

(11) B Okay. An' then, an' then I will
be the seller and you can be the

(12) E Ukay.

(13) B Okay now c...
This is not truly an "elaborative" negotiation. Although each
participant contributes extensively to the negotiation, E's solution
in (6) ("You can have another turn after me") is accepted and not
elaborated by 8. Her reformulation in (7), (10), and (11) ("an' then
I will be the seller and you can be the buyer") is not an elaboration.
Stiil, the active efforts of both B and E to reach agreement make this
different from less interactively focused (e.g. coordinated-additive)

~ interactions) and more partner-dominated (e.g. leaderfollower)

interactions, described in later sections.

(B) 6, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) H You be= H points to food board

(2) G =How about, I'l1 be the first one, as she enters store.
I'm all ready, then you'll be G walks into store.
(one). H walks out of store.

(B) is unclear as an example of coordinated-elaborative arrangements,
in that G's justification for her position in the negotiation is
arbitrary and not coordinated with her partner's., After all, H is

also "all ready", as she demonstrated by entering the store setting in
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the first place. H's willingness to yield to G results in an
interaction which better resembles 'leader-follower' negotiations,

described in a later section.

(C) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

(1) I uUm, 1'1] give you, some change, I enters store, gets

the money, money from register.
(2) 9 And I'11 put 'em [in my (pocket). J touches her pocket.
3) 1 [when we're

buying it.
(8) J Yeah, put it [in my pocket. J touches, looks in
(5) 1 L{I'11 give you it.) her pocket.

1'11 give you a lot of money.

There, that's all. Mmn. 1 hands J money.
(6) ¢ I (put it in) my poc[ket. J puts it in pocket,
(7) {Give me.... (arrangement continues)

While J agrees to I's intention (1ine (4), "Yeah") and thus agrees to
receive the money, I never acknowledges J's additional contribution to
the accomplishment of this arrangement precondition. In fact, I
interrupis J each time. This subtask neyotiation resembles, in some

ways, coordinated additive arrangements described next.

Coordinated-Additive Arrangements

In coordinated-additive interactions, each participant-contributes to
task work, but there is nevertheless an absence of focused negotiation
tfor any particular subtask as there is in coordinated-elaborative
interactions. It is different from partner domination (see leader-

follower, below), in tnat domination by one partner is not sustained.

(D) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos; Session 2, Episode 1

(7) 1 LGive me I Teaves store, goes to
(8) all the food that you can find. food board.

(9) J This is my basket. J gestures with it to I.
(10) I A1l pright, 1 is collecting foods

I have, =we=- (monologue) and bringing to store.
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In (D), an unclear case, [ initiates a plan to stock the shelves in
(7); J establishes 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 is a lack of focused effort at

agreement on most of the arrangement work.

Leader-Follower Arrangements

In leader-follower interactions, one partner directs the activity
of the other. This form of cuordinated‘activity was interpreted by
Piaget (1955) as egocentric, in that one partner's intentions, here
dubbed the 'leader's,' are never modified aﬁd the other partner's
intentions, the follower's, are undifferentiated from her directing
partner's. There is no negotiation. Leaderfollower arrangements (the
same as Directed arrangements in Table 8, Chapter VII) were quite

common at all ages.

(E} G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session i, Episode 1}

G beckons silently to
H, takes basket, starts
to choose foods. H

follows G.
(1) G You be the storekeeper. G points to store.
['11 buy (food/things). - H goes in store, looks

around a bit.

(F) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 1, Episode 5

(1) 8 An' an' you be the seller and I
will be the buyer. 0Okay?

{Ukay?

(2) A [(Yeah), (okay). B picks up foods from
board and places them
on counter, A is still

(3) 8 Can I, (yet) -- outside store.

You get in there. B pushes A insistently.

A enters store.
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(G) G4, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 2, Episode 3

(1) H It's my turn. * H runs into store.

(H) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 1.

(1) 8 You, you, go in there. B aimost pushes E in store.
Wai' whe whe whe whe B talks to E over counter,
weh uh when I buy smiling,
then you, the' then
you, take (the/some)
money out and buy

my f'food, okay? B gestures to foods on board.
(2) E. Okay. : E is holding a bag, not looking
at B. ’

When leader-follower arrangements occurred in session 2, as in (G),
they were efficient procedures for initiating a task already shared
many times. The presence of leader-follower arrangements early in
session 1, as.in (E), or in session 3, as in (H), were more persuasive
evidence of egocentric interaction, because in such arrangements,
neither partner evidenced awareness that tney might not share

interpretation of the leader's plan as stated.

Doer-Qbserver Arrangements

In doer-observer interactions, one partner does ail the work, and
the other watches. There is no focused interaction, and no role for
the observer to play in arranging the task. (I) is a clear case. G
and H have so far never re-arranged an episode, and yet they do not

work together.

(I) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(1) & Then, well if we take G is putting money back in

take turns, (after cash register.
you), then, take 'em, G takes some food out of bag, puts
Now it's my turn to it back on board. G's back is

be the storekeeper. to H. H is watching G.
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First I gotta empty

all of these outl S is still emptying bag.

{Put that back). S looks over shoulder towards
cash register (referring to
money which she already
returned?).

(H then initiates a conversation
about the lab kitchen, excluded

.as data.)
_ G folds bag, puts on counter.
Okay! runs into store. H gets up,

comes to counter, then turns
to board and begins selecting.
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9, Structure and Complexity of Accomplishment Negotiations

Collaborative Accomplishment

No dyad was ever observed to carry out their task in terms of a

comprehensive arrangement plan for the episode.

Coordinated-Elaborative Accomplishmgnt

Coordinated-elaborative accompliishments are colliaborative
negotiations of sdbtasks. Example (D), in Chapter VII, illustrates
this category of negotiation.

txample (A) illustrates 3-year-olds' pbest efforts, 8 and € agree

on identities which went unplanned in their arrangements.

(A) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 3
(1) 8 I'm the Mommy, I'm the B8 is putting foods into her

Mommy okay? , basket at food board. E is in
(2) E Okay. An' you, store.

[where's your child?
(3) 8 [An'--

You are the child. B looks at E firmly.

{(4) E No I'm the payer,
(5) B I don't have a child, B shakes her head earnestly.
don't have a child.
- [ don't have a child.
[ don't -~ oh okay.
L(whu)
[“Hi" B is talking into board phone.
Some mothers don't have
child.

———
[+2]
m

L~
00 ~4
Nt S —
m

In (A), both B and E work to establish together at least some shared
understanding of how "Mommy" is to be interpreted by both. Although E
wants "Mommy" to have a child, and B wanted E to be her child, they
agree that B as Mommy will have no child. However, in line (8), B

does not attend to E's justification for ner interpretation of the
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agreement, and neither B nor E ever refer to B as the "Mommy" again.

Coordinated-Additive Accomplishments

In coordinated-additive accomplishments, there is loosely
coordinated activity with a miniﬁum of focused negotiation., Each
partner contributes, but there may be a fragility to the success of

their interactions, because participants are not making an effort to
achieve a shared, public understanding of what they are doing
together.

The application of this category to successful interactive role
play is problematic. It is the very nature of the task that
participants alternate contrfbutions in a meaningful sequence. In

tnat regard, many sequences in compliete social episodes fit here.

Leader-Follower Accomplishments

As described earlier, most subjects directed their partner's
activity at one time or another. However, extended sequences of

'leader' 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 right there. D is behind counter,
pointing
(Go) around, and I'l1 play C in direction of front
with you, ‘kay? Now, of counter. C complies.
Cathy, just stay right here.
( ) over there, okay?
. , C rebels and runs around
. the room. 0D chases her.
. (Not transcribed)

Shhi. Go right here, 'kay? D pushes C to front of
But don't, no running. ‘kay? counter.

Right here, 'kay, (now) just

stay right here, okay? C is again in position.
et back a little further,

Okay? C steps back one step.
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D puts foods on shelves
(and does other things
with
store items that are
difficult to interpret).

D has C stand at food board

Okay, can you just, bring with basket. D returns,
them over, to me? Just put Dbehind counter.
them in the ba-basket. C selects items,

looking up hesitantly
at D after each selection,
Yeah. D encourages C.
(2) C ( )?
(3) D Yeah. , :
Put just some. That's all you
can, put in. Now bring it
over. And just put it right
-here. 'kay? Put them right C comes over to counter
here, 'kay? ‘'kay? with basket, sets it down.

There was a less visible kind of leader-follower interaction in
some sessions in which one partner provided primary supporﬁ for task

success. In (C), G either does or requests most of the steps in the

episode sequence,

(C) 4, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session ], Episode 1

*request(i) G How much are these G arrives at counter with

total stuff? basket.
(2) H Ummmm, twenty-five
cents. H Tooks confused, starts to take

(dropped bag conversation a bag, it drops.
deleted here)

iwenty-five cents. G unloads basket onto counter,
*pay (3) G Okay! Here. G hands imaginary money to H.
bag : H opens bag; G puts foods in,
. {fallen item remarks
deleted here) G puts basket on board.
*thanks Thank you! H hands bag to G. '
*change ~ Now, (this), pull G points to cash register drawer.
that drawer. H opens it, takes out a coin.

§4; H Here's your change! H hands G a coin.
5) G Okay! Thank you!

Doer-0bserver Accomplishments

In doer-observer accomplishments, one participant does virtually
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all the task work while the other watches. There were no clear cases.
() is unclear, because D makes an effort to get F to agree to an
observer role. However, it does illustrate a form of episode
~organization which places minimal demands on either partner for

perspective-taking or perspective coordinatfon.

(D) D, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 2

(1) b Nora? D approaches F, who sits on

(2) F What? chair at’ side of room.

(3) D Um, ah { )}, then come v
and get it. Okay? ~ D starts back to store.

(4) F Okay.

(5) D An' you can, an' an' D takes some foods into store
I'11 yo and bring it and starts to bag them.
to you okay?

(6) F Okay.

{7; D So don't get up okay?

8) F Okay..

(9) D I'11 try and get it D goes out to board and gets
tor y', you. more foods.

(brief conversation about

sound of remote camera) D enters store and bags foods.

(10) U I'm going get all the D yoes back to board for foods.
tood you want, You
want more food and
more food? Do you? 0, holding items, walks over to

(11) F ckhhnhhhhh F hesitates, nods as if shy.
(12) b Ukay. I get um. D goes back to store with foods.

(Episode continues in this way.)
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10. Loycal Coordination of Task Accomplishment

Requests for Action

The examples below illustrate direct and indirect requests for
acfion. Examples are taken from complete social episodes only. Any
request for action to the self in monologue is excluded. Any requests
for action which are clear cases of character enactment (e.g. "May I
have some of that cake, please, that's on the bottom of there?") are

excluded. (However, the reader may notice that several illustrate the

¥

ambiguous status of many discourse acts as either clearly in or out of
fantasy.) Examples of requests used to establish states of pretense

("Let's pretend...") are found in Chapter VIII.

" (A) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 8

E ig "paying." She taps numbers
on cash register as F waits.
*(1) F I need the same money
that you had before, E opens cash register draw,
puts money on counter, then hands
it to F.
Thank you.

(8) C, 41 mos; D, 46 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

*(1) D Now you take it to D hands bag to C.
your car, okay?
(2) € {nods) C goes off tentatively toward
a chair,

(C) A, 38 mos; B, 38 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

A is impatiently waiting for B
*(1) A ('ady)? Give me some- to come to counter, A leans
thing. over counter toward B.
(Disagreement over B's role
ensues, but then B comes to
counter.)
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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 tries to enter
' store. B backs off.
*(1) B Dump, my food out and :
sell (all the) money, B8 thumps on counter.
okay? Uump 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 roll all over.
oh piggy oh piggy oh
pigyy oh piggy A and B pick up foods.
(3) B (giggles)
*(4) A N'now sell all (the/
that) money. Sell ail A opens cash register, looks
my money, Sell (all/ 1in drawer, takes out coin, puts
up) my money. it on top of piled foods on
counter.

{E) D, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

F is getting one item at a time
: from board and putting it on
*(1}) D Just get a whole hand- counter. D leans over counter
spoo, handful. to watch F., (D requests item
selection as B had done it.)
F ignores D.

(F) B, 38 mos; E, 46 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

8 puts food in basket.
(1) € No Becca Becca, uh no! E leans out over counter to

* don't put 'em in watch,
[there.
(2) B [(Where?) B looks at E

*(3) E Just take'em by your E speaks firmly.
hand, and put 'em up (E requests item selection as F
here (w'right) okay? had done it.) E indicates

counter,
(4) B Nooo. B continues to fill basket.
(5) E Okay. E watches B.

(G) G, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

*(1) H Um, get the bag out. G then yets bag, holds it up
with one hand as H tries to
* You hold it with both get an item in., H takes bag
hands. and demonstrates for G. G
takes bag back and holds it witn
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two hands as H bags items.
(H) I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 2, Episode 1

In session 1, I and J played
store as if it were a

delicatessan

or country store. In this
episode,

they arranged it as a
supermarket.

*(1) I All rignt, put them all J arrives at counter with full
here and then [{ ) basket. I indicates counter,

*(2) J | You then opens cash register.
take it out. I is absorbed with money.

(1) K, 73 mos; L, 74 mos: Session 2, Episode 2
K is bagging foods.
*(1) L You're yonna deliver it. L walks off camera.

(J) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

M picks up basket, looks at
*(1) N Okay. Now put the food foods. N leans over counter
in there, (if you want to watch M, then pulls back
to put it in there). and watches from behind counter.

(K) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 1

M is waiting as N prices items.
*(1) M ttt, (gotta) go (tnda- '

tndtnd) the lever. N begins 'punching' register
keys.
(2) N hmm hmm N touches each item in turn,
then touches cash register.
*(3) M Gotta go tttattttt M makes register sound and points
4) N 1 did! to register and gestures, as if

pulling a lever,
Assertions of intent

Subjects sometimes informed their partners of their intention to

do the next step in the task. These assertions often occurred just as



268

the corresponding action was initiated, and therefore they differed
from descriptions (illustrated below) only in form. Most assertions
of intent served to justify a course of action. As illustrated below,
subjects informed one another of their intentions primariiy to avoid
possible complaint or to refute a complaint. Some discourse acts
which were requests for permission in form (e.g. "Let me pay for it,"
where “pay* consistently accompanied the clerk's actions of getting
and bagging a coin). or assertions of procedure ("I need another bag
to put the cake in there") were double-coded as assertions of intent;

examples of these are included below.

(L) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 1, Episode 2
*(1) E Okay. Let me pay for E goes with F's items into

it. store. E sets items on
). This is counter, E shows F her items
milk, this is wine, and then taps numbers on cash
'kay? register, 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 yive J just paid. I now opens
{55) cents back. cash register, takes out coins,
puts on counter.
Many assertions of intent occurred in responses to requests for

action, The requestee justified noncompliance by explaining what her

own competing intention was.

(N) D, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

F is waiting in front of counter

(1) F How much is it? as D bags. F speaks loudly. D
hands F bag.
How much is it?! D drops other bag, stoops to

*(2) 0 I'11 tell, I'11 put, to get it., D opens cash
' register,
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I'11 get it. gets coin,
_ ( ) one dollar. puts it on counter.
(3) F Thank you. F takes coin,

(0) 4, 66 mos; H, 68 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) G You have to give me G has just added a pretend cake

some money in here, to her items. She now reaches

(2) H No -~ I know. around to cash register. H is
* I need another bag stooping to get a second bag.
to put the cake in H gets and opens second bag.

there. That bag
won't fit. Pssshh, H puts ‘cake' in second bag.

- (P) K, 73 mos; M, 75 mos: Session 3, Episode 1

(1) M Here's all your M puts money on counter., She
money (giggle). holds filled basket.
(2) K Let me see. K holds hand out to M. M
gathers up coins, but K wants
* Let me see how much basket, not coins. M puts

that is first of all! basket on counter,
Let me see how much
that is.
K begins to price items.

In (Q), an assertion of intent is used to express an intention to

substitute one possible task step for another.

(Q) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 2

(1) N I don't need a bag M is bagging N's items. N
please. had brought her basket to the
*(2) M Mom. 1'T1 put it in store. M takes items out of
your basket. bag.

Descriptions of activity

Subjects sometimes informed their partners of their current or
just completed efforts. It was rare for a subject to report on her

activity spontaneously.
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iR} I, 70 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 1, Episode 1
*(1) I I'm ca111ng you. mmmm I diais phone. J watches.

In (S), M reports on her activity spontaneously only after she
~initially does so to refute 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 store, walks over
You don't have to buy to M.

: everything.

(2) M I (giggle) I'm not. M continues to load basket.

* I'm buying all my
groceries.
. Later, M is unloading her
(3) M Look at all this, basket onto counter.
(giygle) food,

* I'm still (Taugh)

passing food out.
Look at all the food,

Most descriptions, like M's in (S)(2), were justifications for an
ongoing action.
(T) E, 46 mos; F, 50 mos: Session 2, Episode 3
(1) € ...here's your wine.
*(2) F Just a second, I'm
putting this in the

basket. I dumped, F is off camera.
it out for Tlama.

(U) H, 68 mos; J, 70 mos: Session 3, Episode 1
(1) H Twenty dollars.

*(2) J 1 already gave you all
the money,

Queries regarding the partner's -activity

Subjects rarely inquired about their partner's activity. (V)

i1lustrates the unusual case,
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(V) M, 75 mos; N, 76 mos: Session 1, Episode 3

(1) N "25, 50, 10, ( )" N is pretending to serve
' another customer as M selects,
*(2) M What are you doing?! M watches N with a giggle.
N pushes cash register in,
Oh yeah. You're doing
your job,
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11. Linguistic Devices for Framing Interactive Pretense

Discourse acts are coded for their function in framing pretense.
Categories were constructed to reflect (a) their function in planning
" vs. referring to a state of fantasy (or reality), (b) the presence or

absence of lexical reference to a state of fantasy (or reality). Thus

four categories were devised:

Pianning is done by the 'real' participants from outside the
fantasy. Successful uptake constitutes an agreement on the fantasy to

be subsequently enacted.

(1) Explicit planning for pretense requires the use of discourse
acts that iexically mark pretense ( e.g. “"Let's pretend...," "Make
believe ...," "Let's play that ...") or reality ("It will real(ly) be
ees")e

(2) Implicit planning for pretense occurs when discourse acts
function to communicate the intention that the self or the other
transform one state into another but the intended transformation is
not lexicalized (e.g. "You be the storekeeper"; "This'il be my
house").

Thus explicit and implicit planning are different in that the
'fact' of the state being constructed (whether pretense or reality) is

explicitly formulated only in the course of explicit planning.

Assertions (or queries) are formulations of a state of pretense

or reality.

(3) Explicit assertions of/queries regarding pretense, are

assertions that formulate the existence of an explicit state of
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pretense or of reality (e.g. "We're pretending this is a paint jar",
"This isn't really a paint jar") and questions that query the
existence of an explicit state of pretense or of reality (e.y. "Is
this really a paint jar?").
| (4) Implicit assertions (or questions) of pretense are assertions
that presuppose the existence of a.fantasy state (e.g. "This is my
house" referring to a corner of the laboratory room" or "I'm the
storekeeper") or questions that gquery the existence of a fantasy state

(e.g. "Is this a little gerpil?" referring to a white plastic egg.)
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12. Standardized Store Episode Actions and Transactions

A standard set of actions and interactions was compiled on the
bases both of intuition and of the data themselves. Only actions and
" interactions which normatively occur at a particular point in a

sequence of actions and interactions were inciuded, Thus, any event
which could appropriately occur at any point in the episode were
excluded -- for examples, phone calls (regardless of their
appropriateness) and service to pretend customers,

Table 30, in Chapter X, contains a listing of the set of actions
and interactions examined. Criteria for coding each of these
categories are presentéd below.

Criteria included within brackets ([]) are those used to
facilitate coding of valid sequencing of the respective action or
interaction; satisfaction of these sequencing criteria is not
necessary to'code an action or interaction as present and valid. The
criteria for sequence validity are suggestive not defining. The
specified prior and/or subsequent actions or interactions may no t
necessarily be present, and then the coder must use his/her judgment.
Omissions are discounted in analyses of valid sequencing. An example
of a common omission in the younyer subjects' data is the sequence --
put items on counter, clerk prices items, clerk gives change. Of
course the clerk cannot give “change" if she was never paid by the
customer, but she does give the customer money at an otherwise valid
point in the episode. Thus the criteria for sequence validity are
very lenient; they are intended to capture merely the portrayal of

reasonably correct sequences.
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Actions and Transactions: Codes and Definitions

Call anead to store (customer)/invite customer to store (clerk)

The ‘customer' calls the store, or the ‘clerk’
calls the customer [before the customer -
comes to the store]. In order to
apply this code, it is necessary that
the customer and/or cierk make some
reference to one or more critical components
of store play -- store, customer, clerk, |
food, buy, sell, eté. The content of the
call may well be otherwise irrational.
Customer travels to store |
The customer travels to the store by
walking, driving, flying, etc. [before she
enters it and begins selecting foods.] In order
to apply this code in the problematic case
when the customer is walking, the walk must
consist of an exagyerated gait and/or accompanied
by walking sounds (e.g. "doo doo doo doo doo").
Greet
tither the clerk or the customer
greets the other upon or soon after the
customer's entry.
Jake basket
'Customer' picks up basket [either before she
travels to store or before she selects items].

Typically she then uses her basket for collection
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of items, but if she does not, she is still
credited with 'take basket' as an action in the
store sequence; Occasionally a customer begins
selecting items by hand, and when she can hold
no more, she takes and uses the basket to hold
the items;' in such cases, she is also credited
with 'take basket' [as well as valid sequencing
sequencing]. If the customer calls the basket her
'bag' and requests that her purchased items be
placed in her 'Dag' (i.e, the basket), this
does not constitute 'take basket.'

select items
‘Customer' picks up items, either from food
board or from outside shelves on store prop,
[after she enters the store énd before the
clerk bags them]. It is not necessary that
the customer appear to be selectively choosing
particular items. If she requests that the
clerk get an item for her, this is coded as
‘request items.'’

Request items / offer items

The customer requests that the clerk get her
an item, or the clerk offers an item to the
customer (even if the customer declines it)
[after tne customer has entered the store
and before the clerk bags the item].

Thus essentially any interaction between
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c¢lerk and customer regarding selection or a
possible selection of items is coded here.
Put_jtems on counter
‘Customer and/or clerk place customer's items
on counter [after customer has Selecfed them
(whether she picked them up or she requested
them of clerk or she accepted clerk's offer
" of an item) and before clerk prices them and/
or requests pay for them and/or bags them].
Price items
Clerk repeatedly takes an item, then 'punches'
front of cash register, takes another item,
punches register, etc. fafter éustomer brings
her items to the counter and before the clerk ' .
bags them]. If the clerk clearly punches
regsister yet does not coordinate punching with
iteration of items, this is still coded as
‘price items.'
Request pay/infomm of total cost
Clerk informs customer of total cost of items,
or requests payment of total cost [after clerk
has priced items and before customer has paid
clerk]. If clerk
informs customer of an amount yet does not
appear to expect payment, or if clerk requests
an unspecified amount of money {e.g. "Give me

money"), these are still coded as request pay/
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inform of total cost.

Pay clerk -
Customer extends money, either imaginary or
paper play money, to clerk or places money on
the counter and informs clerk that she has
done so [after being informed of total cost].

Give change to customer

Clerk extends money, either imaginary or paper
play money, to customer or places money on the
counter and informs customer that she has_done
so fafter customer pays clerk].
Bag items

Clerk and/or customer pl&qe items into a paper
bag [after 1teps have been selected and placed
on countéb and priced. Bagging may occur
before or after inform cost, pay, and change].

Hand customer filled bag

Clerk hands customer bag filled with her foods,
[after bagging the foods the customer placed
on the counter;]

Thanks
Customer and/or clerk thank one another [either
just as the customer receives her items and‘
is on her way to leave, or, if the groceries
are delivered, then after the clerk has come to
the customer's home and handed her her groceries].

"Either customer or clerk or beth may thank the
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other. A single "you're welcome" without a
'thanks' is acceptable and coded here as 'Thanks.'
Farewell
Either customer or clerk bid the other farewell,
[either as customer leaves store with her bag, or
as customer leaves store without her bag prior to
a prearranged delivery, or as clerk leaves the
customer's home foilowing a delivery].
Delivefy
Clerk takes bagged foods, carries them to the
customer's home, aﬁd gives them to the customer,

[at the end of the episode, after all of the above].

-



13. Formulations of Motive and Purpose

Categories of character intent were defined: generic motive,
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item motive, generic purpose, item purpose. ‘'Motives' are statements

" of or questions regarding need or desire (e.g. "I want some food" or

"Do you need a lemon?") for some store item(s), with no stated goal

for their use. ‘'Purposes' are statements of (or questions regarding)

intent for use of store item(s} (e.g.

dinner"). Either motive or purpose can refer to either items in

general ("...food...", "...all these...") or a specific item

"icause I'm making a lot of

("seoslemons..", "eeemilk...") or set of items ("...lemons...", "wine

and milik").

Thus the codes are applied as follows.

Generic motive:

Item motive:

Generic purpose:

Item purpose:

Any discourse act referring to a need
or desire for store items in general,
with no stated goal for their use.

"I want food." "“You need food."

Any discourse act referring to a need
or desire for a particular store item.
"Wanna lemon?" “I want ice cream,"
Any discourse act referring to a goal
for use of store items in general.
"I'm making a lot of dinner tonight."
Any discourse act referring to a goal
for use of a particular store item.

"I need a hot dog for my dinner tonignt."
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14. Mid-Episode Turn Negotiations

and

cross-Episode Carry-overs of Qwneprships

' Mid-Episode Turn Negotiations

A turn negotiation is defined as any attempt to claim or assign a
tﬁrn at a role. Claims and role assignments usually formulate a
role's name or defining activity. If the claimant is attempting to
switch roles, the claim or role assignment is accompanied by actions
consistent with the claim effort -- attempts to enter the other's role
space, attempts to take the other's role objects.

Mid-episode turn negotiations are turn negotiations which occur
before an episode is comple;e -- {.e., before the customer has

obtained her foods in a bag.

Cross-Episode Carry-overs of Ownerships

Carry-overs are claims to objects which are established in one
episode and then maintained in subsequent episodes. For example, a
child as ‘customer' may obtain foods, and then insist on keeping them

as 'her' foods even when she then assumes the clerk role,
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15. Ritua] Sequences

Fragments

Fragments are episode segments that get repeated within an
episode. To be coded as a fragment, the repeated series must contain
at least 3 actions and/or transactions. (Criteria for coding actions
and transactions can be found in Appendix 12.) In the play of one
dyad, for example, the 'customer' selected items and placed them in
her basket, came to the cqunter, put items on the counter, and the
clerk then bagged them. Then the 'customer' returned to select more
items, placed them in her basket, came'again to the codnter, put these
new items on the counter, and the clerk bagged these. Only a
repetition, not the initial segment, is coded as a fragment.
Repetition is a criterion for segmenting a sequence as a fragment, but
the repetition need not be immediate. There were many repeated
sequences of 2 actions or interactions, but some of these were
potentially reasonable and nonritual efforts to get a task done --
stocking shelves or filling a basket or filling a bag or pricing
items, and thus these were not included as fragments, even if their

repetitive nature had a rhythmic, ritual character.

Episodes without Arrangement or Turn Change

A complete episodelis defined by the completeness of the
portrayal (see Appendix 4). If the customer selects foods and later
obtains these foods from the clerk in a bag, the episode is complete,
If the customer then returns to further food selections, without

announcing or in any way arranging this new episode, such an episode
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recycle is coded as no arrangement/no turn change. (See criteria for

coding Arrangements, Appendix 5.)
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16. Monologue Functions

Categories of monologue were constructed to reflect their
appropriateness to the store context and their content. Each
- monologue move (I(m)) is coded as one of the following 6 categories of

monologue function. (Note that when thefe are two simultaneous,
overlapping monologues, the talk of any one partner remains the same
I(m) move unless she changes the topic of her monologue. See criteria
for coding discourse moves, Appendix 2.)

Consistent third party dialogues are telephone conversations of
the clerk's with other customers and bosses, service dialogues with
other customers in the store, and conversations of the customer's with
shopping companions.

Inconsistent third party dialogues are any conversations with a
preﬁend person irrelevant to store play. In these data, they were
typically brief telephone calls to an unidentified person ("Hello?
Goodbye!") and phone calls with a person not appropriate in a store
scenario (mothers, babysitters, Woody Woodpecker).

Consistent accompaniments are accompaniments to (e.g. iterations)
or narrative descriptions of ongoing store activities such as
selecting items, stocking shelves, counting money, pricing items,
bagging.

Inconsistent accompaniments are descriptions of any activity
inconsistent with store play. Exampies are making "oink" sounds,
describing "1lama's family", plans for birthday cake, closing a
"Tunch" bag.

Consistent other monologues are assertions of intent to the self

regarding store activity that is not ongoing and idle remarks about
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the store setting to the self.

Inconsistent other monologues are comments about accidents (e.q.
fallen objects) and assertions of intent to the self regarding

_nonstore activity that is not ongoing (e.y. where to put a lunch bag).
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17. Taking Turns at Roles

A turn neyotiation is defined as any attempt to claim or éssign a
turn at a role. Claims and role assignments usually formulate a
" role's name or defining activity. If the claimant is attempting to
switch roles, the claim or role assignment is accompanied by actions
consistent with the claim effort -- attempts to enter the other's role

space, attempts to take the other's role objects.
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18. Secondary Characters

A secondary character is counted whenever he/she/it is formulated
by name or addressed with a formal speaker selection device {e.g.

- "sir," "ma'am,".“miss“). Even if the character is introduced and then
iminediately rejected by one or both partners, if the character is
formulated or addressed, it is counted. .

A secondary store character is any person other than the clerk or
customer who is appropriate in the store context: other customers,
bosses. A secondary nonstore character is any person not appropriate
in the store context: frogs, cats, ‘real' babysitters, ‘real'
mothers. The status of a secondary characters as store or nonstore is
decided in problematic cases by considering carefully the subject's
use of that character. For example, a call by the clerk to "Mommy" to
tell her that "we are playing store" does not appear to constitute
appropriate store portrayal, and fhus “Mommy" is coded as a secondary
" nonstore character, On the other hand, a c¢lerk call to her nuéband to
discuss dinner plans for after work is appropriate store portrayal,

. and the husband is coded as a secondary store character,

E
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