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Tl ' . ' Garvey & Berndt .-

'Thgs paper will attempt to systematize to some s@ail degree the complex and

often, ephemeral phenomenon known as preténd, of.qake-believe plzy. ‘le propose, .
- - N ! .

_ - * ’ .

. : . ,
as an operating definition, that pretend play involves some transformation of’ .

R -
- .
- .. \

the Here and Now in which the child is actually situated. In most, if not all

. 0X ) . i ) ~ ’ .
cases, preteqaing requires-a manipulation of the ways things'are believed to be.
n. -' hd \ -
' N T
A setting,/a sequence of events, the identities of persons or objects, even .

v -

attitudes and emotions can be'creatgd ih the mind of the pxetender, transforming

some or most of his Here and Now. The resources or raw materials of make- °

. Yd .
beiieve are to a large extent those-of the nonplay world, recombined or . trans- -

.

formed within the play orientation.

Our'obsérvations begin with the third year of. life. Synbolic, representa-

N - . >
.

tional play, it is generally agreed, emerges before or at ﬁhe Second year of

I

11fe and rapldly undergoes a number of changes (Piaget, 1962; Bloom, 1974;.

Nicolich & Raph, 1575; Overton & Jackson, 1975). The changes which appeaf to )
) / . : :
be best understood are those that have to do with.the use or representation of

’
* .

object§ in play.  From an earlier stage where objects are used in a manner pre-

- -
N .

dictable on the basis of their nerceptual or manipulative properties, the child

moves on to relate obepts according to processes that are less clearly per-
ceptually determihed_;nd finally to transform present objects or even to

.
invent objects for use in a pretend episode.

The development of the ability to crqaté and sustain a pian for pregsﬁd?play
/ ’ - rd ’ A\ ‘

. \
is less well uynderstood. However, the increasing*integratfén of behavior arpund

a "coherent task".or a "central theme" was stregged by Lunzer (1959} and Hulme

and Lunzer (1966) as an importént dimension of maturity in, pretend play/during ' .

the/period 2-6.
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_Finally, in the development of pretené}nq, there is a tendency for the pre-
1 —— .

’

'tender to move from solely self¥referenced actlon to action d1rected to figures

such as dolls and toy animals (Fein, 1974) . Later, the pretender goes on to
attribute ‘agency - to such figures (Lowe, 1974). Still later, he may invent .

1mag1nary characters who act independently (Manosev1tz, l973)u»and he also

begins to try -on 1dent1t1es other than hlS own. . v
There arxe then at least three components in the organization and in the
. »
development of pretending as El'Konin (1569) has p01nted out: Object use; a

theme, or plan, or integration of acﬁion§~into a larger plan;- and identities or
- W h o ¢
- roles. Much of what is kno'm about the increasing complexity of ,actions or

’ ‘ . \- .

themes and of use of 1dent1t1es comes from stories élicited from children

(Singer, 1973; Pitcher & Prelinger, 1963) However, some obserwations in nursery .

school settings suggest that the earlier manifestations of sociodramatioc play
- favor simple representation of caretaking or domestic activities, and later

-

* forms move toward a greater variety of situations (Parten, 1933).

Much of the normal preschooler 8 play actiyity at the time that pretend play

is dominant takes place in a soflal Set ing With 51blings, with a neighborhood v .
. friend or friends, with members of- a play group or a/nursery school or day care
. group. Even‘in largpr grops, the younger children tend to interact with only
- .
one or two peers at a time, although the size of the 1nteracting gfbup tends to

¢ ’

increase w1th agel(Parten, 1933; Smith, l975) It seems de51rable, therefore,
(4
~' . to examine pretending in a social setting if we wish to know how it is actually

.

‘ conducted & ' B . - . .

. We have Begun with observation of same—age, previously acquainted pairs of .
A . ‘ - . l . .
'chiidren. In‘ﬁyadic as opposed to solitary or experimenter-directéd,play,_pre—

[ [

tehding requires communicationn 'The players; in atterpting to conduct a joint

R
- '|
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, Ve will also briefly describe the types of roles employed in this corpug.

Procedure

. Qaryey & Bexndt v

AL
* . - . L4
. T .

pretend‘epiepde, provide a good deal of infermation aﬁout tpe nature of their

0
.

pretendiqg.

[ 0

{
We will present some data on:

pretending; and B) the organization of preteﬂg episodes and their underlying plans.
' I'd . - , .

a) techniques which are used to communicate

’

Finally,
- . ¢ ) . * SR
we will suggest how plans, roles, and object use may interact in pretend play.

.
-

Three age groupings qf dyads of.middle-class nurserf school children were
observed. The youngest group (I) was co%?psed of 12 dyads, four same sex and eight
. ‘ . A \
age range = 34-39 months. -

nixed sey; The younger group (II) ‘'was composed of .

.

12 dyads, four same sex and eight mixed sexX; aje rarje = 42-52 months.. The older e

group (III) was comgosed of 24 dyads, eight same sex and 16 mixed sex, age range = .

- “ - /

!

55-67'months. . .
]
The procedures for each group were as follows: Three qbildrev from the same,

/
‘nursery sqhool class were brought by the1r teachers to our 1abora59ry In all,

\

fiveydiféerent private gchools participated. A pair of children was left alone

J S

in a room’ furnighed as ‘a living room w1th a sofa,‘pictures on the wall, a rug,

(3

curtained "windows" (one-way mirrors) and a number of‘objects, most of which

. »
would be classed as "toys." The children's activity was videotaped'for approxi-

.

mately 15 minutes and éﬁén the composition of the dyad was changed. The third

-~

child, who‘had‘been occupied with same-different discrimination tasks, joined
I3

one member of the dyad, and the other member went to the discrimination tasks.

Thuy, each child was observed 4in dyadic interaction with two different partners.
g ‘ )

‘The sbeech was transcribed, utterances numbered, and a narrative description of

-

nonverbal activity was prepared for each dvad. All d2ta  to be reported here,

with the exception of the communicatlon strategies, were coded or checked

]
~ i3

directly from the videotapes and all cgding was subjected to test of inter-

H

coder agreement.

r, '
t) .
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I

he Commuaicaticn of Pretending '

. o ,
Make-belinrve or pretend pley was defined as any transformation of the Here

ani I'ow, You and Me, or the action poiential in these features of the situaticn.

v -
¢ - ‘

- - . . . “« . . . . . >
It vwas sometines impossible to categorize reliably certain hrief segments in a

£
.

sessinn ag make-believe or not. However, most dyads provided clear and cxplicit

contrasts between their orientation to their Here and ilow and to the transformations.

There are aE least five types of communication that indicate a state of

pretend or a transition to or from that state. Eppiricallyes two or more of these ©
{ L. d

‘v
- -

types can co-occur in the same act or utterance, but it is useful .to distingdish

>

them conceptually. "These types are:. a) Negotion of pretend; _b) Cnactisnt;

- .
F

. ¢) Signals; d) Procedural or preparatory Lehaviors; e) Explicit mention of pretend

-

transformations. , | ‘
L] .

Negation of pretend. The most revealing discussions.were those that

l‘ L3

annihilated an ongoing pretend state in favor of the Heré and Now, e.g., )

a) ‘terminated a transf?rmed identity, ) -
1 »

' 11: 0405.16 - I'm not fhe dragon, anymore. Please don't push )

.
0

me 'causec I'm npt the dragon anyzcre. .

b) denied existence of an imaginary objeét,
. . ,/ ‘ . -
I: 4345.97 I have some cookies. (eatirg imaginary cookies)

! -
I~vdon't sece any cookies.
Gﬁ hith, you do.
. Ycu wire pretending.) . .

*

c) back transformed an objeéﬁ? 1maginary cake into cake pan,

. 2
III- .3233.115 -~ I stealed your cake.

]

: ~ I«don't care. It's not-a cake anymore.
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. . - . -
. ‘ " L4

_d) terminated a joint expgrience: mutual phone call,

- . -

I: 2324.131 -~ They'ré'nog'reaily real telephones, are'théy?

—— - 4

- Un unh. ) T . -,

~ . i v -

L . - —_— ‘ .
Other discu§§ions blocked entrance to a pretend state in favor of some Here

.

. . "o, xR .

and‘Ngw;cénsidératioh,;e.éka ./ ' ’ . ) . -
2’ invogea ?'Here agdﬂg%w beﬁéviof rule, \: : L
II: 2527.,231 -~ _§;E—E;;?§,£ake éﬁ;g—preqent at your hou;e.
) . >
e ...+ = I'mnot reaiiylgoing. , ) ‘
'B) .refected pretend plan, - . ; »

- ‘ s

T IrI. 1415.57

Pretend there's a monster coming, OK?

2

- = . No, letw's donft pre;ena that.

" - 'Okay, why? _ : .

. - ‘Cause it's tod scarey, that's why. '

v

- ¢)  refused a pretend identity, .
) I 4748.36 - g Moniny! : ' : -

*

- L0 -~  I'm not Mommy. I'm Julia.
’ .

- R ¢
Enactment. Enactment is any overt repreSentation of tone of voice, content of

speech, physical.gestures, gktitudes, acts or actions, put forth by the pretender

as characteristie of an adopted identity or appropriate to'a_play situation re-

sulting from a particular transformation.
N “ - .
Signals. Markers of a play orientation such as giggling, grinning, winking,
2igna.s. DAL
which qay cancgl'a pogsible nonplay interpretation of an act or utterance.

- Procedural or spreparatory behaviors. Pretending requires marfagement and

synchronization of tbe partners' separate contributions. This type of commgpi-

- ”

cation includes apportionment of objects, e.qg., This is my telephone; clarification

. of rights,ff.g., I didn't get a turn; and general references to interaction,we.g.,
) - s - v .

Do you want to play with me? -,

. D -
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o : - ) .
Explicit mention of pretend transformation. This type of explicit verbal

-3

commurication specifies a transformation. It will be discussed below, and some

data on the incidence of this type will be presented. o ‘

- -

At this point an example from the corpus would.be usefui to illustrate the
. » . LY .

.

[ . T ) "
‘extent of engineering and metacommunication that.does occur (and that provides
, T - :
. } . -
the observer with behavioral evidence of a pretend orientation).

I:4042.64. A girl (G) directs a boy (B) in an episode in which she moves from -

enacting Mother to enacting Baby and he enacts the part+of a. (presumably male)

-~

) N R I 3
Caretaker.) The girl's directions to the boy are indicated by a~{k;rtf The
signal (-2 ) indicates a role, transformation in this-example. —

- . v

. . Insert Figure 1 about here ?

A T I 0 0 T et 58 0 i 8 i e . D s e B N i s o A Y 2 s e e g -

In the precéding example enactment occurrea in whining like a baby, gpeaking

.
A\l '

sternly like a caretaker, refusing to go to sleep, scolding the naubhty baby,
&
M \\ N
insisting that baby go to. sleep, taking baby's teddy bear away, etc. Giggling

occurred as a signal of a play orientation. Procedural directions, e.q., Say...
- ' . - d
framed more explicit verbal mention of pretend actions, e.g., @&+o. sleep now.
. . Y P B

A number of pretend episodes were initiated by enattment alohe. However, explicit

verbal definition of the pretend situation most usually accompanied enéctment.‘

In fact, explicit verbal definition without enactment could create a pretend

2

episode.
The last line of the segment just presented, in which the girl drops the pre-
tend role of Baby and inquires about the partner's new plan (i.e.s, Are ypu gping;

L} »

to pack your teddy bear?) illustrates one of the explicit verbal techniques which

-~

we can now discuss, ' ., !
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A L .

C ' | o
Seven categories of_expliéit verbal technijques for cemmunicating dépects of )
the pretend situatién were ched indépendently by the téo authors. éﬁe seven
catcgofies, each with an exarple, arq,qi follqws; °, ’ : : '.
Categoriés of Verhal Communication ) Eximple ..
1. }:enticn partner's role. i Are ‘ycu goirg to be a bride? .
2. Men%iog'own role. I'm a work lady at work. o )
3. Mentioé 5oint roles. We can both ge wives.: ™ . .
4. Mention partner's-plan. - ~ Pretend vou hated baby fich. .
5. Mention own plan: i . I gotta drive t; the éhcpping center. v
ﬁ. 'Mentiop joint élan. We have to cat.- Cur dinner's ready.
.
7. Transform object; e.q., This'is the train. (pu£s s2itecagse .
. sofa -~ train. on sofa)

or . .
- . - ¢
Invent object; e.g., Now this is a cheese cake ard this is |,
2, "*? cheese cake + .. ice’'cream. (points to empty places

*

: ! ice crean. on plate) .
. 4 -
. ' . . "

13

The definitions of categories, further illustrations, and codiné conventions

are presented in Appendix I. It can’be noted here that only utterances that un-

-

ambiguously referred to or mentioned some aspect of a pretend state were accepted

in this count. It should also be noted that "mention" covers all typss of speech

[y

‘acts and utterance forms: we have not distinguished here amcng requests for in-

formation, requests for action, assertions, . sugjestions, etc.

. Since the sessions were not all of equai length, only th=2 first eight minugps
£

were coded for each dyad. A fauw transcripts were coded for the entire session and

3 . - ;

inspection of these suggests thdt somewhat less pretend activity took place in the

first eight minutes as'contrasted with Ehe last half of the session. This would

hot be unexpected since some initial time would be required for exploraticn of

the new environment before play could begin (Hutt, 1971). This phenomenon would

9 Y -




- Total numbers of explicit mentions in'each of the seven categories produced

—_——
-
-

since neither child in the first -

be more irnt evidence for the first dyad'of a tria

dyad had seen the yoom before. Thus, these dat3 represent a very conservative -

estimate of the frequency of the coded categori of verbal béhavior. An ~

occurrence of a category member was coded by uttérance number (utterances were.

. ] s
*defined as stretches of one person's speech bounded by speech of partrer ox by
: S

a pause of one second or more). .
‘ \

“in the first eight minutes of the ééssions‘are presented in Table 1. We have as
- \ .
yet madé no statistical analysis of these frequencies. It should be noted that

’ ¥ /
a single utterance.could contain instances of mcre than one catcgory. For, 1

examﬁle, in I'm going to school, Mommy, own plun is announced (Category 5), and

. ‘o

role: of partner is mentioned (Categoxy 1l).

/

~ ..

-

. A , .
As Table 1 clearly shows, all age groups bommunigated nmuch more frequently
. - - - . 3 P o .

about "plans” than about roles, i.e., they-made more frequent verbally-macked
i

transformations of the Here and Now than of their own identities. Mention of

[y

one's own plans (wﬁich includes past, presentheg/future events or se;?ihgs).was

the most frequently used type of communicatio# aboﬁh pretenéigg for all age

grouns. lowever, there was a trend .toward more frequent mention of joint plans
. s , . <y

by the older group. . . . ’ s .
Tﬁelgéint to be made ahout the communication of‘pretending is that a great-

deal of speech is.devoged to creating,‘clari£§ing, maintaining, or negotiating '1

. : . : ; -

the social pretend experience. You need to know who your partner is, vhat he

thinks he's doing, where he thinks he is, and wMat it is he is handling or using;

' 10 - .

Lol [}
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¢

. -

he ;nust hav:e 8imilar information abeut you. Further, sEce children of this age ‘ .
probahly do not talk silently to themselves. (Conrad, 1971), we suspect that they

also assist themselves in pretending by verbalz.zing their transformat:.ons~ To

sone e‘;tent, then,?the sayz.ng is the playing at thz.s age.

The characteristic modal verbs for all the pretenders wete got’to, have to, -y

Supposed to, e.g., I gotta go get some milk and z:oa.st beef, I have to iron the

snake, You're supposed to be at your home. One youngest child, sensing perhaps

; ;
the obligatory hature of pretend arrangements, asserted: I'm the mother and baby .

ought should go to sleep--and I}ot to sweep. . ) v
— ; mEemm T .
5 . . I I

-

Plans and the Structure of Pretending

{
Despite the extensive verbal support for pretendiny, most dyads engaged in

*

sequences of behavz.ors that appeared to unfold or be run off with lz.ttle discnssion ]

concerning what to do next. Most of these relatively fluent sequences apoeared to

be bu::.lt around a small number of""themes." We will discuss only thoge that were
observed in several, if not a majority, of the dyads. All videotapes were reviewed
) bY the authoxs- who identified a list of recurrent sequences. These had the -
property of being "played out" in such a way that; in the recurrent sequence the

-

same steps were carried out by the members. S - *
Let us postﬁlate that the children share an abstract plan or represerrtation“‘

of an event sequence. The abstract representatjon may be called a schema . Qur +

notion of the term.is somewhat st.lar to’ that discussed by Kelley. when, quoting:

Bartlett, he defined causal schema as "an active organlzatlon of past reactions .- -’

-01' of past expenences" (Kelley, 1971, Pp.. 153-154). The schema must be s.uffi" o

cientLy abstract to subsume variant and specific guides to performances. 'Thqse ’

variants, which we will call action formats, direct'the actual performance: It

Seemg unlikely that the event sequences in this corpus were copied- directly from-——

11




» —‘.——,_‘_—*

- . : ~10- .Garvey & Berndt

-

any single adult model. Rather, bits ané-pieces of experience may have been
. . & (\

grasped aﬁd con301ned in the process of the child' s constructlon of the schema.

., - IS

Once the schema is formed, it 1s productlve, i. €., 1t generates spec1f1c variants
-

of the scheéma which control the perfornances we observe. : A

~

Since objects in the Here and Now sometimes trigger the choice of a schema

but do not determine'its course, it seems appropriate to name the schema as if

N

they were processes (or predicates), i.e., as Lf they were essentially vexb-like.

. [

> A linguistic analogy, that of case grammar (Fillmore, 1968) is useful in
i describinglthe relation of variants to the gchema. For example, we-postulate
‘that many of the children” have constructed a TREAT/HEAL schema. The observed

. . - '
variants (the action ‘formats) included "healing a dead pet," "treating a wounded

. \ N .

snake," "treating a sick child." Some agent (e.g., one child or chi}d transformed

A4 .

Ps

to Doétor or Caretaker) carried out the action on the patient, i.e., the pet,
c Ty

cnake, or sick child. The schéma TREAT/HEKL also permits an instrumental case.

Y
7

Thus, under the action format, "treatirng the snake" a lunch box wag transformed

into a doctor's bag and some small obiipts in it were transformed into medicine

) ‘ ' o

and instruments by means of which the snake was treated. This schema can occur

' '
" alone or -it can be combined with certain other schemata. )

Y

A very simple schema is MAKIﬁG A CALL. The action formats derived from it
included “telephoning each other," “telephoning a storxe," "telephoning, .

, (imaginary) friends," "telepﬁonihg a parent." The sight of the two tele-
~ f . . -
phones in the room often aopeared to trigger +the selection of thls schema.

The performances ©f the formats could not have been verbatim repetatlons of any
e .

overheard adult call. However, the max1ma1 structure of the formats as observed '
. ’

. .

a

in some of'the older dyads conforms very closely to the structure of telephoning

as described by Schegloff (1968) and by Schegloff and sachs (1973). "ewant to su,qgest

that performance of an action format of the schema MAKING A CALL is not imitative
: - - ~
[ 2

[

-

‘ . _ - 12 -
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1

-
..

] -

but involvas processes of active réconv ruction of a unit of\aqult daily act*vity

[y ~ o N € ’
.

. The.action format oﬁ the schema MAKiFG A CALL is represented in Figure 2 in 1ts

£

rixlmally extended form There are examples ‘of observed behaviors in the sequonced
rd

_ component steps. The final three columns prov1de further information on_ now the

° ’ . ]
' format was integrated into the pretend situatlon and what roles, if any, were

.

\ adopted, and the first two p¥ovide informationh on how the format was 1n1t1ated. ..

- - The ekample is from a Group IT dyad,'a boy‘and & girl vho engaged'in a
’ \ - _ -
.. ¢ mutual tall w1thout adoptinc SpeC’Llc 1mag1nary 1dentit1es.- It displays-a'fa‘rly
. P R v - )
.’ v .
) extensive body, which is def1ned as conversat*on not“devoted to opening‘or g

. ) i

No pre-closing occuf% in this example, but a pre-closinj From

- V'

aﬁother call mas, for example, the announcement, Well, I have tomdo scme work fb

L 2
.closing the call
e

&~
the babx before saying, Well, ggodbze.

.

/
-~

»

4

&

He

! I3

Definitiods 'of ‘each component were used by a coder (other than the authogp)

vi'

The 1n1tiating component for the actlbn

who axamined each videotaped sesslon.

formats was defined as rais1ng the telephone to the ear.

.

One of the aqghors then - e
- “ ! g . . w ! ): 5?
coded' the’ same data for a reliabjility. check: Intercoder agreement was compuked for.

» A .

each dategory and was highly satisfactory. The results of-th%s analysis are pre--

~ N . : q o .-
sented iijable 2. - : i . .

%’ * ’

V. . ¢
Insert Tdble 2 dboyt here

—— —-— " ro. o~ ..

.
o . . .

As Table 2 indicates, "making a call" was a popular act1v1ty.

o v

Approximately

twqrthirds of all dyads in each age group performed the rudlmentary act1v1ty of

. +

raisfing the receiver to the‘ear. a large proportion of the calls were 1nterrupted

-

o

[‘ l . . ) * . .. ’ . ' .
B . : : «
;

|
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qADINING, PACKING, TRAVELLING, PROVISIONING/SHOPRING, BUILDIHG/REPAIRING. A par-
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and curtailed, but-eveh the youngest children produced scveral complete calls con-~
,sisting of greeting, "body“ and. c1051ng. Many other calls consisted of some ) '
combination of*two of these three elements. Only three pre-closings occurred'and

* ) v -
shede -only in the oldest age'groug. " \ B e

vl .

Twp distinct types of,bretend calls were identifiedf “mutual" calls, in which '

the- two children conversed with each other, with or without assuming "pretend”

\:
N .

identities; and "third party calls, in which one child telephoned an absent friepd,

- Parent_PIinwginary character or office. The latter variety was often social, to -
the extent that the non-calling child watched his partner intently, listened to

) ) , R - . . . .. '4 . ,
the often-lively "conversation” and then receivéd ér requested an explanation of

v

what had transpired. hile these third party calls were often social and imagina-

-:;7.; »

tive, the,"mutual“ calls should be more difficult to execute in that they demand

- .

alternatidn and synchronization ¢f kehavior, Table 2 indicates that the youngest -

chlldren most often chose to call a third‘party. However, even these very young

cﬁildren,produced two calls vwhich adequately ordered and alternated the basic

elements of a telephone call,. .y -

Other schemata vhich we have tentatively identified include COOKING/BAKING,

- -
N -

ticularly interesting schema is_ AVERTING THREAT/DANGER. It generates a nuzber of

different action formats and exhibits a rather complex inventory of functional v
>

.
-

roles: Functional roles are those participants in action formats definedﬁby the &

X . . X 3 :
greqvirements of the action itself, e.q., driver-passenger, cookfserveriﬁiner.
A common action format of the AVERTING THREAT/DANGER schema is often cflled .

" "monsters" by the children themselves, but many entities other than monsters can

N ‘ ’

. — )
. occupy the functional role of gource of threat. The functiocnal role structure is

’ »

compoged: of source of threat, victim, defender. The temporally sequched com'onents

PREE

of the schema are 1llustvated iT Figure 3., There are three major parts:

P

-
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i’ . . : . -

bite.

K II. Defense, in which ceunteraction is takqn with or without the use

-

of some instrument, or in which help or reinforcements are summoned.
’ . ”~ )
. III. Outcome, in which the threat either succeeds, e¢9., He ,ate me

7

I'm dead; the threat is destroyed-6r averted; or the victims escape

. N N
the danger. T . ) Y
. ; & - e
. i . )
Insert Figure 3 about here :
o T e i o . e - oo e -
» ¢ - -

) .. - . N . . . . .
. . If the threat is destroyed, it can mysterlously revive. If it does so,

the format usually cycles back to the defense component and proceeds as -

.y

_1nd}cated above. ° R A .

¢

Figure 3 shows an example from a~broup IIT dyad, in whic Jife (victim)

;". was endangered by a fire (source of-threat) in the hofe., The Husband (defenderf
countered by trying to extinguish the fire with an inacinary hose and vocal
water noises. He succeeded 1n putting out the fire, but it broke out aqain

' 4
in & differeﬁt room and the format was recycled (In this episode,‘as a

- -

-'fmatter of fact, 'it’recycled seven times).: .. e
] y . - .

. An examlnatlon of all pretend eplsodes utliizlng thls schema revealed the -

’ - ‘following results: As can be seen in Table 3, the AVERTING THREAT/DANGEB -
schema was especially popular with the oldest group of children. In addition,

~ ~ “

.- Insert Table 3 abodt here' .

0

-

- e —-—— -y N ]




" suggesting that elaboration of a schapa may be a means whereby pretend play

Object Transformations‘

-1l4- . Garvey & Berndt

-~

A

-~
[

ﬁhis‘group most often carried the sequence through to its logical conclusion,

i,e., the sncceqsful destruction or aversion of the threat. While the youngest -
children often preterded fear of the danger (sﬁreams; cries for help), they did

not as often mount a counteraction. Hence the youngez chil dren more often
, £

assumed the functional role of victim than of defender, and when they did defend
4

they rmost often did so without an instrument. Further they never called up re-
2y .

inforcements., On the other han&f/the older children often played contra ting

roles of vidtim and defender with one child fleeing or cowering in fear while
. ( 3 . ) 0/ /'

the other- fought off the threat in various imaginative ways. fTable 3 gives a

. *
picture of increasing’complexity and differentiation of action formats wWith age,

develops during the veriod 3-5 years,

. .
A consideration of the instruments that can be. used in defense against a

threat or danger suggests that object transformations are in many cases under

Jdirect control of an action format. In other words, we can specify a particular

action format as the context of an object transformation or object 1nvention.
/' —

Thus, we See in specific variant formats of the AVERTING THREAT/U%NGER schema

the following transformations of objeéts into funct*onal roles and into other

.
- .

objects, e.g., :

a) Object animated as defender:

. -

s stuffed bear —* defender/AF =. big worn invades home # ,

4

b) Object animated as source of threat:

stuffed snake — source of threat/AF, = monster threatens victime # .
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-

¢) Object as instrument for counteraction:

. hand —> fire hose /AF = fire endangers home #

.

“  stuffed snake —3 fire hose /AF

fire endangers home #'3

flashlight —3 dynamite /BF = monster threatehs victins #

- @

N Kl
hand = gun /AF = bandit threatens victim # ’
. Ay ‘ B

b 7

Using a different approach, we have begun to” trace the tra#sformations of )
a single object throughout the corpus to determiﬁf how the various a&tién formats
of the postulated schemata exert control over fhe specific transfof@ations. We
also plan to examine the way %ﬁ which action formats call into e:xistence
invented sr imagined obfécts. At this peint we will only illustrate a few of

2

the transformations undergone by a three-lecsed stool that contained a mag-

nifying glass in its center: . ’ C L ¢
Age" Group ' . v )
III a) s£001 =3 spy glass oxr telescope (to spo; fire)/AF )
fire endangers sky and God # '

I, IIT b) sto'ol;—) toilet/AF_taking care of baby # v *
III c) stool-: workéhdir/AF performing household task # A2

f : ¥
’II, III 4) stoolgl; part of car (trailer)/aF péckihg for trip # .
II. e) séoo;;ﬂ milkiggrton/AF'shggping’for pr6V§sidns #

 These examples as ordered show progression froh -transformations influenced

by tﬁe perceptual or physibal propéféies of the object to transformations

"

apparently less determined by such ﬁroperties. The '‘order of theze examples,

hdwever, i; not closely correlated witﬂ éhe age groups. We postulate that onéf:::>
the chila reaches a level of cognitive mathrity that permits him to make trapé?
formaéions independent of percZptual or physicai.properties, his pretend
tfeaément of 6ngcts_ihhes.unéer the control of the€ action format he is

employing. ' -~

17
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ﬁ )
Identities and Roles ' ‘

t e
J

The pretend space is oeooled w1thnyarlous anlmate, aqlmated or human

> e

1nd1v1duals. Children can take on. thé identity of many of these entities or
can relate to them as to fndividuais.’ We will distinguish étnctional, char-
acter, relational, andlperipheral types. We shall be most concerned with
hupan roles, but the question of animation deserves a brief comment.

Animation. Eﬂe presence of’ geveral large stuffed animals (snake, bear,
fish; and a smaller tiger) in the room naturally led to animation of these
objects. Most dyads made the fish ewim and the snake wiggle. But mo}e conplex

.than the indication that the snake might slither or bite are those cases/in

which a child assumed the identity of the animal by speaking for it, e.g.,

B

Hello, I'm a baby fish (in a high squeaky voice). In another type(ﬁf trans~
¢ . - .
formation Ebd animal was clearly attributed a relational role (see below) such

as Child or Pet, who might also speak or misbehave or require punishment. Ue
" :
- : L I :
4drave already nated the fact that the stuffed animals cofild be attributed the ,

b3 étional role of threat or defender in tne AVERTIWG THREAT/DANGER schema or

(I ¥A ,'
of patlent in the- TREAT/HEAL schema.* -

‘The small baby‘égll and a small.hand puppet could remain just‘*toys" and
eould be talked about'%s such or could be transformed into Baby ia relational

) « . ﬂ . )
ro%e), receive appropriate care, have distinct needs and feelings and perform
- - - v

baby-characteristic. actions.

Functional tgles. One type of role--the functional role--was rarely named

by the children bqt dia appear to be conceptualized in some way by the «children.

[y
v

Functional relaz.are'the agent, patient, beneficiary roles in action formats.
They are those anf%ate but not necessarlly human'"arguments" that are related by

a spec1f1c predicate. In the action format DINING, " for example, the functiopal

{
S

7 .
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-

formance of an action format. . ’ L
- Characters. Human role categories (other than relational) were of two kinds
- v a

-, =17~

. . M , . A

£ ‘ . .)

. : L
-~ ’ v o~ - .ﬁ‘
' * , yﬂ‘. .

roles are the one vho eats and the one who serves. Some action formats such as .
YWIORKING ON/REPAIRING require oﬁly one animate functional role, that of worker
or builder or repairer. The actlon format MAKING A CALL requiyes two functlonal 2 ]

roles, those of caller and called, even though the called may also be completely 1

imaginary such as an imaginary friend or some doctors such as Dr. Jekyll and
. . . ~ -

Dr. Hines. The functional roles of the AVERTING THREAT/DANGER schema were dis— !

L}
cussed above. Functional roles vere subject to negotiation, and apportionment

of thsm, if it occurred explicitly, formed part of the preparation for per-

~-~stereotypic and fictional. Stereotypic roles are types that are distinguished

»

pPrimarily on the basis of ocg§£ati0n, habitual action, habitual attitude or per-

sonality attribute. Examples from the corpus are cowboy, fireman, policeman,

. ’

explorer, Indian'chief, bf&deé wicked witch, doctor; nurse. ' These types were
. ¥

generally flat in terms,&f personality, the?r actions afd attributes were highly

predictabIe, and their cope of action was highly restricted. In speaking about ,

. ‘-,, B
" them, the ch11d could se e1ther an indefinite or aef;nlte articley, e. 9. You
be the doo@or, or I'm a fireman., . o

l "
[

Pl . v
Fictional roles 'were those individuals who have proper names and whose,

source appeared to Be stories, television, or oral tradition. Thé} each have

4

a single Ghique higtory. Ezamples from the corpus ar€ St. Geprge, {and) the
y

¢ ’

I /

; / ,
Dragoq& Santa Claus; Hansel and.Gretel; Priedmore Caviters; Hooey, the Cookie

.
!
‘

Monster; Mr. Donﬁey. Purely fictive but perhaps only nonce characters _were

Mrs. Flngernail Uncle Poop, Mr! Poop, who have little to offer. other than
"'. P ‘10‘

their names, wﬂlch weYeAcon51de;ed funny by the children.

-t

L
Sy

v *

N T
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Relational roles. 'Of‘great importance in the corpus wera those foles which

derive from the family.. Presence of one usually lmported at least one other.
These roles were treated by the children as 1f they were somehow always poten-
tially avallable. They were "there" and needed only to be matched to self or
partner or be invoked by mentlon to be effectively presert. These are, of
course, Mommy, Wife, Daddy, Husband, Baby, Chila, Brother, Sister, and much
more rarely, Grandmother and Grandfathet; od}y one Uncle was mentioned. A
Caretaker, not séecifrcally marked for sex, was often enabted. 7o be included

here is Pet, who was often treated as Child. Family members, including Pet,

X N .
were referred to by personal possessive pronouns,-e.dg., my, your, our; but

~ L ] .
were also often referred to using a definite article, e.g., You be the Daddy.
4

[4 v

-

Only rarely was an indefinite article used. -

-, \
Relational roles-can, of c@urée,'coigeid;/with functional. roles, e.g.,

RS

Mother is usually the server in AEtion formazs of the DINING schema. Relational

- ‘ . . T
roles did not coincide with character roles, though they were transformed (re-

. . [ . .
versably) from them. -Relational roles appeared to be stronger than character

roles. They were occupied over- longer periods of time, and undér conditions

of transformatlon seemed o be primary, e.q., 'Husband temporarlly became a

-

fireman and the f1reman was then transformed back into Husband. Further,

~ .

relational roles occurred in more different variants of tﬁe‘schemata than did

-
- -

character roles. : . -

» Transformations across generations but along sex-appropriate lines were

*

frequent, e.g., HMother —> female-Baby, Dagghterz—~> Sister, or Mother —) Wife. R
Thus, we were sometimes unable to specify at a given point which relational role
was being'used. Relational roles were always subject to sex~appropriate assign-

i

ment in the dyad. The relational roles tended to come in pairs. If one member - .

’

20 - -
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W q v

f the dyad assumg__;he role of Mother, the other would genekally be7expccted to

ad t some other relational role. However, the famaly roles being potentially

* ~

__‘3__~present “an absent Mother or Father could be 1nvoked, and Brother and Sistér

as 'Well. Relational roles were discussed exten51ve1y precedlng enactment.

— e t——

- Peripheral roles. At the fringes of the pretend space were individuals who

-

were discussed.or addressed, but whose 1dent1ty the child never assumed. These -

were thevigaginary friends. "e* do not know whether they were old.acquaintances

t
or were 1nvented just for the occasien. 1In this dorpus they were usdally named,

*

but sometimes just referred to as friends, Expected guests for whom the house

was readied were also counted as perinheral roles.

4

References were also made to real but absent people such as the nursery .
—— . . 7 ‘

school teacher, the third child of the dyad, or one of the 1nvest%9ators.

.

Their ex18tence was only in the nonplay world and they did not enter the

-

dyadic-play space. _— L — !

Conclusion - T )
e ’ e . .

Wle have attempted to explore the varlous components of pretendlng, _ex~

amining briefly the structure of plans, the transformation or invention of
objects, ‘and the types of identities or roles which occurred in a corpue of C o

.

spontaneous ‘dyadic interactions of nursery school children. The three major- .

components are interdependant and their mutual influence is to some extent

-

- amenable to systematid agalysis. . s

[P

-——o—*We ‘postulated the existence of schemata, a schema being. an abgtract repre-

sentatlon of dynamic relations and events ffom which more detailed plans, or

action formats, can be derived. The action gg?mat is a more fully specifled

variant of the schema,«adapted for use in a partlcular situation. .
=%
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,- A schema may be selected by some object,or event in the Here'and Nov/,.

.. oo .
e.9.,. a telephone, a loud voice. Once cued, the action format is avallable
l

i
to gulde the joint make-believe performance. Dependlng on the potential of

the schema, the action formats prov1de.certa1n roles that speclﬁy the animate

A, -
and inanimate components organized under the férmat. Once a format 1s being
-

.o

played odut, object and identity transformations are hlghly subject to the con-
%rolllng plan. Two rather popular schemata were examined and gome evidence of ,

increasing complexity or elaboration of the formats>across theygge range sampled
was presented. Some contingeut object transformations otcurrihg in the action

- * -
formats were alsp described. h¢ -

N *

Although the study of play with objects is nost‘usefulrin the peridd before

H

the emergence of fluent social speech (and for_barious’experimental objectives
at other periods as well), the interdependence of plan w1th role ,and object

transformatlons requires further study if the dynamlcs of make-belleve play are

i

+to be understood. Listing of preferred roles or of favorite theme3¢cannot

alone provide an adequate picture of.the internal complexity of pretending.

-

The approachtdescribed here.assuﬁes‘that‘the resources for pretend play are
. ‘ . S

social constructs. Pretend play reveals the construction of typifications

RS

(Schutz, 1962) in ‘progress, i.e., it reveals not only current concerns, -indi-
vidual predispositions, or affect states, but shows also how the child grasps
the way the}wprld fits together. What we see "going together" are not just,

ey ’ —
wagons and horses, tea cups and saucers, a spoon and feeding, but attitudes

»
[

with sex-typing, typical desires.and behaviors with age and sex distinctions,

"
]
steps in action or event sequences, and certain actloh sequences with other

- \

action sequences. The first example provided 4 glimpse of:the kind of role~

attitude-~expresgsive behavior and appropriaté action sequence packaging that -

. “ -t

:
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can be geherated at three years of age.

Some’ independent experimental confirmation of three year old children's

-

competence in dist;nguishing relevant dimensions of sex is provided by

-

Thompson (1975). The ability to assigp)génder labels correctiy at 36 months

must of course underlie the behaviors we have observed in episodes involving
. ’

S

role play. - ' \

A

The social conduct of pretending was shown to rest on extensive and
diversified communicative behaviors. A considerable effort is devoted to

getting one's ludic signals together. The communication is often highly re-

dundant, including vocal, gestural and verbal enactment as well .as explicit

discussion of pretend componénts, .The communiéation‘éf‘pretend pro-

vides a rich source of information for students of play as well as for

-
.

‘the pretenders tﬂbmselves. .

)

w23
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



V1.

- (G+B orient’ toward doll
G+B —> Caretaker)

-
-

(G~ Baby; . . ¢
Baby and Caretaker. - .
converse) ’ ‘

. . V15,

19.

21..

(G drops'baby role): . 25.

-

<
¢

17..

.-

Girl (38 months)

Say, 'Go to sleep now.‘

4

>

4

Why? (whining)

why? © .. .

No, say 'Because.’ .
+ . (emphatically)

Why? Because why?

/ v

Why?

v

No, 'cause I bit
somebody. :

“Say, 'Go to.ksleep. Put
your head down.'
(sternly) )

-

No.

No.

a
?

My head's up. (giggleé)
I want my teddy "bear.
(petulant voice)

Why?

-

Are you going to pack
your teddy bear?

e

10.

12,

14.

16..

18.

20.

22.

24.

.

. 'Cause he does.

Boy (35 months)

1

Go sleep now.

Baby... . ' ‘

«
M .
4 Iy

Because. —1

4

D

Because.
{emphatically)

You bad.

Not good.
‘Cause you spill

your milk.

Yes, you did. ;

Put head down.

(sternly) .
Yes. \
Yes, Okay, I will .

spank you. Bad boy.
(spanks her)

»

No, your teddy bear
go away. (sternly)

g .

(walks off with teddy
bear)

.

2
~

Figure 1. ?exﬁ of pretend play episode from a Group I dyad. (V indicates

metacommunication; —> .indicates role transformation; material in
parentheses indicates paralinguistic features and actions)
Ve

~




-

. cpeir II dnoxs e Aq TIVD

. ) \

. . ¥ ONINYW ®©uwayds ay3 JoQ, Jeuroy -uoride ue yo ordweky °*z 2anbTg
’ . X "
N 1 i - » v
. ' .._ ..WUGOQAH 1 s omH #H n .%Mowm me.
e . -2Tdy Teax |aasym aweu AW, (g Ied 03
/.m,nw M3xq ATTeRX 30U o 94kg,, B Mmouy - ndIRUM,, auoyd Tk aueyd
ax,4ayg,, 3, uop I, . . sbuty (e " s3ang
- . 4 B
- ©.. R ' gepwreu xnoAk 1
, . ; ¥ ot 5,3°UM, (q xe9 03
~JI198 hx_owm » tyum mD._ u “94gq,, Aue 306 ot AYoed w " huThutx suoyd
T . ) nok oq,, ‘Kay,, - 8,31, (® sang
. . ' * . . t . ~ >, N . . N
obx 9TOY  °995S3aPpY uorjenyead  buigold -bursory Apog butj3saxn Axojexedaxg butTbuey
- S ) + -3xg .
m.mO.HhUFm JATI0Y (UNY JIATLWAOALNI °IIT TINO °*II » ) = NOLLYILINI °I
- . : - & ' //-\

IC

PR A rimext provided by ERic

O



I. IDENTIFICATION
? .
[ 0 - rd
Source of” Othéf '
Threat Functional .
- ) Roles Pretend Role = Danger Denial “ -
-
Boy * defender husband - ’ ) . '
imaginary N | Burnup
Girl fire in | vigtim wife : house
) house - e ‘
14 ," Y I
II.  DEFENSE - s ,
. - ‘
Counter- g ' : .
action . Instrument +/- Reinforcements
: .
Boy extin-’ “imaginary hose; ] .
' guishes with water . B . »
fire noises .

Girl | enacts

fright
/
T
. .
I11. -OUTCOME ~ "
j N
- . . <
{ Threat or Threat or  Other Threat ) R
succeeds destroyed + finale revives
. . fire.put .
Boy . © .out ’ ' .
¢ M z T 3 <
‘' ||fire breaks : -
Girl ’ ) . ‘ fout in an- ‘
. other room \ Recycle to
. y - 71T . /
v X . ) -

. ’ < . . . '
Figure 3. Components of the schema AVERTING THREAT/DANGER with .example

from a group III dyad: ’ :
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