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In this study, various communicative strategies that 

young children employed to create and develop pretend play 

with peers in the block center were examined. Two 

preschools, one in Korea and the other in the United States, 

were selected. Subjects were children in the 4-year-old 

classroom in each school. The average age of the children 

at the time of the investigation was 59 months. For data 

collection, videotaping, audiotaping, field-note taking, 

interviews with teachers, and school enrollment records were 

used. 

During pretend block play, children created talk and 

actions in order to deal with challenges related to various 

aspects of play (e.g., accessory play materials, 

construction, plot, and enactment). Accordingly, children's 

communicative strategies were categorized as follows: (a) 

material communication, (b) construction communication, (c) 

plot communication, and (d) enactment. Also, subcategories 

under each category were developed. It was found that, in 

different phases of play in which they faced different types 

of challenges, children used certain strategies more often 



(communication about material selection and construction 

definition were most frequently used in the initiation phase 

of play). 

In terms of cultural aspects of the pretend play, in 

the Korean setting, the following were noticed: (a) a 

rigidly formed participant structure in which several 

positions were available, (b) the use of various comparison 

strategies, and (c) an overwhelmingly prevalent play theme: 

"The good guys winning over the bad guys." In the American 

setting, the following aspects were common: (a) frequent 

calling for the teachers when conflicts involving the 

ownership issue arose, (b) negotiable play atmosphere, and 

(c) consequent ample negotiation. 

Implications for educators as to how to encourage 

children to participate more in pretend play with peers in 

the block center were provided. Recommendations for further 

research pertained to the following: (a) methodological 

progress in studying children's play, (b) use of categories 

developed in this study, and (c) detecting individual 

differences that could shed light on optimal assistance of 

child development. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

General Statement of the Problem 

This study is designed to investigate the ways in which 

young children communicate to create and sustain a pretend 

play world in the context of the block center. Pretend play 

involves transformation of the here and now in which players 

are actually situated {Garvey & Berndt, 1975). In social 

pretending, children share or coordinate the transformed 

meanings with partners, both verbally and nonverbally. 

Children of preschool age are able to construct a shared 

understanding for their play and interact within the shared 

context, jointly developing it (Garvey, 1990; Goncu, 1993b). 

They communicate the play frame and negotiate concerning how 

to use their resources such as people, objects, places, or 

actions in the play frame. How do they establish the 

transformed meanings of their play world? How do they 

manage to coordinate with each other to sustain those 

meanings? How do they terminate their pretend world? To 

meet these challenges, what strategies are available to the 

children? The present study focuses on the communicative 

process through which social pretend play proceeds. 

It has been suggested that different settings elicit 

different pretend play (Meckley, 1994; Nelson & Seidman, 



1984). Contextual factors change the probabilities that 

specific representations and communicative strategies will 

be selected to share meaning. For instance, in the play 

dough area, certain play events such as making cookies, 

baking, or preparing food are played (Nelson & Seidman, 

1984). Different materials and props may access different 

events for play, utilizing different themes and strategies. 

The present study examines on communicative strategies in 

pretend play with peers, specifically in the context of the 

block center. 

Research Questions 

The following question guided this research: 

1. How does children's pretend play proceed in the 

context of the block center? 

(a) What communicative strategies do children 

employ to initiate the play? 

(b) What communicative strategies do children 

employ to maintain and develop the play? 

(c) What communicative strategies do children 

employ to terminate the play? 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the present study are as follows: 

1. To describe various communicative strategies that 

young children employ to structure, develop, and terminate 

pretend play in the context of the block center. 



2. To provide information that may assist educators in 

planning a productive classroom environment and in utilizing 

pretend block play more fully in the education of young 

children. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Children's play has been a serious subject for 

researchers. The whole child exists when he or she plays, 

integrating feelings and thoughts. In play, children 

reflect upon their lives, learn what nobody teaches, and 

thus, take steps toward maturity (Erikson, 1963; Lawrence, 

1955; Piaget, 1962; Vygotsky, 1978). 

Play is the child's means of mastering reality and 

coping with the conflicts that emerge in each stage of 

development (Erikson, 1963; Isaacs, 1949). Play enables 

children to find a place for their ego in the adult-oriented 

society where they are assigned to a subordinate position. 

By reexperiencing and restructuring their experiences alone, 

with peers, or with adults, they grow and learn (Westby, 

1991). 

According to Vygotsky (1967), play is a social 

activity, and children's new development is initiated in 

social activity settings. For Vygotsky, play, as the source 

of development, is viewed as the actualization process by 

which the sociocognitive world guides and directs the 

child's development. Vygotsky stressed two critical aspects 



of play: (a) an imaginary situation and (b) covert rules 

embedded in the imaginary situation. "Every imaginary 

situation contains rules in a concealed form" (Vygotsky, 

1967, p. 10). In order to play successfully, participants 

need to display matching behaviors to the implicit rules 

stemming from the imaginary situation. In social pretend 

play, players jointly develop the rules that guide their 

play and try to abide by the rules through the process of 

negotiation. Bateson's (1971) notion of framing is 

consonant with the implicit rules in Vygotsky's (1967) 

writing. For Bateson, in play, a playful interpretive frame 

needs to be provided through communication so that actions 

and talk can be delivered and interpreted in the frame of 

the play. 

Built upon Vygotsky*s (1967) notion of play as a rule-

based social activity and Bateson's (1971) view of play as 

communication, research shows that children rely on 

particular communicative strategies during social pretend 

play to make their actions and ideas comprehensible and 

sharable with partners (Auwarter, 1986; Garvey, 1990; 

Giffin, 1984; Goncu & Kessel, 1984; Kane & Furth, 1993; 

Meckley, 1994; Schwartzman, 1978). These communicative 

strategies encompass forming a play group, planning and 

enacting, negotiating, and signaling the end of the play 



(Goncu, 1993b). A brief overview of research on 

communicative strategies follows. 

Garvey and Berndt (1975), focusing on the content of 

communication, identified various communicative types as 

follows: (a) negation, (b) enactment, (c) play signals, (d) 

procedural or preparatory behaviors, and (e) explicit 

mention of pretend transformations. Schwartzman (1978), 

stressing how players related to each other during pretend 

play, identified nine categories: (a) formation, (b) 

connection, (c) rejection, (d) disconnection, (e) 

maintenance, (f) definition, (g) acceptance, (h) 

counterdefinition, and (i) reformulation. How children 

respond to each other to elaborate their pretend play was 

also examined by Goncu (1993a), and categories were 

developed as follows: (a) introduction, (b) extension, (c) 

building-on, (d) acceptance, (e) rejection, (f) revision, 

(g) conciliation, (h) emphasis, (i) irrelevant act. Giffin 

(1984), challenging the simple dichotomy between reality and 

pretense, ordered her eight communicative options along a 

continuum from within-frame to out-of-frame as follows: (a) 

enactment, (b) ulterior conversation, (c) underscoring, (d) 

storytelling, (e) prompting, (f) implicit pretend 

structuring, (g) formal proposal. Giffin's continuum was 

extended by Kane and Furth (1993). Kane and Furth, assuming 

that children move back and forth between the play and 



nonplay tracks frequently and fluently, included utterances 

which were concerned with the nonplay world in their 

engrossment continuum. These studies are described in 

detail in the following chapter. 

If social pretend play is conceived as a process by 

which participants actively orient themselves and others to 

meaning (Vygotsky, 1967), a complex array of interacting 

factors can be assumed to influence that process; the 

previous knowledge, the physical environment such as 

materials and settings, and the goal of the activity all 

have to be part of a full account of children's 

communication. Accordingly, it has been consistently 

suggested that, for the content and function of play 

communication to be fully explained, they need to be 

examined in their contexts (Rogoff, 1993) and should be 

qualitatively analyzed as inherited in the total sequence of 

play interaction (Goncu & Kessel, 1984). 

Existing knowledge of how children create imaginative 

play worlds, however, is based on direct or indirect play 

proposals that researchers make to children. Most 

frequently, members of play groups were predetermined by 

researchers. The formation of dyads (Farver, 1992b; Garvey 

& Berndt, 1975; Goncu, 1993a; Goncu & Kessel, 1984; Nelson & 

Seidman, 1984) or triads (Black, 1989; Kane & Furth, 1993) 

as playgroups was mainly used. This aspect of structuring 



neglects a critical phase of play. Gaining an access to a 

play group or making an effort to secure playmates needs a 

set of refined strategies, and the dynamics of group entry 

influence the evolution of the play. In order to have a 

complete understanding of play dynamics, the process of 

forming a play group needs to be included (Goncu, 1985). 

Moreover, data concerning communication among more than 

three players were scarcely included in research on social 

pretend play, with a few exception (e.g., Giffin, 1984; 

Meckley, 1994; Schwartzman, 1978). Although, the usual size 

of a play group is two or three in the preschool period 

(Garvey & Berndt, 1975), children form larger groups, which 

include more than three players, at times by necessity. 

Being in the larger groups, children feel and communicate 

differently, developing and refining a set of strategies 

that may differ from skills needed in small groups. 

Constantly playing with just one or two playmates would 

limit children's overall development. For example, 

establishing a shared context with a partner may demand less 

effort compared to establishing minimal agreement among five 

or six players. If playing in a large group produces a 

different set of, or more competent, strategies than playing 

in a small group, this needs to be seriously considered in 

planning an effective classroom environment. The classroom 

play environment is crucial, especially for children in 



America, who do not have many siblings and whose free play 

with neighborhood friends is not frequent. A need for a 

descriptive study on play communication in its context 

(e.g., classroom) including large play groups is clear. 

In early childhood classrooms, blocks are described as 

the most widely accepted materials (Farrell, 1957; Guanella, 

1934; Johnson, 1974; Mitchell, 1991; Reifel, 1984). Block 

play has been recognized as a useful medium for children's 

self-education ever since Froebel applied block activities 

as learning agents in his curriculum. 

Even though blocks have been listed as materials of the 

highest social value, along with vehicles and doll corners 

(Alstyne, 1932; Kallam & Rettig, 1991), what children 

actually do with the blocks has rarely come under full 

scrutiny. One reason for this is that block playing 

normally falls into the constructive category of Smilansky's 

(1968) play hierarchy—which consists of functional, 

constructive, dramatic, and games with rules. In her play 

classification, constructive play is placed between 

functional and dramatic play. Falling between functional 

and dramatic play and being perceived as intellectually and 

socially less mature than dramatic play, the inquiry of 

constructive play, including block playing, has not been 

encouraged (Almy, 1982; Cristie & Johnsen, 1987; Takhvar & 

Smith, 1990). In fact, even with irrelevant observation 



techniques (e.g., short-time sampling), constructive play 

represents 40% of activities of children between the ages of 

4 and 6 (Rubin, 1982). 

Moreover, for preschoolers, block play is not only 

constructive but also dramatic. Block building is often 

accompanied with or followed by pretend play, using the 

constructions as play settings (Alstyne, 1976; Cristie & 

Wardle, 1992; Meckley, 1994; Mitchell, 1991; Reifel & 

Yeatman, 1991). By age 3, children start to play 

dramatically with blocks (Guanella, 1934; Johnson, 1974; 

Reifel, 1984). Names such as house, boat, and garage are 

assigned to their constructions along with attributed 

meanings. When a child builds a house for animals, what he 

or she knows and feels about the house and the animals is 

represented, rearranged according to the child's needs or 

wishes, and relearned. Children begin to know through their 

feelings that it is rewarding to represent their world in 

imaginative block play, and thus, their inner drive toward 

knowing the world thrives. In her book titled Young 

Geographers, Mitchell (1934) documented how effectively 5-

and 6-year-old children learn by representing and 

restructuring their experiences in group block construction. 

Since playing with blocks supports children's development in 

such an integrated way, it seems desirable to fully use the 

blockplay. 
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What makes children play frequently and for long 

periods of time in the block center? How does their pretend 

play proceed in the block center? What do they learn 

through the play process? Again, such questions express the 

explicit need for a well-organized study on pretend block 

play. Unfortunately, there is little data concerning the 

pretend play process specifically in the block center. 

The recurrent emphasis on mastery in America postulates 

that the value of play, including blockplay, is questionable 

(Yawkey & Johnson, 1988). An idea in this push for mastery 

is that transmitting information in the world rather than 

providing opportunities to build relationships in the world 

develops the mind (Bredekamp, 1987). In fact, however, the 

development of higher mental functions, which is the 

ultimate aim of the academic trend, appears to be in accord 

with what children do achieve through imaginative block play 

(Day, 1983; Mitchell, 1991) . Social and cognitive 

development begins as a child gets to know his or her world. 

To know that world, a child needs to integrate his or her 

feelings, needs, and experiences in social contexts. 

Pretend play in the block center can be a suitable medium 

for the essential practice of putting together in order to 

make sense of the world and to expand the world (Erikson, 

1963; Piaget, 1962; Vygotsky, 1978). By refocusing on the 

educational value of pretend block play, educators can be 
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more reflective in their endeavor to create developmentally 

appropriate practices for young children. When children are 

provided with more opportunities for the essential practice 

of putting together, they are able to become more competent 

in exploring their world and themselves {Erikson, 1963; 

Vygotsky, 1978). 

In sum, previous research on how children communicate 

their pretend play world has been limited: (a) Play groups 

were predetermined, neglecting the formation phase of play, 

and (b) only small play groups were examined, ignoring 

communicative strategies in large play groups that might 

differ from strategies in small groups. Accordingly, a need 

for a study on pretend communication as it occurs naturally 

in its own setting is evident. As the play setting, the 

block center in the classroom is suitable because of the 

following reasons: (a) Children spend much of their free 

play time playing blocks, (b) block play is not only 

constructive, but also dramatic for preschoolers, and (c) 

the process of pretend play in the block center has never 

been studied solely. By examining how children communicate 

their pretend world in the block center, the following can 

be revealed: (a) what challenges confront children to play 

successfully, {b) what strategies are available for them to 

meet the challenges, (c) what children learn through the 

process of pretend play with blocks, (d) what the teacher 
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needs to do with the classroom environment to encourage 

children to participate more in the pretend block play and 

benefit from it. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms have 

been defined. 

1. Pretend play refers to play involving some 

transformation of the here and now in which the child is 

actually situated (Garvey & Berndt, 1975}. 

2. Social pretend plav refers to pretend play that is 

shared or coordinated with partners (Fein, 1981). That is, 

within the context of play with peers, children add elements 

of fantasy and communicate to the partners the nature of the 

play (Howes & Unger, 1989). 

3. Play episode refers to an interactive, continuous 

play unit based on children's sustained involvement with the 

play in hand and transition between such involvements 

(Nicolich, 1977). An episode may contain one or several 

themes. To the present investigator, an episode begins when 

a child or children start to create some block structures 

and is terminated in the following ways: (a) when players 

leave the scene with or without breaking the block 

structure, (b) when the free play period is over, or (c) 

when players start to play without any relation to the 
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previously built block structures. An episode consists of 

the playacts of players. 

4. Playact is defined as a dialogic unit that 

expresses a thought or an idea to play partners. A play-act 

can be a nonverbal behavior, such as handing a toy over, 

shaking one's head and pointing a player out, or an 

utterance (Goncu, 1993a). 

5. Theme refers to a sort of blueprint for arranging 

actions and events into a coherent play. Theme also refers 

to a context containing a shared topic within which 

dialogues and actions are structured (Garvey, 1990; Nelson & 

Seidman, 1984). 

6. Action format refers to a specified structure of a 

theme, adopted for use in a particular situation (Garvey & 

Berndt, 1975). For example, under the theme "Good Guys and 

Bad Guys," the following structure can be played as the 

action format: (a) identifying bad guys, (b) preparing 

weapons, (c) fighting, and (d) winning or losing. 

7. Transformation refers to "using available play 

material in make-believe ways" (Smith, 1990, p.29). 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of the present study are as follows: 

1. This study was conducted at two university- based 

preschool settings, one in Korea and the other in America. 
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Results cannot be generalized to any other population 

without additional replication of cases. 

2. Several other factors# such as home; experiences, 

previous schooling experiences, and the school's hidden 

philosophy and teacher's conception of play, may affect the 

results of this study. 

3. This study was limited to only those children who 

spontaneously came to the block corner and actually played 

with blocks. 

4. The blocks themselves, as a medium, may impose 

limitations for pretending when described in detail. 

Basic Assumptions 

This study is based on the following assumptions: 

1. The free play sessions observed are typical of free 

play activities at the two preschools involved. 

2. The free play behaviors observed represent typical 

free play behaviors of the children involved. 

Summary 

The present study examines how 4-year-old children 

communicate their pretending in the block center. The ways 

in which the children communicate to create, develop, and 

terminate their pretend world in the block center are 

described. As for the significance, such investigation may 

furnish implications revealing how valuable the pretend 

block play with peers is for children's development and 
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learning and how essential it is for adults to understand 

the dynamics of children's pretend play communication. 

Based on the understanding, children can be encouraged to 

play together, organizing pretend worlds and practicing 

sociocognitive skills by thoughtful organization of the 

classroom environment. Children will create play 

irrespective of the environment in which they find 

themselves, but the environment and how it is used make 

distinctive contributions to each play situation. 

Children's play and concomitant learning are enhanced when 

the child's environment is carefully planned for rich 

learning opportunities (Reifel & Yeatman, 1991). 

A review of theories and research on pretend play 

communication and blocks is presented in chapter 2. Chapter 

3 describes the methodology and procedures used in the 

study. Chapter 4 presents findings. Conclusions and 

recommendations are made in chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of the present study is to examine young 

children's use of communicative strategies during their 

social pretend play in the context of the block center. 

This investigation on the pretend play process in the block 

center may produce valuable information for teachers in 

creating and maintaining an effective learning environment 

in their classrooms. Theories and pertinent research on 

pretend play communication and block play are reviewed in 

this chapter. 

Introduction 

The multiplicity of meanings for the term play 

indicates the vagueness of any unitary concept of play. 

Play is a multifaceted activity, and the emphasis on each 

facet of play differs from field to field, developing a 

variety of definitions. Collectively, play is defined as 

behavior that is self-generated, flexible, not literal, and 

free from external rules (Almy, 1982; Bloch & Pellegrini, 

1989; Cristie & Johnsen, 1983; Fein, 1981; Schwartzman, 

1978; Vygotsky, 1978). 

Children are intrinsically motivated to play according 

to their need to act on things and experiences. They 

develop internal rules to govern play and spontaneously 

16 
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comply with the rules inherent in the play situations. Play 

loses its status when it is totally controlled by external 

reality. A behavior cannot be seen as play when it is 

governed by external constraints such as extrinsic 

motivation and external rules (Neumann, 1971) . The criteria 

of play may occur along a continuum; an activity may fall 

between play and work. 

According to Neumann (1971), the process and objectives 

of play as well as the criteria of play need to be 

considered in understanding and analyzing play. The 

process, consisting of operations and modes, develops in a 

sequence, and objectives include playmates, play materials, 

and location in which a child plays. The process and 

objectives give a specific structure to a play episode. 

Accordingly, play behaviors can differ from child to child, 

from moment to moment, from situation to situation, from 

culture to culture, and from gender to gender. 

Theoretical Framework 

A duality can be found easily in explaining play: (a) 

personal expression and (b) cognitive adaptation. From the 

perspective of personal expression, children play out hidden 

impulses and daily conflicts, trying to gain control of 

their lives. Thus, through the observation of children's 

free play, their psychological dynamics can be understood. 

In the perspective of adaptation, play is assimilative and 
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serves to consolidate the child's experiences; play develops 

in stages in accordance with stages in sociocognitive 

development. Substitutional behaviors in play reflect the 

development of representational thought (Piaget, 1962) and 

facilitate abstract thinking and the development of language 

(Vygotsky, 1978). 

Erikson (1963) suggested that teachers could be helpful 

in providing children with opportunities to work through 

their developmental problems produced by the interaction of 

a child with her or his social environment. For Erikson, 

play reflects the most appealing concerns for the child at 

the moment. Playing out the problems in his or her own way 

helps the child gain a sense of mastery over inner life and, 

consequently, over the environment. The child becomes the 

controller rather than the victim of his or her life. Thus, 

Erikson proposed the theory that a child's play is "the 

infantile form of the human ability to deal with experience 

by creating model situations in order to master reality by 

experiment and planning" (p. 222). For him, this human 

attempt to deal with all kinds of experiences continues 

throughout life. 

Sociocultural Context of Play 

With play recognized as a leading activity for young 

children and as a developmentally appropriate practice in 
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classrooms, the complexity of play has been emphasized 

(Bredekamp & Rosegrant, 1992; Cook-Gumperz, Corsaro, & 

Streeck, 1986; Reifel & Yeatman, 1993; Schwartzman, 1978). 

Play as a "world of possibilities," is "built in each 

situation with the materials at hand and with children's own 

ideas, perhaps in collaboration with others" (Reifel & 

Yeatman, 1993, p. 362). Play evolves in a process, moment 

to moment. The thoughts, feelings, and social competence of 

an individual, as well as a peer group and the society, all 

contribute to the development of the play, and any 

categories can be included in it. 

If play, as a mode or frame rather than a category of 

activity, is situated in contexts, the relationship between 

real world contexts and play texts becomes important 

(Garvey, 1990; Reifel & Yeatman, 1993; Schwartzman, 1978). 

Real world concerns are intricately woven into the play 

world (Bretherton, 1984; Schwartzman, 1978). As shown in 

Figure 1, Physically, the child belongs to a play group in 

school, home, or neighborhood in society; in play, the child 

expresses and explores the world that exists in his or her 

mind. The child's experiences in the real world provide the 

resources for play even though they do not copy them 

exactly. The ways the resources are selected and 

manipulated may depend on the aspects of the child's 

sociocultural environment. 
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Society 

Home 

School School 

Home 

Figure 1. Contexts and texts of pretend play. 

The display in Figure 1 was designed by the present 

investigator. 

Play texts are produced through "allusion, 

transformation, and purported imitation" from society 

(Schwartzman, 1978, p. 330). Play, in turn, gives pattern 

as well as expression to individual and societal affective 

and cognitive systems. From this perspective, as shown in 

Figure 2, which encompasses both personal expression and 

cognitive adaptation perspectives, pretend play is seen as 
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an arena for new development/ in which a child exercises to 

expand his or her world as a social being (Vygotsky, 1967). 

In Vygotsky's notion of play as a vehicle for new 

development through social interaction, Piaget's 

assimilative and Erikson's socioemotional perspectives can 

be useful as an explanation of resources and motivation for 

pretend play, respectively. 

Expanding their world 
Vygotsk/s sodo-cultural perspective 

Exploring i modifying rule* 
Learning fa social activities 

Restructuring their world 
Erikson's sods-emotional perspective 

Working out developmental problems 
Creating model situations 

Reflecting their world 
Plagefs cognitive perspective 

Filtering external Input 
Consolidating experiences 

Figure 2. Theories that explain children's play. 

The display in Figure 2 was designed by the present 

investigator to show the Vygotskian sociocultural 

perspective. 
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Play and Vygctgky 

According to Vygotsky {1967), play is a social 

activity, and children develop in social contexts; children 

develop in play. For him, "play is the source of 

development" creating the zone of proximal development (p. 

16). This section covers Vygotsky's view on play in terms 

of social interaction, functions, and rules. 

Plav and the zone of proximal development. The zone 

refers to the distance between a child's actual 

developmental level and the level of potential development. 

The potential level of development can be determined through 

problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration 

with more capable peers. The actualization of the 'zone of 

proximal development' thus depends on social interaction 

within a shared cultural framework. In Vygotsky's (1967) 

use of this notion, as shown in Figure 3, pretend play is 

seen as the actualization process by which the social world 

directs the child's'development. 

Potential level of development 

Transmission of the social world via 

Communication in social interaction 

(e.g., Social Pretend Play) 

Actual level of development 

Figure 3. Play and the zone of proximal development. 
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The child's understanding and appropriation of the 

sociocultural materials in the world are expressed in 

pretend play. The cultural world, including "linguistic and 

other symbolic systems, cognitive framework, and concrete 

knowledge" is transmitted to children by more knowledgeable 

and capable others such as parents, siblings, peers, and 

teachers through social interaction and communication 

(Nicolopoulou, 1993, p. 8). Learning initially takes place 

in this social setting. Experiences in the social 

activities guide and stimulate the child's development. The 

degree of social cohesiveness in the play world may reflect 

the quality of the social group whose activities provide 

frames for formation of social mind (Black, 1989; Meckley, 

1994). Thus, play, as a social activity setting, provides 

opportunities for children to do the essential practice of 

making sense of the world and expanding their boundaries in 

collaboration with others. 

Roles of pretend play. Linked to the socio-cultural 

perspective, the specific roles of social pretend play 

appear to change with development, associated with demands 

from the social environment in each period of development. 

The function of mastering "communication of meaning" in the 

toddler period (Howes, Unger, & Matheson, 1992, p.8) changes 

to the function of exploring control during the preschool 

period {Howes et al., 1992; Garvey, 1990; Meckley, 1994; 
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Schwartzman, 1978) and to examining friendships in later 

childhood (Corsaro, 1986; Howes et al., 1992). 

The child's world, which consisted of the mother-child 

bond and related activities and skills, expands to include 

peers, friends, teachers, and related social activities and 

interactive strategies. In this process of expanding, play 

partners are of importance (Dunn & Dale, 1984; Forys & 

Nicolich, 1984; Howes & Farver, 1985; Nelson & Seidman, 

1984). In order to sustain coherent social play, shared 

understanding needs to be developed between partners(Goncu, 

1993a, 1993b), and the requirements for establishing a 

shared world within which play can proceed are more 

demanding in play with peers than in play with parents or 

siblings. The following studies show play partners' 

influence in establishing a shared play world. 

Differences between 2-year-old children's play with 

mother and with siblings were examined by Dunn and Dale 

(1984). Children's initiation to their mothers involved the 

child's drawing the mother's attention to an object, whereas 

sibling-child play started with the sibling setting up a 

make-believe involving transformation and eliciting the 

child to imitate the sibling's pretending. Regarding 

themes, the most common theme for the play with the mother 

was that of nurturing a doll or toy. With siblings, the 

most frequent theme was that of daily routines and home 
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activities. Suggestions and contributions from mothers were 

largely of the "as if" type, while with siblings, it was 

likely to explore the "what if" of make-believe (Bretherton, 

1984). In terms of the nature of participation, siblings 

often entered the pretending as complementary actors, 

whereas mothers usually remained in the role of interested 

spectator. The features of sibling relationship, such as 

the familiarity of the children, their shared world of daily 

routines, the salience of the older sibling as a model for 

the younger, and the supportive aspects of the relationship, 

may make complex pretending possible for children as young 

as 24 months of age. In Forys and Nicolich's (1984) study 

on social pretend at 3 years of age, objects were used as 

essential props supporting both themes and roles (e.g., the 

stair might be used as a car, thus promoting not only a 

traveling theme but also the need for a driver and a 

passenger). However, it was suggested that given 

familiarity or a more mature partner, more advanced forms of 

social pretending might be dramatized. This notion was also 

supported by Howes and Farver (1985) that 2-year-olds in 

mixed-age dyads engaged in more cooperative social pretend 

play than 2-year-olds in same-age dyads. 

These studies suggest that it may be a relationship 

between players in which social pretend play flourishes. 

With age, the number of children in play groups increases, 
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whereas the physical features of adults involved in the play 

decrease or disappear. Social pretend play between peers is 

most common with preschool-age children. Children who have 

mastered the communication of meaning with help from mothers 

or siblings may use the support provided by more capable 

peers, who have acquired interactive skills in negotiating 

the issues of initiative and control. Pretend play 

provides opportunities for children to explore and expand 

their world with help from their peers, by negotiating their 

ideas and experiences (Nicolopoulou, 1993; Vygotsky, 1978). 

In pretend play, children's understanding of their world is 

reflected (Piaget, 1962}, remodeled (Erikson, 1963), 

negotiated, and expanded {Vygotsky, 1978). This is a world 

in which independent beings live together and share with 

each other, regulated by rules of the society. 

Play and rules. The third issue of Vygotsky is that 

play, involving an imaginary situation, is rule-based. For 

Vygotsky (1967), "there is no such thing as play without 

rules and the child's particular attitude toward them" (P. 

9). As he explained in his writing, when children decide to 

play sisters, they try to enact sister-like behaviors as 

they understand them. In the imaginary situation of being 

sisters, they do not pretend as if they were strangers 

because, as covert rules, only behaviors related to the 

sisterhood are acceptable in the situation. In order to 
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play successfully, participants need to display matching 

behaviors according to the implicit rules stemming from the 

imaginary situation. "What passes unnoticed by the child in 

real life becomes rules of behavior in play™ (Vygotsky, 

1967, p. 9). Players jointly develop rules that guide the 

social play and try to stick to the rules through the 

process of negotiation. This voluntary compliance toward 

self-generated rules gives the players fun and satisfaction, 

helps them to develop will power, and may lead to extraction 

of social rules embedded in the cultural world 

(Nicolopoulou, 1993; Vygotsky, 1978). 

For Vygotsky, ultimately, creating imaginary situations 

with inherent rules is regarded "as a means of developing 

abstract thought" (1967, p. 17). In play, "thought is 

separated from objects, and action arises from ideas rather 

than from things" (Vygotsky, 1967, p. 12). A square wooden 

block can stand for a car, and behaviors matching 

spontaneous rules are decided by ideas, not by physical 

objects. In play, the child plays with meanings 

disassociated from objects. Play helps the child to break 

off the initially intimate fusion between meaning and 

object, meaning and action, and meaning and perception. 

Pretend play enables a child to emancipate thinking from the 

confinement of the immediate physical world and to organize 

thoughts in his or her unique, systematic way. In severing 
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the meaning from things, according to the developmental 

level, the child may or may not need a pivot. 

When playing, children tend to be intrinsically 

motivated and are likely to function at their optimal social 

cognitive levels. Social pretend play provides an 

educational setting for preschoolers in which to refine 

their ideas and communicative skills to create shared 

meaning. Capturing the process by which the social world 

guides and stimulates the child's development is an 

essential subject of inquiry for human functioning. Thus, 

ongoing pretend play in social context can be one of the 

richest settings for studying and aiding children's growth 

and learning. 

The notion of covert rules embedded in an imaginary 

situation in Vygotsky's writing, parallels what Bateson 

(1971) called a framing context. It provides a theoretical 

ground for research related to metacommunication, 

transformation, and coherence in dialogues as rule-governed 

behaviors. In play, these rules may include ordinary play 

politics with more flexible executive strategies to deal 

with momentary changes and negotiations as well as rules 

embedded in an imaginary situation (Fein, 1984). Research 

has focused on the ways in which children achieve social 

pretend activity. Major areas of the research effort have 
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been (a) play materials such as roles, plans for actions# 

objects and settings, and (b) play communication. 

Materials for Pretending 

The resources for pretending are social constructs. 

Pretending imitates and transforms events from the real 

world. Pretending shows "how the child grasps the way the 

world fits together" (Garvey & Berndt, 1975, p. 22). 

Children appear to select and highlight those features of 

the world that are most salient to them at a given time 

(Erikson, 1963; Piaget, 1962; Vygotsky, 1967). Roles, 

actions, and objects orchestrated by themes or scripts are 

the materials of pretending, and children are able to enter 

their imaginative world through any of these means (Garvey, 

1990). 

Role Taking 

Role taking begins when a child goes beyond self-

representation, starting with single roles and moving on to 

the representation of several related roles. Children 

appear to move through steps, such as self—representation, 

representation of another's behavior, using others as 

passive recipients of the child's action, parallel roles, 

use of the replica as active recipient, use of replica as 

agent, assumption of another person's role, simple 

collaborative role play, replica play with several 

interacting roles, and collaborative play with several 
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interacting roles (Bretherton, 1984; Howes, 1985; Watson & 

Fisher, 1977). Children need to coordinate their own 

understanding of the imaginative event with that of other 

children as they advance to higher steps. 

Garvey (1990) identified several major roles which were 

intricately related to action plans. These roles are (a) 

functional, (b) family, and (c) character roles. When 

children are engaged in traveling in a car, they may take 

functional roles such as a driver or a passenger. According 

to Garvey, family roles such as mommy, daddy, or baby are 

stronger than character roles featuring cowboy, fireman, 

bride, witch, doctor, or batman. They are played for longer 

periods of time and are enacted in far more detail than are 

character roles. 

The expansion of the child's world is reflected in 

these role choices. Older children prefer roles that they 

are unable to assume in real life. Boys often adopt 

fantasy, high action roles, such as monster, play-fighting, 

and superhero, whereas girls prefer roles reflated to home 

activities, holidays, and weddings (Mcloyd, 1980; Paley, 

1988; Pulaski, 1970). 

Action Flans 

Actions consist of single schemes, scheme-combinations, 

ordered multischemes, and event combinations (Nicolich, 

1977). An increasing complexity and differentiation of 
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action plans with age suggests that elaboration of a schema 

may be a means whereby pretend play develops during 

preschool years (Garvey, 1990). Treatment-healing, making a 

call, averting threat, packing, taking a trip, going to the 

store, cooking or baking, having a meal, mothering a baby, 

being super heroes, and repairing were identified as popular 

plans (Garvey, 1990; Goncu; 1993a; Nelson & Seidman, 1984). 

Similar to role taking, actions based on daily family 

scripts can be more highly elaborated than those associated 

with occupational and fictitious roles. Action plans 

related to everyday events and routines are often chosen by 

young children, whereas older children enjoy more creative 

and fanciful topics {Black, 1989). In addition, the fact 

that familiar daily routines are more often selected by 

girls suggests girls' respect for interaction in an orderly 

manner compared to boys' respect for initiative and tendency 

toward disorder in play (Nicolopoulou, 1993). Because of 

their preference for fictional roles and creative actions, 

boys are likely to play make—believe in nonstructured areas 

such as an open floor or outdoors (Brenner, 1976; Harper & 

Sanders, 1975). 

Action plans found in different groups tend to reflect 

activities important to the particular culture. The 

thematic content of play episodes reflects activities that 

are familiar to the children and characteristic of the 
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individual culture. Action plans or themes mirror the 

child's notion of human behaviors and activities in social 

settings, providing a rich field for people responsible for 

the formation of the child's mind (Farver, 1992a). 

Objects and Settings 

The presence of realistic objects seems to provide 

perceptual and spacial support for pretending. Especially 

for young children, who have not developed efficient 

communicative skills, props provided in the environment help 

them to get into the pretense (Black, 1989; Bretherton, 

1984; Smith, 1990). In object substitutions, children seem 

to choose objects physically similar to or normally 

associated with, the represented objects (Franklin, 1973; 

Hcloyd, 1980) . Once the child reaches a level of cognitive 

maturity that permits him or her to make transformations 

independent of physical properties, object transformations 

come under the control of the action formats or themes. It 

is shown that in social pretending, object transformations 

are usually triggered by action sequence and/or theme 

(Garvey & Berndt, 1975). The ability to substitute objects 

appears to be a higher cognitive indication leading to 

higher mental functions (Vygotsky, 1978). It has been 

thought, however, that objectdependency or 

objectindependency may be a function of individual style 
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rather than a function of developmental maturity (Fein, 

1981; Garvey, 1990; Jennings, 1975; Wolf & Gardner, 1979). 

In sum, with growth and learning, there is a salient 

increase in the number of roles and coherence of actions in 

pretend play, accompanied by a decreasing dependence on 

realistic props and objects (Bretherton, 1984; Garvey, 1990; 

Nicolich, 1977; Vygotsky, 1967). Then how does the play 

proceed with the materials? Carrying out the social 

pretending is mainly a matter of communication, either 

verbal or nonverbal (Garvey, 1990). 

Communication During Play 

By age 3, children can play collaboratively, engaging 

in coherent discourse using verbal communications as well as 

play enactment (Parten, 1932; Smilansky, 1968; Vygotsky, 

1978). Children below 3 years of age may communicate their 

intentions regarding play in terms of pretend enactment 

(Howes & Unger, 1989). As children mature, they communicate 

more explicitly and organize more coherently (Goncu & 

Kessel, 1984). 

From age 4, social pretend play becomes increasingly 

complex wherein children negotiate and enact roles and 

scripts. Children use communication to establish the nature 

of the activity and maintain play sequences, and play 

partners interactively contribute to the unfolding pretense 

(Farver, 1992b; Garvey, 1990; Giffin, 1984; Goncu & Kessel, 
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1984; Kane & Furth, 1993; Nelson & Seidman, 1984). Play 

communication is a process by which players orient 

themselves as well as other participants to meaning. At all 

ages, numerous contextual factors may influence the 

occurrence of such a complex level of play. Examples are 

the following: (a) the nature of the relationships among 

partners (Black, 1989; Dunn & Dale, 1984; Howes et al., 

1992; Howes & Farver, 1985; Schwartzman, 1978), (b) play 

themes and action plans (Garvey, 1990; Meckley, 1994; Nelson 

& Seidman, 1984), and (c) physical environment like props 

and materials (Forys & Nicolich, 1984; Meckley, 1994; Nelson 

& Seidman, 1984). 

Social pretend play constitutes collaborative event 

representation on two levels, planning and acting. Children 

not only enact but also plan, negotiate, and coordinate 

their enactment. Since they play with partners, they need 

communication to indicate who they are, what they are doing, 

what objects represent, and where they are. For the play to 

survive, a minimal degree of shared understanding needs to 

be assured among players. In social pretend play, a group 

of children develops play episodes. The unit of analysis is 

the play group, whose patterns of behavior, plans, and 

purposes are not the same as those of individuals who form 

the play group. Therefore, a fit between the child and the 

group must be found through negotiations. The degree of 
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this shared understanding, -which is established through 

communication, will produce different forms of play 

interaction, and developmental changes may affect the degree 

of shared understanding (Farver, 1992b; Goncu, 1985, 1993a). 

Social pretense requires a special type of 

communication. First, the changing form of interaction from 

nonplay to play needs to be communicated, providing a 

playful interpretive frame for the activity (Bateson, 1971). 

Through this framing (Bateson, 1971) or keying (Goffman, 

1974), actions and utterances in play are interpreted at a 

representational level rather than at face value. The 

metacommunicative message "This is play" does not have to be 

verbal. It can be iconic noises, facial expressions, or 

exaggerated movements (Sutton-Smith, 1984). Messages such 

as "I'm the Mommy," or "You be the monster" are such 

metacommunicative statements, saying that the actions do not 

indicate what the actions for which they stand would 

indicate. Moreover, statements about pretense differ from 

those produced when children are in the pretend mode. 

"Mommy, I'm scared," said in a whiny voice, is a part of the 

pretend text, whereas the statement "You be the baby" 

specifies the pretend context. Communication about 

pretending as well as communication in pretending is an 

essential factor in order for the joint pretend play to 
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prosper (Bretherton, 1984; Garvey, 1990; Howes et al., 

1992). 

Treating the messages about play as if they are 

entirely separated from the play itself may not be 

productive (Giffin, 1984; Kane & Furth, 1993; Sutton-Smith, 

1984). The limited, separated focus on metacommunication 

and enactment fails to capture the constant interweaving of 

the pretend play and non-play tracks that is a common 

feature of children's social pretend (Kane & Furth, 1993). 

According to Bateson (1971), "A culture, a shared 

understanding between people of how they are going to 

communicate, is a system of stratification of categories" 

such as what children try to grasp and follow as 

spontaneous, implicit rules in pretend play (p. 266). In a 

culture, there is a framing context for a certain style of 

action, and within this frame, individuals function as 

social beings. In social situations, frames provide answers 

to the question— "What is going on here?"—structuring the 

meanings of messages and prescribing appropriate responses 

(Goffman, 1974, p. 8). Metacommunication explicates the 

psychological frame of an interaction, and the frame is the 

set of shared principles or rules that places behavior and 

events in a context (Bateson, 1971; Goffman, 1974; Vygotsky, 

1967). It is by play that an individual learns that there 

is a frame set, and sorts and categories of behavior are 
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related to the frame set. Thus, social pretend play 

provides a unique opportunity to observe this capacity at 

work. 

In the whole process of social pretend play, children 

need to use various strategies or skills in communicating 

the change from nonplay to play while continuing to make 

their play actions mutually intelligible. Children 

negotiate with one another in moving through formation of 

play groups, changing to the pretend mode, planning and 

maintaining play, and finally, terminating play (Goncu, 

1985). This process of negotiation involving children's 

continuous attempts to reach minimal agreements in each 

phase employs communicative conventions and rules. These 

communicative strategies encompass "giving invitations, 

gaining access to the play group, making plans for play, 

enacting and negotiating representations, and signaling the 

end" of the activity (Goncu, 1993b, p. 192). 

Communicative Strategies During Play 

Social pretending as a social activity establishes its 

own culture, requiring its own set of rules and related 

communicative strategies (Meckley, 1994). Built upon 

Vygotsky's notion of play as a rule-based social activity 

and Bateson's view of play as communication, analyses of 

children's play communication suggest that children rely on 

particular communicative strategies during interactive play 
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to make their actions and ideas intelligible and potentially 

sharable with partners (Auwarter, 1986; Corsaro, 1986; 

Garvey, 1990; Giffin, 1984; Goncu & Kessel, 1984; Kane & 

Furth, 1993; Meckley, 1994; Schwartzman, 1978). Also, a 

developmental trend toward greater conversational 

continuity, coherence, and complexity was reported (Farver, 

1992b; Garvey, 1990; Goncu, 1993a; Goncu & Kessel, 1984; 

Howes & Farver, 1985}. Growing interest in the 

communicative processes of pretend interaction in which 

social pretending is primarily realized has been reflected 

in the following studies. 

The beginning step for an examination of the 

communicative process of pretend play was undertaken by 

Garvey and Berndt (1975). The researchers were interested 

in how preschool children communicated pretend and 

identified at least five types of communication. The 

activity of a pair of children, alone in a furnished room, 

was videotaped for 15 minutes. Only 8 minutes of 

communication was coded on an utterance basis for each dyad. 

Those types were (a) negation of pretend, (b) enactment, (c) 

play signals such as giggling, (d) procedural or preparatory 

behaviors, and (e) explicit mention of pretend 

transformations. Negation of pretend involves annihilating 

an ongoing pretend state in favor of the "here and now" 

(e.g., "It's not a cake anymore.") and blocking entrance 
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into a pretend state (e.g., "Let's don't pretend that 'cause 

that's too scary."). Enactment is any overt representation 

of tone of voice, content of speech, physical gestures, 

attitudes, acts or actions put forth by the pretender as 

characteristics of an adopted identity or appropriate to a 

play situation. Play signals include markers of a play 

orientation, such as giggling, grinning, or winking, which 

may cancel a possibly nonplay interpretation of an actor's 

utterance. Procedural behaviors involve management and 

synchronization of the partners' separate contributions, 

including apportionment of objects (e.g., "This is my 

truck."), clarification of rights (e.g., "This is my 

turn."), general references to interaction (e.g., "You wanna 

play with me?"). Explicit mention of pretend 

transformations was divided into the following categories: 

(a) mention partner's role, own role, or joint roles; (b) 

mention partner's plan, own plan, or joint plan; and (c) 

transform or invent objects. Defining context as action 

formats which influenced the kind and nature of 

transformations, a conclusion was drawn that, by verbalizing 

transformations, children assisted and supported themselves 

in pretending. 

Similar to Garvey and Berndt's (1975) finding, Nelson 

and Seidman's (1984) analysis of 4-year-old children's play 

discourse revealed that scripts or action formats functioned 
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to structure the pretend interaction and that peers used 

multiple strategies to share topics. First, the children 

used holding strategies: (a) Bilateral holding involves each 

partner repeating the content of the other's talk, resulting 

in the sharing of the same topic again and again; and (b) 

unilateral holding is when one partner proposes new ideas 

and the other repeats or affirms the ideas, meaning that 

they share the same topic, but only one develops it. The 

second strategy is activated discourse. While common in 

physical object play, this strategy consists of talking 

about joint or separate actions on play materials. Script 

discourse, generally employed in pretend play, requires 

players to find an event whose structure was known to both 

participants. Once events are suggested, the script serves 

as a continuous background framework and children develop 

these themes throughout the course of interaction. In line 

with Garvey's (1990) notion of schemas, scripted event 

structure can be repeated, developed, or recycled. There 

was commonality across children in the play event used 

within a given context. Children utilized scripts that were 

context-specific (e.g., birthday party in the sand box 

context). Such behavior suggests that the presence of 

objects may bring a specific script as a play theme and that 

children have specific scripts for play in different 

contexts. 
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Communicative categories identified by Garvey and 

Berndt (1975) were refined by Goncu and Kessel (1984). They 

investigated verbal metacommunication in the pretend play of 

preschool children. Seven types of verbal communication 

were classified: (a) invitation for joint pretend play 

(e.g., "Do you wanna play with me?"), (b) plans for actions 

for ensuing pretend activities (e.g., "We're gonna marry."), 

(c) transformations (e.g., "This is a gun."), (d) 

acceptances of transformations, (e) negotiations of 

transformations (e.g., "No, you aren't, you are the baby."), 

(f) objects claims (e.g., "This is our truck."), and (g) 

termination (e.g., "I'm not gonna play anymore."). Sixty-

five percent of the statements took the form of 

transformations. Most statements were expressions of 

symbolic representations rather than negotiations about such 

representations, and children made few explicit invitation 

and termination comments, moving in and out implicitly. 

Such behavior shows that there is a great deal of consensus 

between the partners on their representation of reality. In 

this study, along with the previous two studies, only dyadic 

play of children, with dyads being formed by adults, was 

examined. This structuring aspect has its limitations in 

understanding the dynamics of pretend play and will be 

discussed later in this chapter. 
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In contrast to the previous three studies, in which 

play groups were predetermined by the researcher or 

teachers, Schwartzman (1978) examined children's play in its 

own context as it was constructed by the children. She 

observed a group of children in a daycare center for a 

period of 18 months, identified several metacommunicative 

statements, and illustrated how each player related to the 

other players using specific statements. Those statements 

were (a) formation (e.g., "Let's play a zoo.,"}, (b) 

connection (e.g., "Can I be the mom?"), (c) rejection (e.g., 

"You can't play with us."), (d) disconnection (E.g., "It's 

not a bus anymore."), (e) maintenance (e.g., "Mom died, so 

aunt came to help.")# (f) definition (e.g., "This is a 

monster."), (g) acceptance (e.g., "OK, I'm cooking now."), 

(h) counterdefinition (e.g., "No, it's a birthday cake, not 

a hat."), and (i) reformulation or disintegration (e.g., 

"Let's not play this anymore"). She found that the process 

and content of pretending was strongly influenced by the 

children's out-of-frame social relationship,. In her study, 

high-status children such as popular, dominant, or assertive 

children, usually used definition statements to enter the 

ongoing play (e.g., "I'm cooking dinner."), whereas low-

status children could not be accepted by using the same kind 

of statement. Also high-status children could take more 

powerful roles such as father or captain. This study shows 
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that children learn something about the nature of their 

social relationship as they engage in this experimentation. 

Furthermore, it suggests the importance of interpreting play 

texts in specific social contexts and describing the 

contexts in play texts. Texts and contexts of the play are 

systematically related, and it is in play that children 

learn that there are frames or contexts of behaviors in the 

world. 

Schwartzman (1978) employed a variety of research 

methods: A diary record of each child's daily activities, 

field notes recording examples of specific play events, a 

collection of children's drawings, and records of play 

events in photography. Among the various methods, taking 

field notes was the primary method. Even though notes were 

taken as carefully as possible, it would be difficult to 

record all utterances as well as nonverbal communication 

including communication using objects in notes. As a 

result, nonverbal communicative strategies were not 

thoroughly examined. Videotaping would be of necessity to 

complement this weakness. 

Instead of the nature of children's social relationship 

(Schwartzman, 1978) or themes (Garvey & Berndt, 1975), 

Giffin (1984) stressed hidden rules as influential in 

structuring the pretend interaction. Giffin's focus was on 

how children communicated transformed meanings and how they 
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used various metacommunicative options to coordinate the 

shared meanings. Two methods of data collection were used: 

(a) videotaping of paired children in a laboratory room and 

(b) audiotaping of children's free pretend play in the 

classroom or on the playground. Through analysis of 31 play 

episodes produced by 38 preschool children in groups of 2 to 

5 players, seven options were identified: (a) enactment, (b) 

ulterior conversation, (c) underscoring, (d) storytelling, 

(e) prompting, (f) implicit pretend structuring, and (g) 

formal proposals. Her options can be placed along a 

continuum from with-in-frame to out-of-frame communications, 

capturing the constant interweaving of the pretend play and 

nonplay tracks that is a common feature of children's social 

pretending. 

From the out-of-frame extreme, formal proposals refer 

to overt proposals about pretending delivered in a normal 

voice (e. g., "Let's pretend we are monsters."). Implicit 

pretend structuring is used for planning outside the pretend 

frame when children act and talk in their real identities 

and is said without the use of such phrases as "Let's say" 

or Let's pretend." Prompting is a brief interruption in 

enactment that occurs when one child feeds lines to others 

and is distinguished with implicit structuring by the 

lowered voice and shorter duration. Storytelling is used to 

provide information about the pretend situations that cannot 
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be depicted nonverbally. It usually employs past tense and 

sing-song cadence. Underscoring is the verbal 

identification of actions or situations that the enacted 

character would not utter in real happenings (e.g., "I'm 

crying" between sobs). Frequently, sound effects serve to 

underscore the action, and using magic words is a type of 

underscoring. Underscoring has more the character of a 

monologue, whereas in ulterior conversation, communication 

is directed toward other players. Ulterior conversation is 

the message type most like pure enactment and is a means by 

which children provide others suggestions or reports about 

the ongoing actions and thereby advance the plot (e. g., 

"Oh, you are hungry so you need to get some food," said even 

before the target child thinks of getting food from 

outside). Finally, enactment refers to behaviors within the 

pretend frame and messages delivered in roles with vocal 

modifications appropriate to the character. 

Giffin (1984) tried to clarify hidden rules on how 

children selected certain type of messages. She noted that 

children preferred to maintain the pretend illusion whenever 

possible and thus, tended to deliver needed information 

about changes and plot details or motives for action within 

the pretend frame. Therefore, mature play contains more 

messages that are put into the flow of within-frame 

communication. On the other hand, as children mature, they 
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have abilities to get in and out of frames without 

difficulties, so they may frequently use out-of-frame speech 

as well as within-frame speech. 

Even though the author captured the continuous 

interweaving of the pretend play and nonplay tracks by 

putting communicative options along a continuum, there is no 

place for children's statements related to the nonplay world 

in the continuum. Utterances concerned with the real world 

are included in the following study. 

Auwarter (1986), in the puppet play of 3- to 10-year-

old German children, coded their utterances along two 

dimensions, scope of validity and speaker identity. Each 

dimension was represented by three categories. Within scope 

of validity, categories were (a) the everyday reality in 

classroom or home, (b) the preparatory backstage reality, 

and (c) the fictional staged reality of the play. Speaker 

identity included (a) the child's true personal identity, 

(b) an impartial observer identity, and (c) the role 

identity of the fictional character. Contrary to the 

previous studies, Auwarter's categories include utterances 

that belong to the nonplay track and intersect to form nine 

levels of reality in play communication, showing that 

different realities become intertwined. 

Giffin's (1984) and Auwarter's (1986) studies were 

extended by Kane and Furth (1993). Kane and Furth, with a 
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single play group including three 5-year-old members, 

explored the communicative conventions and rules that 

children used in the co-construction of different reality 

modes in a pretend play episode. Auwarter's speaker 

identity and scope of validity were retained, but 

transformed under the rubrics of sense and reference. The 

sense of utterances, related to Auwarter's speaker identity, 

was defined as the reality in which the child was speaking, 

and the reference indicated the various topics of children's 

speech. The sense subcategories were (a) enactment, (b) 

framing, (c) argumentation, and (d) nonplay. For the rubric 

of reference, subcategories were (a) play action, (b) play 

frame, (c) play arrangement, and (d) nonplay. 

In the sense dimension, the enactment category was used 

when children playing their parts were engrossed in the play 

theme. Specifically, monologues, impromptu dialogues, 

scripted dialogues, and ceremonious addresses were adopted. 

When players were concerned with defining the elements and 

setting the boundaries of the play situation, they were 

engaged in framing. Metacommunicative phrases such as 

"Let's pretend," "Pretend that," "Let's play," and the 

subjunctive mood were used for framing. The argumentation 

category was used when players stepped partly out of 

character and adopted an argumentative posture, polemical 

verbal expressions or status, or a quarrelsome tone of 
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voice. Four types of argumentation were identified: (a) 

negation (e.g., "no," "though," "anyway," "but"), (b) 

entailment (e.g., "because," "since," "that means," "if," 

"then"), (c) qualification (e.g., "wait," "stop," "first," 

"really," "only," "just"), and (d) manipulations of the play 

frame(e.g., "Let's just do it for pretend, OK?"). In 

nonplay, players stepped fully out of character and adopted 

a nonplay posture when their attention was diverted away 

from the play theme. 

In the reference dimension, play action was used when 

the speaker either enacted, framed, or argued about the 

immediate actualization of the play theme. The play frame 

was the reference when players alluded to the shared 

definition of the play situation, including the plot, the 

meanings assigned to various props, and pretend roles and 

names. The term plav arrangement refers to the elements of 

the make-believe world that had to be distributed among 

players rather than being shared. The nonplay world 

included various references to everyday reality, such as the 

child's interpersonal world, conventions in the adult 

societal world, and the material aspect of the nonplay 

environment. Fifty-seven minutes of a play discourse was 

coded on an unit basis, unit being defined by a change in a 

particular sense-reference combination. 
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Framing of play arrangements 
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Nonplay-nonplay 

Figure 4.» Giffin's (1984) and Kane & Furth's (1993) continua 

of discourse engrossment. 
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According to the authors, 16 possible sense-reference 

combinations can be located along a continuum from most to 

least engrossed in the play frame, as shown in Figure 4. 

Generally, in terms of sense, enactment and framing are 

considered in-frame, whereas the argumentative sense is seen 

as partly out-of-frame. In regard to reference, play action 

and the play frame are more in-frame than play arrangements 

and the nonplay world. Enactment of play action is put at 

the extreme of the in-frame, and nonplay-nonplay combination 

is placed at the other extreme on the continuum of discourse 

engrossment. Compared with Giffin's (1984) continuum, Kane 

and Furth's (1993) engrossment continuum includes nonplay 

elements as well as play world elements, and their 

definition of play frame is broader, placing Giffin's partly 

out-of-frame categories into in-frame (see Figure 4). 

Children took the play and nonplay orientations with 

equal seriousness. They established a fluid connection 

between the make-believe and everyday worlds. The 

interweaving of reality modes suggests that children are 

more concerned with the act of framing than with the various 

modes it generated. In social pretending, children appear 

to engage in the act of framing for its own sake. The co-

production of framing is the key characteristic of all 

societal relations. Social pretend play can thus be 

appreciated as a particularly competent instance in which 
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children play society by constructing the wide spectrum of 

reality modes, and these features of pretending represent 

the beginning of the society-instituting competencies. 

The natural, single-case design of this study permitted 

an observation of the depth and richness of children's 

realities that would be lost in an experimental setting. 

Findings from a single play event, however, need to be 

supported by studies based on a larger number of play 

episodes. 

Although the studies just reviewed have clearly 

documented children's various communicative strategies 

during pretend play, it is unclear how children develop a 

continuity in the flow of their play communication. The 

following studies are relevant to the issue. 

Farver (1992b) examined the play dialogues of 40 2-, 

3-, 4-, and 5-year-old children to understand how children 

of different ages used communicative strategies to structure 

and create shared meaning in social pretend play. Dyads of 

children were audiotaped for 20 minutes in a laboratory room 

equipped with a set of toys. Seven strategies identified by 

Corsaro (1986) were used. Those categories were (a) 

paralinguistic cues, (b) descriptions of action, (c) 

repetitions, (d) semantic tying, (e) calls for attention, 

(f) directives, and (g) tags. Strategies were scored for 

the number of times each occurred during a specific turn at 
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talk within each episode. The youngest children in the 

study utilized calls for attention to initiate play and 

relied on paralinguistic cues and repetitions to share 

meanings. Three-year-olds began to use semantic ties that 

were characteristic of the 4- and 5-year-olds' communicative 

strategies to expand partners' utterances. These findings 

are supported by the following study. 

Goncu (1993a), focusing on how children relate to each 

other in the flow of their play communication, examined the 

development of intersubjectivity in the dyadic play of 3-

and 4-year-old children. Dyads of children were videotaped 

for 20 minutes in a laboratory room with three corners 

arranged as dress-up, block, and kitchen corners. Data were 

coded for a play-act basis in a turn within an episode. 

Playacts were defined as dialogic units that expressed a 

thought or an idea to the partner. Categories of play-acts 

were (a) expansions, (b) agreement, (c) emphasis, and (d) 

irrelevant acts. Expansions involve maintaining the play 

interaction by adding information to the ongoing effort. 

Three subcategories of expansion were introduction, 

extension, and building-on. Degrees of agreement 

constituted the second category. Subcategories of agreement 

were acceptance, rejection revision, and conciliation. 

Emphasis, the third category, involved the player repeating 

himself or herself with the purpose of getting the partner's 
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attention. Irrelevant acts, the fourth, have no relevance 

to the partner's previously expressed play idea, and their 

point of reference is something other than play. 

The increasing degree of intersubjectivity with age in 

play communication was revealed in the expansion acts of 

these children's play. The 4-year-old children opened 

their turns by extensions significantly more often than the 

3-year-olds. With increasing age there was a general 

increase in the relative frequency of extensions and a 

decrease in the relative frequency of emphases. This study 

shows that older ones are more likely than younger ones to 

expand the topic by adding their own ideas after they make 

connections with their partners' ideas. 

The data from the three corners of the play room were 

collapsed in this study in developing categories. As 

pointed out in other studies (e.g., Meckley, 1994), 

different play corners might elicit different kinds of 

communicative strategies, related to context-specific play 

themes. Findings of this study can be more authentic when 

compared with results from studies that examine how children 

respond to each other in each play corner. 

In the block center, children use replicas with 

frequency. Wolf, Rygh, and Altshuler's (1984) study on 

replica play provides an index of the categories of human 

experience which an individual realizes as relevant to a 
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particular situation. A unique scoring system was developed 

to examine levels of representation: (a) treating a replica 

of a person as a passive recipient, (b) treating the figure 

as an independent agent, (c) ascribing speech and action to 

the figure, (d) ascribing perception and sensation to the 

figure, and (e) ascribing cognitions such as thinking, 

planning, and wondering to the figure. According to Wolf et 

al., children first develop the capacity to ascribe 

perceptions or sensations, then emotions, and finally, 

cognitions to figures in replica play. As early as the 3rd 

year, individuals exhibit stable preferences for including 

or ignoring psychological information in their 

representations of human actions. In the 4th year, 

emergence of metanarrative skills in which the child briefly 

steps out of the vicarious acting role to instruct the 

audience how the props were to be taken, was observed (e.g., 

"She said, 'let's pretend'"). 

Summary 

Built upon Vygotsky's notion of play as a rule-based 

social activity and Bateson's view of play as communication, 

analyses of children's play communication suggest that 

children employ specific communicative strategies during 

interactive play to make their actions and ideas 

intelligible and potentially sharable with partners 

(Auwarter, 1986; Corsaro, 1986; Garvey, 1990; Giffin, 1984; 
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Goncu & Keasel, 1984; Kane & Furth, 1993? Meckley, 1994; 

Schwartzman, 1978). These communicative strategies include 

"giving invitations, gaining access to the play group, 

making plans for play, enacting and negotiating 

representations, and signaling the end" of the activity 

(Goncu, 1993b, p. 192). 

Garvey and Berndt (1975) identified various 

communicative types as follows: (a) negation, (b) enactment, 

(c) play signals, (d) procedural or preparatory behaviors, 

and (e) explicit mention of pretend transformations. 

Schwartzman (1978), stressing how players related to each 

other during pretend play, identified nine categories, which 

were (a) formation, (b) connection, (c) rejection, (d) 

disconnection, (e) maintenance, (f) definition, (g) 

acceptance, (h) counterdefinition, and (i) reformulation. 

How children respond to each other to elaborate their 

pretend play was also examined by Goncu (1993a), and 

categories were developed as follows: (a) introduction, (b) 

extension, (c) building-on, (d) acceptance, (e) rejection, 

(f) revision, (g) conciliation, (h) emphasis, and (i) 

irrelevant act. Giffin (1984), challenging the simple 

dichotomy between reality and pretense, ordered eight 

communicative options along a continuum from within-frame to 

out-of-frame as follows: (a) enactment, (b) ulterior 

conversation, (c) underscoring, (d) storytelling, (e) 
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prompting, (f) implicit pretend structuring, and (g) formal 

proposal. Kane & Furth (1993), assuming that children move 

back and forth between the play and nonplay tracks 

frequently and fluently, included utterances that were 

concerned with the nonplay world in their engrossment 

continuum. 

If play communication is conceived of as a process by 

which participants actively orient themselves and others to 

meaning (Vygotsky, 1962), a complex array of interacting 

factors can be assumed to influence that process; the 

existing knowledge (Goncu, 1993a; Nelson & Seidman, 1984), 

the feature of environment (Meckley, 1994; Nelson & Seidman, 

1984), the relationship among partners (Black, 1989; Howes 

et al., 1992; Meckley, 1994; Schwartzman, 1978), and the 

goal of the activity (Goncu, 1993b) will all have to be part 

of a full account of children's communication. The 

fundamental research questions are, What types of social 

interactive challenges confront the child in the play 

context? and What strategies are adopted to meet these 

challenges? An examination of the interactive process in 

its context is essential (Rogoff, 1993), and finding such a 

methodology is an important step to take. The following 

secion presents the methodology that has been used regarding 

the children's communicative strategies during social 

pretend play. 
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Methodology 

With play being recognized as an expression of an 

individual, as well as of a group and culture# studying play 

texts in artificially constructed contexts necessitated by 

the use of statistical analysis has concerned researchers 

(Garvey, 1990; Schwartzman, 1978). Kessel and Goncu (1984) 

suggested that "for the function of metacommunication to be 

fully explicated, they should be qualitatively analyzed as 

embedded in the total sequence of play interaction" (p. 20). 

A simple solution is to study play in a more natural, 

familiar setting for children (e.g., classroom, home, or 

playground) with descriptive designs (Schwartzman, 1978). 

What is not simple is that contexts which are totally 

natural to children often put researchers in uncomfortable 

positions. Having a need to adjust to the uncomfortable 

situations, researchers have added somewhat structuring 

aspects to their studies, thus imposing some control over 

the children's behavior. 

For the most part, existing knowledge of how children 

create the imaginative play world is based on direct or 

indirect play proposals that researchers make to children. 

Most frequently, members of play groups were predetermined 

by adults. Forming dyads (Farver, 1992; Garvey, 1975; 

Goncu, 1993a; Goncu & Kessel, 1984; Nelson & Seidman, 1984) 

or triads (Black, 1989; Kane & Furth, 1993) as playgroups 
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was common. This aspect of structuring ignores an important 

initial phase of play. Gaining access to a play group or 

making an effort to recruit playmates needs a set of refined 

strategies, and the dynamics of group entry influence the 

evolution of the play. In order to have a complete 

understanding of play dynamics, the process of forming a 

play group should be included (Goncu, 1985). 

In a few studies, data of communication among more than 

three players were included (Giffin, 1984; Meckley, 1994; 

Schwartzman, 1978). Even though the usual size of a play 

group is two or three in the preschool period (Garvey, 

1975), children form larger groups at times by situational 

needs, and when they are in the larger groups, they feel and 

communicate differently. Constantly playing with just one 

or two playmates would limit children's overall development 

because establishing shared understanding with a partner may 

demand less effort compared to establishing minimal 

agreement in a larger group. If playing in a large group 

produces a different set of or more competent strategies 

than playing in a small group, this should be seriously 

considered in planning an effective classroom environment. 

The classroom play environment is crucial, especially for 

children in America, who do not have many siblings and whose 

free play with neighborhood friends is not frequent. 
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Additionally/ in most studies, children were invited to 

play with a standard, suggestive set of toys as play 

materials in a laboratory playroom for 8-20 minutes (Farver, 

1992b; Garvey & Berndtf 1975; Goncu, 1993a; Howes 4 Unger, 

1992; Nelson & Seidman, 1984). Recently, to make the 

setting more familiar to the players, a playroom arranged 

with several corners has been used. For instance, in 

Goncu*s (1993a) study on the development of 

intersubjectivity in the dyadic play of preschoolers, three 

corners of one playroom were arranged as dress-up, kitchen, 

and block corners, similar to the regular classroom. 

However, being introduced to a room and being invited to use 

a set of selective toys, children may still perceive and 

react to the situation differently from when they are in 

their regular classroom along with peers, even though the 

room and the toys are familiar. Moreover, as evidenced in 

many studies, 8-20 minutes is not enough time for 

experienced 4-year-olds to develop, elaborate, and recycle 

play themes or scripts (Cristie & Enz, 1993; Cristie & 

Wardle, 1992; Garvey, 1990; Kane & Furth, 1993; Nelson & 

Seidman, 1984; Tegano & Burdette, 1991). 

Existing knowledge concerning play communication, 

moreover, is solely based on data from children of the 

Western culture. It would not be sufficient to cite data 

from Western middle-class interaction between peers (Cook-
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Gumperz et al., 1986). Interaction between peers are 

influenced by early parent-child interaction (Howes et al., 

1992). Parent-child interaction between Western and Eastern 

cultures may have differences. For instance, the frequent 

use of question-answer formats and decontextualizing naming 

practices in middle-class parents' communication with 

children across Western societies is well documented (Heath, 

1983). Children raised in Eastern cultures may develop 

other formats to organize their experiences. A need for 

data from non-Western culture is clear. 

In most studies, the analyses considered only that 

which was spoken. It is unlikely that children's 

understanding and negotiation of play scenarios can be 

penetrated if nonverbal communication is excluded from the 

analysis. The study of play as communicative behaviors 

requires attention to gestures, expressions, and postures, 

to thematic content, and to object uses, as well as to 

verbal utterances (Fein, 1984). 

Structuring a study for the researcher's need can incur 

limitations in revealing the textual dimension of play. 

Finding an appropriate accommodation between the children's 

and the researcher's need is of importance for valid play 

research. In order to understand what is important for 

children to share, their own naturally occurring activities 

need to be observed (Goncu, 1993b). The stress on child-
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managed behavior demands a methodology minimally invaded by 

adult intrusions in terms of setting, companions, adult 

roles, materials, and rules (Fein, 1984). Communicative 

strategies by which children initiate, maintain, and 

terminate their pretend block play are investigated in the 

present study. Considering the above mentioned concerns, 

the present researcher did not control children's play in 

terms of the size of play groups, play duration, or play 

materials. Data from children of the Eastern culture are 

included, and data were collected during children's free-

play period, specifically in the block center in the 

classroom. Literature on block play that provides the 

context for the present study is reviewed in the remaining 

section of this chapter. The methodology for the present 

study is presented in detail in the following chapter. 

Block Play 

As noted earlier, objects in a specific play area in 

the classroom serve as the setting or as props for pretense, 

aiding in creating and developing a complex sequence of play 

and its accompanying communicative strategies (Meckley, 

1994; Nelson & Seidman, 1984). In early childhood 

classrooms, blocks are the most widely accepted materials 

(Farrell, 1957; Johnson, 1974). The educational value of 

block play attracted the attention of early educators. 
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It was Pratt (1948) who was convinced that learning in 

the process of children's play is a major rehearsal for life 

tasks awaiting children as they grow. Pratt Unit Blocks 

emerged from her serious pursuit for a medium in which 

children's shapeless ideas could be shaped and dramatized, 

and, finally, become a statement of real life. (See Appendix 

E.) Also, Pratt stated that blocks might not be responsive 

to the needs of a child who had no associated knowledge or 

experiences to feed into this play. Thus, she stressed the 

importance of various experiences as a prerequisite for 

learning. 

Like Pratt, Mitchell (1991), a keen observer of 

children, believed that children need to relive their first-

hand experiences, figure out the relationships, and express 

them. According to her, play which leads through 

progressive stages of "relationship-thinking" needs 

materials that can express the users, and for young 

children, the most suitable of all adaptive materials 

appears to be the unit blocks, which are cut in multiples of 

a given unit and have multiple uses (p.16). For her, 

pretend play with a spatial dimension associated with the 

block constructions is considered to be one of the most 

valuable activities in early childhood classrooms. 

Blocks have been recognized as a symbolic medium 

(Erikson, 1951) as well as representational materials 
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(Guanella, 1934; Johnson, 1974; Reifel, 1984). The 

developmental progression in the forms of block 

constructions and clinical interpretation of the meaning of 

the constructions have been documented. Developmental 

Stages in Block Building 

Johnson (1974) appreciated the beauty of children's 

block creation as well as the thinking and social 

interactions involved in the process of block play. Based 

on her sensitive, consistent observation in her classroom, 

she found that there were comparable, developmental forms in 

children's block constructions. Development in block 

construction was demonstrated to progress through carrying, 

repetition, the tower and the row, bridging, enclosures, 

patterns, and representations. Johnson stated that, 

ultimately, the growing child "speaks with his blocks" (p. 

21) . 

In 1934, Guanella attempted to discover the nature of 

development that took place in the young child's activities 

with building materials. Diary records, interviews with 

children about their products, photographs of the 

constructions, and records of laboratory experiments were 

used to delineate the developmental trend. In general, 

children's block play evolves through (a) nonrepresentative 

use of blocks, (b) naming, (c) form representation, and (d) 

functional representation and dramatic play. Stages of 
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block building were proposed: (a) nonstructural, (b) linear, 

(c) bi-dimensional, and (d) tri-dimensional stages. 

Names such as house, boat, train. tfflCkSr and stations 

were used for the constructions. As for the sources of 

names—home, city, country, and school environment were 

cited. Results from laboratory experiments agreed with 

those obtained from classroom observations. It was 

concluded that the block-building situation is an ideal 

laboratory for the study of children's overall development. 

In her effort to discover differences in the uses of 

certain play materials by 2- to 6-year-old children in free-

play classroom situations, Alstyne (1976) reported marked 

differentiations with respect to the different age levels in 

block play. The most explicit change was the making of a 

recognizable product. Children's favorites were (a) 

building a tower (for 2-year-olds), (b) arranging blocks in 

some design (for 3-year-olds), and (c) definite building 

(for 4- and 5-year-olds). Five-year-old children often 

dramatically played with a completed building. The most 

common types of building were (a) garages for 3-year-olds, 

(b) houses for 4-year-olds, and (c) boats for 5-year-olds. 

Representational block construction was also studied by 

Reifel (1981a, 1981b, 1984). Twenty 4-year-olds and twenty 

7-year-olds, with an equal number of boys and girls in each 

age group, were asked to represent a story titled "Little 
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Red Cap." Results showed that 4-year-olds' constructions 

were more fluid than were 7-year-olds' constructions and 

that, among 4-year-olds, boys' constructions were more fluid 

than girls' constructions, conforming to the developmental 

trend from fluidity toward a more purposeful use of blocks 

for symbolic representation (Reifel, 1981a). 

Also, it was found that the younger children's block 

representations were structurally more global and diffuse, 

including the use of irrelevant materials, compared to their 

older counterparts, whose constructions consisted of story-

relevant materials. With increasing age, children seemed to 

use more dimensions and more complex arrangements, 

displaying an increasing representation of interior space 

with their block building (Reifel, 1981b). 

The block symbols reflected a developmental progression 

in terms of structural complexity. It is interesting to 

note that specific symbols, such as houses, changed in 

structural complexity with children's development, whereas 

symbols such as flowers and beds were represented the same 

way, regardless of age. The structural complexity of a 

representation might be limited by the structure of the 

blocks as a medium. 

To examine the structural principles of block building, 

Goodson and Greenfield (1975) asked children from 2 to 6 

years of age to build a series of modeled constructions. 



66 

Hierarchical complexity added significantly to the 

difficulty of a construction strategy, confirming the 

general principle formulated by Werner and Kaplan (1963) 

that developmental change could be characterized by 

increasingly complex hierarchical organization. 

Based on developmental stages that captured the 

increasing spatial and constructional complexities of 

children's constructions with age, sample construction tasks 

have been developed to assess the spatial and cognitive 

development. For example, Shapiro, Wallace, and Bronson 

(1983) studied children's strategies in material tasks. To 

assess task strategies, a structured task requesting the 

child to reproduce a model block construction was developed. 

There were two, three, and six stall models with 

progressively complex arches. 

The block construction task was administered to 75 

children, and the outcome of the construction process was 

sorted into five categories including perfect, close 

resemblance, and recognizable, based on reproduction 

accuracy. As a useful external criterion concerning 

children's effective functioning in the school situation, 

the children's classroom teachers were asked to rate the 

sample children on a series of questions culminating in an 

overall assessment of the child's general competence 

(Bronson, 1975). There was an association between the 
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ratings given by teachers and the outcomes of 

categorization. None of the children in the top two 

categories was given a low rating, and none in the lowest 

category was rated high. 

Blocks as a Symbolic Medium 

The symbolic use of blocks was well demonstrated by 

Erikson's (1951) work. Erikson, studying children's play 

behavior under the Child Guidance Study of the Institute of 

Child Welfare at the University of California at Berkeley, 

observed significant differences between boys' and girls' 

play configurations. Each child was called into a room 

where a selection of materials and toys was available— 122 

blocks, 38 pieces of toy furniture, 14 small dolls, 9 toy 

cars, and 14 toy animals. 

The children, who were 11-, 12-, or 13-year-olds, were 

asked to build "an exciting scene out of an imaginary moving 

picture" (p. 669). The constructions were photographed 

immediately, and 236 constructions by boys and 232 

constructions of girls were analyzed. Surprisingly, in 

about 500 constructions, not more than 3 were about actual 

moving pictures as instructed by the experimenter, and 

similarly, significant social events were scarcely 

represented. Clear-cut differences between sexes were found 

in choices of materials as well as in spatial configurations 

and the themes related to the configurations. Boys, making 
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significantly greater use of blocks, created high-low 

structures with outdoor, active themes, where as girls, 

preferring furniture, family dolls, and domestic animals, 

constructed mainly inside-goodness scenes through open-

closed forms. 

In his analysis, Erikson (1951) demonstrated that "the 

way in which configurations and themes were related to 

whatever item of history, remote or recent, is at the moment 

most pressing in the child's life" (p. 678). For the 

preadolescents, being at the onset of sexual maturation, the 

most pressing item expressed in the constructions was 

interpreted as psychosexual concern rather than concern with 

societal role expectations. 

Gender Differences in Block Play 

In line with Erikson's (1951) study on boys' and girls' 

play configurations, blocks have been regarded as boys' 

materials. In studies related to the block play, gender 

differences were frequently cited. 

Farrell (1957) investigated what differences there were 

between boys and girls in their choice of blocks as play 

materials at the early childhood education level. Three 

groups of children—(a) nursery, (b) kindergarten, and (c) 

firstgrade, were observed. The results showed that 24 % of 

the boys played with blocks, but only 5 % of the girls did 

so. Of the total length of time recorded for block play, 
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99 % of it was reported for boys and 55 % for girls. 

Reasons for these differences were not analyzed. 

The existence of gender differences with respect to the 

inclusion of blocks, doll figures, furniture, vehicles, and 

animals in the play configurations of children aged 11, 12, 

and 13 years was studied by Honzik (1951). Honzik found 

that not only did more boys use blocks and vehicles at all 

ages, but they used more of them. Similarly, a larger 

proportion of the girls used furniture and family figures, 

and they used them in greater number than did the boys. Sex 

differences demonstrated were consistent with the roles boys 

and girls were expected to play in American culture, but the 

fact that boys were more active in all pursuits, with a 

greater range of behavior in their pursuits, appeared to be 

the result of psychobiological rather than cultural factors. 

Shure (1963) examined patterns of nursery school 

behavior as they occurred in the naturalistic physical 

environment of five indoor areas containing art, books, 

dolls, games, and blocks. The subjects were seven boys and 

seven girls from a 4-year-old group. Research interests 

included activity preference, mobility, the child's 

constructiveness with materials, and the complexity of 

social participation. Of the five areas sampled, the block 

area was the most popular, especially for boys; and the art 
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area, second, preferred by the girls. Book and block areas 

had the least number of children moving in and out of them. 

A greater proportion of boys' play than girls' was 

irrelevant in the art area and the doll corner. On the 

other hand, girls spent a greater proportion of time in 

irrelevant activity than boys in the block area. In terms 

of constructive use of materials, girls had the least amount 

of contact with materials when in the block area. The block 

area was found to elicit a high proportion of complex social 

interaction as well as frequent solitary play. 

In 1980, Varma examined sexstereotyping in the block 

play of preschool children. Types of activities in the 

block area were classified as (a) stacking, (b) general 

building structure, (c) representational block 

configurations, (d) secondary use of block structures, (e) 

clean-up of blocks, and (f) knocking down block structures. 

Results indicated that while girls spent little time in the 

block area, boys were actively engaged in building large 

block constructions. In an attempt to increase the girls' 

involvement in block activities, a new block area was set up 

in an adjoining room. Subsequent observations of both areas 

revealed an increase in the time spent by all girls in their 

block area. This study revealed that the block play of 

preschool girls could be encouraged by thoughtful 
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interventions, such as providing more blocks with which to 

play. 

According to Cook-Gumperz and Scales (1993), gender 

neutrality operates as an official curriculum, but the 

organizational force of gender plays a role as the hidden 

curriculum in interactional and discourse practices in 

preschool settings. The play of 4- and 5-year -olds was 

analyzed from videotapes, and interviews were conducted on 

the children's understanding of gender identity and their 

social representations of gender. It was found that in 

play, especially in the block area, children were constantly 

using gender as a category in the realization of a personal 

self. This finding suggested that teachers who failed to 

notice the gender interactive aspects might lose 

opportunities in the development of children. 

In sum, playing with blocks gives children 

opportunities to integrate their experiences, express 

themselves and their world, make connections, and finally 

expand their world. Children's concerns are reflected in 

their block constructions. As children grow, their 

representation becomes more complex and articulated. 

Themes, structures, and complexity of the block 

constructions might be influenced by several factors, such 

as specific developmental periods, societal expectations, 
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cultural background, individual styles, and biological 

motivation. 

Through previous research, it is known that children 

use blocks representatively and that the representational 

ability increases with age, but there is little research to 

explain how pretend block play proceeds and how children 

benefit from the play process. The present study 

investigates the actual process of social pretend play in 

the context of the block center. The following chapter 

presents the methodology employed in the present study. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This study was designed to investigate how 4-year-old 

children communicate during their pretend play in the block 

center. A qualitative design was employed. The research 

question was formulated based on previous research 

suggestions and theory and the researcher's own 

observations. The question is the following: What 

communicative strategies do children employ to (a) initiate, 

(b) maintain and develop, and (c) terminate their pretend 

play in the context of the block center? 

The main features of qualitative research suggested by 

Bogdan and Biklen (1992) provided frames of reference for 

the present study. Those features are the following: (a) a 

natural setting as the source of data, (b) the question of 

meaning, (c) the researcher as the key instrument, (d) a 

focus on process, (e) an inductive data analysis, and (e) 

detailed description. 

Site Selection 

Two university-based preschools, one in America and the 

other in Korea, were selected for the present study. Since 

the primary method of data collection was observation, 

augmented by videotaping, children's familiarity with 

73 
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outside observers was considered important. Children 

enrolled in university-based programs were thought to be 

sufficiently familiar with being observed so that their 

natural flow of play would likely be maintained. 

Supplementary criteria for selecting the preschools were (a) 

having a regularly scheduled 45- to 60-minute free play 

period and (b) sharing a similar philosophy about play-based 

curricula. Thus, a university-based preschool in Texas, 

USA, and a preschool run by a university in Cheung-chung 

province, Korea, were selected as sites. 

Permission for entry to the settings was obtained from 

the director of each school. A brief description of each 

school follows. In order to preserve anonymity, the school 

in the USA is referred to as Rainbow, and the school in 

Korea is called Swan. The names of all children and 

teachers are also fictitious. 

Rainbow gchopi 

The Rainbow school in the USA is named the Child 

Development Laboratory. This facility is housed within the 

university's College of Education, with teacher-training as 

its primary purpose. The goals of the program, posted on a 

wall of the office, are as follows: (a) developing a 

positive self-concept; (b) learning to give and receive 

affection; (c) understanding and respecting social and 

cultural differences; (d) developing independence, autonomy, 
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and self-control; (e) acquiring basic physical skills, both 

gross and fine motor; and (f) developing language and 

literacy ability. 

The director, Ms. Kate, having 20 years of experience 

involving children, seemed to enjoy being with children and 

their families. According to Ms. Kate, a typical day of the 

director could be summarized as the following: meeting a lot 

of people, interacting with children in classrooms, 

observing children from the observation booth, teaching 

college students, doing a couple of interviews, attending a 

couple of meetings, and consulting with parents or students 

about their difficulties. 

The school had two classrooms, one for 3-year-olds and 

the other for 4-year-olds, and both classrooms offered 

morning and afternoon sessions. For each sesssion, 20 or 21 

children were enrolled. The school employed four head 

teachers and four assistent teachers, two teachers per class 

for each session. Also, arrangements were made for student 

teachers, who were required to do observations and 

activities with children in the classrooms. The presence of 

four or five teachers (of all levels) in a classroom of 15 

to 20 children was a common sight at Rainbow. A class might 

consist of 5 children and four teachers early in the 

morning. 
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Entering the school through an enclosed porch, one 

found children's cubbies arranged in the hallway. On the 

walls, various notices and information about school events, 

community resources, and education in general were 

displayed. A big world map on which names of children and 

their home countries were matched by thick yarn, showed the 

various ethnic backgrounds of children and their families in 

the Rainbow school. Along the brief hallway, two classrooms 

and a small office were located, with the director's office 

at the end of the hallway. The small office with an 

elevated observation booth separated the two classrooms. 

Both classrooms were connected to the multipurpose room. 

Children gathered in the multipurpose room for videoviewing 

in inclement weather, large motor activities, and singing. 

The children whose parents suggested a daily nap lay on cots 

in this room. Through the multipurpose room, the kitchen 

could be reached. In the kitchen, the children's snacks 

were prepared. 

The classroom for the 4-year-olds had children's name 

tags and daily notices and information for parents on a 

small table near the entryway. Children's art, displayed 

throughout the whole classroom, drew visitors' attention. 

Walls about four feet high enclosed two toilets and two 

sinks and were centrally located in the classroom. Learning 

centers consisted of family living, blocks, manipulatives, 
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books, computers, art, puzzles, science, and listening (see 

Appendix D). 

At outdoor play time, children walked through the porch 

to the playground. Along the back fence, a barn-red shed, 

storing toys for outdoor play such as wagons, balls, and 

tricycles, stood like a lighthouse. The sand box and 

climbing equipment occupied most of the playground. 

Additionally, a tire swing, a bike track, observation 

benches, and the capentry table caught the eye. The old oak 

tree outside the fence, stretching its branches into the 

playground, seemed to be whispering with the wind. 

Swan School 

The Swan school in Korea was opened 10 years ago. As 

the only university-based kindergarten in the city, the Swan 

facility was once known as the best school for young 

children in the city. Two first graduates from the Early 

Childhood Education Department of the university were 

selected as teachers. They were eager to implement what 

they had learned on campus and worked hard. One of the two 

teachers, Mrs. Kim, explained the beginning days; 

We had so many visitors from all over the province 
every day. Oh, they looked impressed!... Every day, 
we got out of the school at night, 8 or 9 o'clock. It 
was fun and rewarding. We never felt tired or 
stressed out. 

Gradually, the status of the Swan as the best in the 

city had faded, but insiders of the school thought that it 
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was still one of the best. A comment from Mrs. Kim showed 

the pride: 

Before enrollment, parents usually ask what the 
school's specialty is. Then I don't know what to 
say. How, there are other schools which have 
better facility in this city. Moreover, we don't 
teach any special skill like the other schools do. 
Other schools employ the Suzuki Music Lesson or Kumon 
Math. But we hear that parents finally choose our 
school because of the good teachers and the tradition 
of the school as the best. 

The Swan school is located outside of the university, 

close to a rear gate of the university. The school, along 

with the university, was built in a mountain area, and, 

thus, the road to the school gate is quite steep. On the 

gate was a hanging board saying "Swan University-Annexed 

Kindergarten." Just inside the gate, a flight of stairs led 

to the playground and to the door of the main building. 

The playground consisted of three levels, which 

included many stairs. On the first level, there was a 

bench, decorated and shaded by a wisteria vine, and children 

and teachers enjoyed talking, sitting on the bench, playing 

hulahoops, or doing sand and water activities. Several 

steps lower, a jungle gym was found, and at a level lower, 

swings swayed quietly. The playground, having different 

levels, looked somewhat dangerous, but the children seemed 

to enjoy the irregularity of the play ground, frequently 

going up and down. 
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In the entrance hall of the main building, there were 

shoe chests for visitors to exchange their shoes for inside 

slippers before going inside. An introdution of upcoming 

activites was put on the glass entrance door. Additionally, 

a big box for recycling goods attracted visitors* attention. 

Even in days with heavy rain, children brought used paper or 

cans to feed the recycling box. Child-high cubbies lined 

the hall way. The children's cubbies were divided into 

three parts: one for shoes, one for clothes, and one for 

work samples. Several areas were reached through the 

hallway shaped like a sickle: three classrooms for 3-, 4-, 

and 5-year-old children, an elevated observation booth, the 

teacher's office, the kitchen, and a bathroom. Small 

footprints were glued on the shiny wooden floor, suggesting 

quiet walking steps to children. 

In each classroom, 30 to 35 children were enrolled. 

The classrooms had names: squirrel for 3-year-olds, rabbit 

for 4-year-olds, and giraffe for 5-year-olds. Figures 

representing squirrel, rabbit, and giraffe were put on the 

respective classroom doors. In the rabbit classroom, from 

which the data for this study were drawn, all notices (e. 

g., learning center indicators, name of daily worker, daily 

snack) on the wall were written on rabbit-shaped paper. The 

classroom was divided into several areas: blocks, science, 

writing and reading, art and craft, music, and homeliving. 
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Low shelves provided privacy for each area. Tables with 

chairs, as well as low tables without chairs, were arranged 

here and there. On the wooden floor, large or small carpets 

were placed, indicating whether the place was for small or 

large group activity (see Appendix D). 

Children visited the teachers' office often in a day, 

when they needed bandages, wanted to say "Hi" to a specific 

teacher, or wanted to check new play materials. The 

teacher's office was equipped with tables for teachers, 

sofas, bookshelves, tea table, shelf for coffee or tea, 

computer, and copy machine. On each teacher's table, a list 

of children's names and ages and parents' names, ages, 

education, religion, and occupations was attached. In a 

corner, close to the playground, the reception area for 

guests or parents was arranged. On the bookshelves in the 

reception area, books related to the education of children 

were displayed. When discussions with parents became longer 

and more serious, teachers prepared tea or coffee. 

In the kitchen, children's snacks and lunch for 

teachers and children in the afternoon class were prepared. 

The kitchen was very small and provided a feeling like the 

kitchen in each child's home. Since the kitchen was located 

near the classroom and the restroom, children could check 

the day's snack on their way to the bathroom. 
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The directorship of the Swan school was rotated among 

faculty members in Early Childhood Education of the 

university. The current director, Eun Choi, received her 

doctorate in the United State 4 years ago and has been 

teaching at the Swan University ever since. Her special 

area of interest is curriculum. When the present study 

started in June 1994, it had been only 3 months since Choi 

had taken the directorship. She said that she was still 

learning about her new job and concerned about difficult 

teaching conditions in the school: 

Small group activities and individualized 
instruction are extremely difficult to implement with 
this large group of children. Also, materials used in 
the classroom are all bought. There is not enough time 
for teachers to produce their own materials. 

The school employed four teachers. Three teachers were 

responsible for the morning classes for 3-, 4-, and 5-year-

old children. One teacher taught only an afternoon class, 

which was provided for children who needed to stay in school 

whole day. All teachers were alumnae of the Swan 

University. They came from the same city, Cheon, where the 

Swan school is located. Only the director came from Seoul, 

the capital city of the nation. Kim, who was responsible 

for the 4-year-old classroom, and Hong, who was responsible 

for food preparation, had been working in the school since 

its opening (see Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Personnel in Swan School 

Name Marriage position 
(year) 

classroom 
(# of children) 

Univ. Home 

Choi Single Director(0.25) Ewha Seoul 

Kim Married Teacher(10) M:4-year-old(35) Swan Cheon 

Kho Single Teacher(3) M:5-year-old(35) Swan Cheon 

Lee Single Teacher(1.5) A:Mixed (12) Swan Cheon 

Song Single Teacher(0.5) M:3-year-old(30) Swan Cheon 

Hong Widowed Food(10) Cheon 

Note. M: Morning A: Afternoon 

Teachers worked from 8:30 a.m. to 6:oo p.m. even though 

they taught only 4 hours in the morning or the afternoon. 

Morning teachers were supposed to use afternoon hours for 

the preparation for teaching, such as making teaching 

materials, writing teaching plans, calling parents, and 

sorting children's work samples. They also had other chores 

to do: (a) cleaning the classroom, teacher's office, 

restroom, and playground, (b) writing school documents 

(e.g., financial report), and (c) preparing handouts and 

letters for parents. A weekly planning board hanging on the 

wall in the office was used to divide this extra work 

reasonably among teachers. As a response to the 

investigator's surprise at the heavy work load, Lee reacted, 
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"You cannot find one single school where teachers work just 

4 hours, in this city." 

Subjects 

Subjects were children who were enrolled at each of the 

schools and had been placed in the 4-year-old classroom at 

the start of the school year. By age three, children can 

execute representational transformations (Pellegrini & 

Galda, 1993), and fantasy predisposition appears to be well 

established among children by the age of five (Cook-Gumperz 

& Scales, 1993; Paley, 1984; Pulasky, 1970). In regard to 

block building, the percentage of definite block 

constructions starts to exceed the percentage of 

manipulations at approximately 4-years of age (Alstyne, 

1976}. Children in the 4-year-old classroom and approaching 

the age of 5 fit the above characteristics and thus were 

considered to be appropriate for the present study. 

A description of subjects in each school follows. The 

subjects' background information was obtained through 

children's enrollment records and interviews with teachers. 

Subjects in Rainbow School(USA) 

The children came from a variety of countries, 

including Kuwait, Egypt, Germany, Korea, Thailand, and 

China, representing various ethnic groups. The children's 

families also varied in terms of economical background, from 

upper-middle to lower class. A large number of the 
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children's parents were enrolled at the university as 

undergraduate or graduate students. 

In the classroom for 4-year-olds, 20 children were 

enrolled. The average age of the children was 60 months. 

The age of the youngest child in the classroom was 54 

months, and the oldest child was 71 months old. Even though 

girls came to the block center from time to time, it was 

rare that they engaged in social pretend play. They usually 

touched play materials such as vehicles, animals, and human 

figures or briefly enjoyed having a picnic on the floor. 

Among 11 boys in the classroom, only 5 played in the block 

center frequently. The average age of the 5 boys was 59 

months. All of them were Anglo-Americans and had a sibling 

or siblings. All 5 boys were evaluated by the head teacher 

as very active physically, listening well, and well 

socialized, except for one child who was perceived as still 

adjusting, or learning to get along. 

Subjects in Swan School(Korea) 

The average age of the children in Swan was 58 months. 

They shared the same ethnic background and came from the 

upper-middle class, considering their parents' highly-paid 

jobs which included, docters, professors, and businessmen. 

Among the 35 children enrolled in the classroom, 18 children 

were boys, with an average age of 58 months. All of them 

came to play in the block center frequently. Only one girl 



85 

engaged in social pretend play with two boys in the block 

center. Other than that, girls came to the block center 

only to watch the video-camera, get accessory materials to 

play with in other areas, recruit a child to play the role 

of the baby or pet from among the young boys, announce the 

day's snack to the boys, and clean up the blocks after the 

free play time was over. Girls looked as if they enjoyed 

cleaning up the block center for the boys. 

Observations and Data Collection 

Data Collection 

Observations were the primary method of data 

collection. The following data collection strategies were 

used to obtain varying perspectives on the children's 

pretend play during their free play period in the block 

center: 

1. Play episodes in the block center were videotaped, 

serving as a form of passive participant observation 

(Nicolich, 1977; Spradley, 1979). Filming was considered 

essential because the researcher had to review the play 

episodes as many times as needed to grasp the whole process 

of the play episodes. Moreover, although procedures were 

preplanned, the researcher wanted to remain open and 

flexible, as is appropriate in qualitative study. 

2. Filming was accompanied by field notes, containing 

descriptions of participants and activities, dialogues, 
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researcher comments, memos to the researcher herself, and 

questions for the head teacher. Since videotaping 

procedures produced detailed records of interactive events, 

there was a tendency to overdo with the data and to lose the 

overall picture when reviewing and analyzing the events 

after the fact. Therefore, taking field notes, which 

offered yet another perspective, was strongly recommended 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). 

3. After the play episodes, the researcher asked the 

children to tell about what they were doing. This querying 

represented verification and extension of the researcher's 

understanding of the children's activities (Allgeier, 1991; 

Cristie & Johnsen, 1987). In social pretend play, children 

talked frequently to their playmates, making their 

intentions clear. Thus, in most cases, interviews were not 

needed because the researcher was sure about what the 

children were doing. 

4. The head teacher in each classroom was asked to 

examine a portion of videotapes, transcripts, and categories 

of communicative strategies developed by the researcher and 

to respond in written form concerning the appropriateness of 

the transcripts and categories. 

5. The head teacher in each classroom was asked to 

respond when the children's video-taped block play was 

shown. This interview was designed to elicit the teacher's 
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overall conception of the block play recorded and to verify 

the regularity of videotaped play behaviors (Meckley, 1994; 

Tobin, Wu, & Davidson/ 1989). This procedure was included 

under the assumption that the teacher's general conception 

of block play might influence children's block play 

indirectly. 

6. The head teacher in each classroom was interviewed 

informally after the research period. Five basic questions 

were predeveloped, dealing with the following: (a) reasons 

to be in the field of early childhood education, (b) beliefs 

about children's learning/play, (c) difficulties in teaching 

children, (d) joy in teaching children, and (e) descriptions 

of each child's behavior in the classroom. Regarding the 

last question, instead of the narrative descriptions, the 

teacher could elect to rate children's behavior, using the 

General Competence Rating Scale developed by Bronson (1975) 

(see Appendix B). Other less basic questions relating to 

the teacher, children, parents, and school were added 

within the flow of the conversation. 

7. Many features of the schools were observed: 

physical environment, activity schedules, enrollment 

records, attendance records, and communication with parents. 

The societal reputation of the school in its city and 

teachers' attitude toward the school were also observed 

casually. 
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Naturalistic Observation 

Naturalistic observation in the classroom has 

disadvantages, including a substantial investment of time 

and effort on the observer's part, difficulties in obtaining 

behavior in the area desired, and difficulties in making a 

reasonable interpretation of behavior because of the 

variations inherent in the spontaneous play situations. 

However, the method's particular usefulness with young 

children when compared to more structured task situations 

outweighs the disadvantages. The child does not have to 

interpret directions or respond in any specific and perhaps 

unfamiliar way, and accordingly, the observer can see 

behavior as it occurs in the natural situation, reducing the 

chance of incorrect assumptions. Structured settings may 

produce findings that can be used only to generalize as to 

how children act in unfamiliar, controlled situations 

(Schwartzman, 1978}. Collecting information in a natural, 

familiar setting can reveal a dimension of play that is lost 

in the experimental situation. 

Continuous Recording 

For the observation strategy, the continuous recording 

technique was selected, based on the conviction that the 

flow of play behavior might be obscured with just the use of 

short-duration-sampling techniques (Cristie & Johnsen, 1987; 

Takhvar & Smith, 1990; Tegano & Burdette, 1991). Especially 
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in the block play, children's play behavior can be varied 

and fluid, continuing off and on over a long time period. 

For example, children usually start to build things alone, 

then get friends to join in the construction, and then get 

into dramatic play, subsequently using their own earlier 

constructions (Reifel & Yeatman, 1991). Moreover, during 

this group dramatic play using the original construction, 

the child may start to build additional buildings, perhaps 

doing this alone while talking to the group. If one used 

short-time-sampling and caught that one moment when the 

child was building alone, one would miss the rich sequence 

of social interaction and might label the child a "loner" in 

play. In this study, however, children's play was recorded 

throughout an entire play session. 

Finally, as Almy (1982) stated, better understanding of 

children's play may be accomplished from "studying play 

episodes in their interactive entirety rather than from 

attempting to pinpoint them on dimensions whose 

relationships are not yet understood" (p. 26). With a 

fractured account of play episodes, one is not likely to get 

an accurate account of a child's play behavior. Therefore, 

children's play was recoded throughout an entire play 

session. 
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Observation Schedule 

Observations were conducted from June 13 to July 8, 

1994, for children in the Korean school and from March 30 to 

April 28, 1995, for children in the American classroom. 

Children were observed in the morning during their freeplay 

period, 9:30-10:30 in the Korean setting and 8:30-9:30 in 

the American setting, 5 days a week for 4 weeks (see 

Appendix C). 

On the first day of observation in each classroom, 

during the free play time, the researcher observed the 

children as she sat in a corner of the block center, without 

use of any filming equipment. In the Korean setting, 

according to the director's suggestion, the researcher was 

formally introduced at the children's circle time, which was 

scheduled just before the free play time. Showing interest 

concerning the researcher's dress and earrings, mainly girls 

asked questions: "Which animal year do you belong to?" (In 

Korean culture, a person is born in the year of certain 

animals.) "Where do you live—apartment or house?" "Why 

did you come to our school?". In the American setting, 

formal introduction was not considered because children were 

familiar with being watched and videotaped. From the second 

day of observation in each classroom, filming and the taking 

of field-notes began. From 40 days of observation, 45- to 
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60 minutes a day, seven videotapes, 5 hours each, were 

produced. 

The Block Center 

Both classrooms maintained the block center as a free 

choice activity, so blocks would not be considered novel 

materials to any of the children involved in this study. 

Additional play materials, such as people figures, animal 

figures, and transportation toys, were easily accessible. 

Basically, children were free to leave or enter the block 

center at any time during the free play period. Limitation 

as to the number of children in the block center seemed to 

be executed in accordance with the specific conditions of 

each setting. Different situations called for different 

methods in limiting the number of children. 

The block center in Rainbow school(USA). When children 

arrived in the classroom, they first put name tags on their 

back with help from parents or teachers. They exchanged 

greetings with teachers. They looked around the classroom 

and touched several things on the shelve or tables. 

Finally, they chose one center and started to play. When 

certain children seemed sad or uncomfortable, teachers tried 

to cheer them up and assisted them in selecting centers. 

The block center was small, and four or five children 

could fill the place. Moreover, it was rare that more than 

five children ever wanted to play together in the block 
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center. Consequently, limiting the number of the children 

in the block center appeared not to be a concern. However, 

once or twice, children strategically said, "Three are here 

already" to stop a certain child from coming in. The 

comment indicated that limitation for the block center 

existed and that the children were aware of it. 

The block center in Swan schoolfKorea). Teachers 

arrived at school at 8:30 a.m. and got into the school bus, 

which then traveled to pick up the children who were to 

arrive by means of the bus. Children arrived at school from 

about 8:40 to 9:10 a.m. At 9:10 a.m., children gathered for 

the circle time in the block corner, which took the largest 

space in the classroom. Since it was difficult to make one 

semi-circle with 35 children, children made two semi-circles 

rows around the teacher. Children in the second row sat on 

chairs. Actually, the children themselves brought the 

chairs from the table area. For the next 20 minutes, the 

children and the teacher talked about (a) the day's 

designated worker—the child who was responsible for giving 

signals for free play time and in distributing snacks; (b) 

news in the children's home, including birthdays, new 

babies, and visitors, and (c) new activities to do during 

the following free play time. After introducing new 

activities and materials, the teacher asked who wanted to do 

the new activities, and the children answered by raising 
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their hands. When children went to the center with the new 

materials, those sitting on the chairs had a priority to go 

first — a way to make children willingly carry the chairs. 

The newly introduced activities and materials assisted the 

teacher in appropriately dividing groups of children for the 

different areas. Examples were the following: reading well-

decorated fabric books in the reading area, making of 

watermelon snacks on the rubber-covered table, observing 

different sea shells in the science area, and making hats 

and fans at the art table. Such activities made it possible 

to distribute children properly among several areas. After 

the beginning, children could change centers according to 

their own choices. Kim, the teacher, thought that parental 

belief about play contributed to children's choices among 

activities. 

Parents pay a close attention that their children 
do some real work, not just playing. When a boy who 
usually spends his time in the block center does not 
come near the block center, I know that that day he 
might be told by his mom not to play in the block 
center. Parents have been complaining that their boys 
play the whole day in the block center. They want 
their children to learn something in school and bring 
an evidence of that, like work sheets or crafts. 

At first glance, the block corner looked like a public 

gathering place for boys. Rules for the block play, which 

were formulated by the children and written by the teacher, 

were posted on the wall: (a) pull out only as many blocks as 

necessary, (b) do not be mischievous, (c) do not play 
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fighting, (d) do not move blocks to other areas, (e) do not 

hit when somebody breaks the structure, but rebuild it, and 

(f) clean up first before going to another area. 

Teacher's Role 

In both classrooms, in general, play in the block 

center was free from teacher involvement. Normally or 

typical of these classrooms, teachers were not to be present 

so that activities were more child-initiated, in keeping 

with the schools1 philosophy. 

In the Swan school (Korea), the teacher always situated 

herself at the arts and crafts table, which was far from the 

block center. Consequently, children handled everything by 

themselves: playing with blocks, solving conflicts, 

comforting playmates who were crying or sad, and cleaning 

up. 

In contrast, in the Rainbow school (USA), teachers were 

around the block center, and sometimes children earnestly 

requested the teachers' participation in their play. In 

such a case, teachers were involved in the children's play 

but only to the extent that the flow of the play was not 

disrupted. Moreover, children called teachers frequently 

when conflicts arose during the play. 

Researcher's Role 

In the Korean setting, the video-camera was placed 

primarily on a low shelf of the block center so that it 
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would not disturb or distract children's free block play. 

However, sometimes it was necessary for the observer with 

the video-camera to change positions in order to get the 

process and the product of play being developed in a corner 

or place outside the camera's range. In the American 

setting, the video-camera was fixed on the designated spot, 

according to the request of the director of the school (see 

Appendix D for position of the camera and researcher). 

The observer avoided interacting with any of the 

children unless a child demanded a response. When such a 

demand was made, the observer responded as quickly as 

possible and then moved away from the child. Children in 

the Rainbow school(USA) asked about how the camera worked 

and asked to write their names in the researcher's notes, 

noticing that the research was writing constantly. Most of 

the time, however, the resercher and camera were forgotten. 

In the Swan school(Korea), however, from the start to the 

end of the study, the children showed continuous interest in 

filming. They wanted to look through the camera lens 

several times a day. The researcher had to develop a rule: 

"Look at the lens only one time a day, without touching it." 

They also brought their art work in front of the camera, 

saying, "Take a picture of it!" or "Isn't it great?" Over 

all, in a continuum of complete observer to complete 
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participant, the observer's stance was more to the complete 

observer end of the range, but not completely. 

Data Analysis 

As the unit of analysis, play episodes were employed, 

capturing the beginning and termination of interaction 

(Howes, 1985). A play episode is defined as an interactive, 

continuous play unit based on children's sustained 

involvement with the play. For the present study, a play 

episode began when a child or children started to create 

some block structures. It was terminated in the following 

ways: (a) when players left the scene with or without 

breaking the block structure, (b) when the free play period 

was over, or (c) when players started to play without any 

relation to the previously built block structures. From the 

collection of play episodes videotaped, only social play 

episodes were transcribed. 

In qualitative studies, analysis involves "a way of 

thinking," looking for patterns (Spradley, 1980, p. 85). As 

shown in Figure 5, in discovering the patterns, data are 

explored through the process of (a) domain analysis, (b) 

taxonomic analysis, (c) componential analysis, and (d) theme 

analysis (Spradley, 1980). This process represents a search 

for parts of each domain, the relationships between parts, 

and their relationships to the whole. The process used in 

this study is in accordance with the procedure outlined by 
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Corbin and Strauss (1990): open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding. 

n~ocus I I Observation 1 

T T 
Analysis 1 

Holistic 

Narrow 

Broad 

\ 

Focused 

Descriptive 
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/ Selective N \ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

(d] Theme 
Analysis 
r 

(c) Componential 
Analysis 

I 
(b) Taxonomic 

Analysis 
-fv 

-(a) Domain 
Analysis 

Figure 5. Research sequence. 

This diagram was modified from Spradley's (1980) 

Developmental Research Sequence. 

Domain analysis is defined as the process to discover 

categories that belong in a particular domain. A domain is 

made up of three elements: cover term, semantic 

relationship, and included terms. For example, showing a 
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popular object is a kind of non-verbal strategies for a 

child to use when entering a play group. Under the umbrella 

term non-verbal strategy, categories such as showing a 

popular toy, insisting upon play rules quietly, and sitting 

beside a close friend in the group can be included. 

Nonverbal strategies and showing a popular object are linked 

by the semantic relationship -a kind of-. 

Taxonomic analysis, as an extension of the domain 

analysis, is defined as the process of finding out how the 

categories are organized. A taxonomy shows the 

relationships among all the included terms in a domain, 

revealing subsets and the way they are related to the whole. 

After taxonomic analysis, the results can be represented in 

several ways, such as a box diagram, lines and nodes, or an 

outline. 

Component analysis is defined as the process to examine 

the relationships among categories in greater detail—the 

systematic search for the attributes or components of 

meaning associated with the categories. Components of 

meaning come out not only from patterns based on similarity 

but also from patterns based on contrast. 

Finally, theme analysis is defined as the process 

studying the relationship of domains to the whole social 

scene. Universal themes or principles can be traced through 

theme analysis, providing a holistic view of the study. 
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Patterns and regularities that emerge through field-

note reflections contribute to the development of categories 

(Spradley, 1980) or coding systems (Bogdan & Biklin, 1992). 

Also, possibilities for adding new domains to cover the data 

are not neglected. Numerical data are retained as a means 

of clarifying and validating written data. 

In the present study, after categories were developed 

and coded, double steps of reliability checking were taken: 

(a) The teacher in each classroom was asked to review 

samples of videotapes, transcripts, and codes; and (b) two 

other trained researchers reviewed samples of transcripts 

and codes to ensure appropriate matches between the data and 

the coding. If inappropriate matches were found, they were 

reconsidered and recoded. In cases of disagreement, the 

data were ignored. 

In addition, the categories developed in the present 

study were compared with the categories developed by 

Schwartzman (1978). Schwartzman1s categories have been 

frequently cited as comprehensive in the literature related 

to pretend communication (Bretherton, 1984; Farver, 1992b; 

Giffin, 1984; Goncu, 1993b). Similar to the present study, 

Schwartzman1s nine categories were identified in the 

classroom. Observations through field-note taking were the 

major method in Schwartzman's study, whereas the present 

study employed videotaping as the main method. A comparison 
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between two sets of categories from these two studies might 

increase the authenticity of the present study. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

In this study, communicative strategies in pretend play 

with peers, especially in the context of the block center, 

were investigated. The main research question was How does 

children's pretend play proceed in the block center? 

Specifically, What communicative strategies do they employ 

to initiate the play? What strategies do they employ to 

maintain and develop the play? and What strategies do they 

employ to terminate the play? Observation was the primary 

method of this study, and videotaping, audiotaping, field-

note taking, and informal interviews with children, 

teachers, and directors were used to collect data. 

To answer the research question, various kinds of 

communicative strategies initially were extracted and 

categorized. The first part of this chapter is a 

description of the categories and subcategories. The 

categories answer the question and offer explanations as to 

what types of challenges players face in producing their 

pretend play world and which strategies are at their 

disposal in dealing with these challenges. Next, in 

accordance with the research question, the categories 

address which strategies are used in different phases of the 

play. Finally, unique aspects of the play observed in the 

101 
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two distinctive research settings—Korean and American 

classrooms—are presented. 

Introduction 

Social pretend play in the block center produces 

communication in four closely related areas. As casually 

observed, when children move into the block center, they 

first grab accessory materials, such as vehicles, human 

figures, or animal figures to play with. Next, they start 

to pull blocks off the shelf and build structures for the 

materials. For example, a square or some other shape of 

structure is built, and monkeys or cars are placed in, on, 

or around the structure. The materials are defined as 

babies, friends, or monsters, and the structure is named as 

a house, castle, or headquarters. Then children go on to 

talk about what the defined materials do in the defined 

structure. They say, for example, that the monkeys are the 

best friends and that the friends come over to each other's 

room to play. Sometimes, they not only talk about, but also 

actually enact, the play plot as actors or vicarious actors, 

using an exaggerated voice, often accompanied by sound 

effects. Although some of the above steps are commonly 

omitted, combined, or changed in terms of the order, the 

four areas represent the essential parts of the children's 

play communication in the block center: (a) material, (b) 
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construction, (c) plot, and (d) enactment, as indicated 

below in Figure 6. 

INITIATION DEVELOPMENT TERMINATION 

-MATERIAL-

-CONSTRUCTION-

-PLOT-

-ENACTMENT-

Fiaure 6. Major play categories 

Figure 6 was designed by the present investigator to 

show four communication areas and their distribution in 

different phases of the play. As shown in Figure 6, 

communication about play material and construction is 

frequent in the early stage of the play, including the 

formation phase of the play. The play often starts with 

communication about the material or construction. Plot 

communication and enactment generally appear in the middle 

and later phases of the play. Accordingly, the play usually 

ends with plot communication or enactment. However, 

communication about material or construction can remain 
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until the later stage of the play, and, in the same way, 

enactment or communication about plot can appear in the 

beginning of the play. 

In sum, children may begin or end their play with any 

of these four communicative strategies, but it is usually 

common that they employ material or construction 

communication to start and that they end their play with 

plot communication or enactment. A description of each 

category follows. After the description, strategies most 

used in different phrases of the play are summarized. 

Communicative Strategies 

Communication About Play Material 

Thoughts about what to play seem to arise when children 

look at the accessory materials arranged in the block 

center. Picking up an animal, children are likely to think 

of play concerning a zoo, rather than playing "driving in 

the water." Accordingly, communication about materials 

provides an initial clue to the upcoming pretend play. 

Regarding materials, there are essential issues to be 

agreed upon between players, and players need to talk about 

them. As shown in Table 2, challenges that players deal 

with by communication are (a) what material to play with, 

(b) who owns what, (c) where to place the material, and (d) 

what the materiel will be in the pretend world. The 



105 

challenges produce four categories, namely (a) selection, 

(b) ownership, (c) placement, and (d) definition. 

Table 2 

Communication About Play Material 

Strategies Challenges 

Selection Exploration What it is (in reality) Selection 

Selection What to play with 

Ownership Apportionment Who has what Ownership Apportionment 

How many to have 

Ownership Apportionment 

Who can save 

Ownership 

Rule Preference 

Ownership 

Rule 

Fairness 

Ownership 

Rule 

Requisite 

Placement Who can put 

Where to put 

Placement 

How many to put 

Definition What it is (In pretending) 

Material Selection 

In social pretend play in the block center, the first 

challenge is that the material which is appealing to the 

players needs to be selected. Selection normally starts 
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when a player, picking up a monkey, says, "Hey, guys, here's 

monkeys!" and then, other players show agreement by picking 

up the same material or saying, "Yeah" or "OK." Thus, 

suggestions of what to play with are normally done both 

verbally and nonverbally. However, it is also common for 

players to come to the center, just grab the same kind of 

materials, and start playing without any clear verbal 

communication. 

Remarks regarding the material selection imply themes 

of the upcoming play, as in the following excerpt. 

Troy was building a square and put monkeys in it. 
Cris and Allen come into the block center. 
Troy (to Cris): Hey, you can play with us. Cris, the 
monkeys.... Let's plav monkevs. You can be that 
monkey. Allen get a ... 
Allen: I want to be this monkey. 
Troy: What about other twins? 
Cris: I'm gonna get them. 
Allen: I want ... Jack and John. 
Troy: I want John, too. 

(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

With the statement, "Let's play monkeys," it is clear that 

monkeys are the material with which to play. The statement 

also suggests that players will do pretending using monkeys 

rather than just throwing or exploring monkeys. This notion 

about pretending becomes clear with the following remark, 

"You can be that monkey." Players come to the block center 

already thinking that they will engage in pretending. 
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When selecting the material, players sometimes add 

limitations as to the number of the materials by saying, 

"Let's have a car" or "No more cars." Also, during the 

process of selection, they explore the facts of materials 

such as newness, favorite status, color, weight, or even 

company names. When players are familiar with the 

materials, exploration may not be necessary. Likewise, 

communication about the selection is not much needed when 

certain materials are always there on the shelves, and 

certain children play with the materials all the time, 

already knowing what to do with which materials. 

Material Ownership 

After the play material is selected, children (almost 

automatically) go on to talk about who will have what— 

namely, ownership. Ownership statements such as "Give me 

one of those monkeys," "I want to have the orange one," or 

"I want the shiny one" are important because they are 

related to the play roles. The player who owns a monkey 

will be likely to be a vicarious actor for the monkey as the 

play develops, making the monkey act or move and speaking 

for the monkey. However, there is always a possibility for 

the play to be terminated before entering into full-blown 

pretend play. This ownership issue produces rules in 

handling matters about materials. Rules such as "I had it 

first," "Not fair 'cause I don't have any," and "You can't 
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play 'cause you don't have any" were identified as relating 

to ownership. 

Material Placement 

Related to the ownership, players talk about where to 

put the materials in the structure. The player who owns a 

monkey is usually the one who puts the monkey in the place 

appropriate for the monkey. The player can put the monkey 

in, saying, "I'll put him here," or just put it in silently. 

Whether a place is appropriate or not for the material is 

decided in accordance with "construction-ownership" and 

"exclusiveness-plotting," which are described later. 

Material Definition 

Questions such as "what to play with," "who has what," 

and "where to put it" lead to "what this is going to be." 

Players need to be verbally informed as to what this 

material can be in the pretend play world. When players 

say, "This is the beast," "This is a baby, my baby," "These 

are our bad protectors," or "This could be a crib," they are 

defining the materials. 

Definitions proposed by a player can simply be accepted 

or challenged by other players who have different 

definitions in their minds. Sometimes children oppose an 

idea without any other relevant option, causing a delay or 

disruption of the play. When definitions are seriously 
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challenged, more communication is needed to solve the 

conflicts. 

Troy (picks a monkey up): Just for the babies. 

Chance (looks at the monkey): That's not a baby. 
That's a big brother. 
Troy (puts the monkey in): Na-ah, it's a baby. 
Chance: Stop it! You've been messing up the whole 
zoo. 

(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

In the above exchange, if the monkey looks a little bigger 

than others, then the counter definition, "a big brother," 

would be accepted. Counter definitions that look more 

suitable are usually taken. In cases in which conflicts 

continue, more strategies are needed to settle them. 

Effective strategies in settling conflicts, such as 

explaining about the play setting and roles or providing 

background information regarding the defined materials, are 

described later. 

Material definition is related to the roles which will 

be framed and enacted as the play develops. As noticed in 

the comment, "This is a baby and I'm the guy," players 

define the material, and they take the role. Soon they 

develop the plot around the role and vicariously act for the 

role. Sometimes materials are defined as something, but the 

role is not enacted at all. 
Cris (puts a monkey in): I have a baby... 
Troy: I have a baby, Cris. 
Allen (adds more blocks on the structure): Come on, 
let's make a house. 
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Troy (puts an elephant in the middle of the 
structure): Pretend this was our protector. 
Allen: And we are on the boat, right? 
Troy (puts a giraffe by the elephant}: Pretend these 
are our protectors. They are our protectors 'cause 
somebody comes and be bad, be bad. 

Teacher (picks the elephant out): You know what? 
Sometimes in the circus.. 
Troy: No, no, no. They are our protectors and that 
is a daddy and they have children. 
Teacher: Oh, protectors. 

(Extracted from episode 4—19a) 

In the above excerpt, players put monkeys in the structure, 

defining that the monkeys were babies, and they vicariously 

acted for them as the play went on. The elephant and 

giraffe were defined as protectors and placed in the middle 

of the structure, and even the reason why the protectors 

were needed was stated, but players never enacted for the 

protectors. Those protectors were necessary for the social 

setting of the play, not for the roles to be played. The 

whole social setting, including protectors, daddy, and 

children, was stated clearly in the last line. 

Once the material is defined as something, a boundary 

for the pretend play is set, even though the boundary is 

loose and flexible. For example, if small monkeys are 

defined as the best friends, actions representing the close 

friendship would be supposed. The loose boundary which is 

set by defining materials will be more fastened when a 

structure is built and named, presenting the physical 
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setting for the play. What to do as defined characters in 

the defined setting will be the challenge dealt within the 

plot communication. Communication on construction is 

described below, followed by plot communication. 

Communication About Construction 

When children build a structure with a material in 

their hands, the structure normally is built for the 

material. Thus, from the beginning, children know what they 

are going to build and sometimes succinctly say, "I build it 

for our cars." When needed, players ask, "Is this gonna be 

a boat?" for a clarification. For the 4-year-old children 

from whom the data of the present study were drawn, the 

blocks, arranged in the block center, are not just for the 

building activity. For them, the blocks are there for their 

pretend play in which the construction is used as the 

physical setting of the play. 

Allen, Cris, Troy, and Jason built a structure, and 
the structure was divided into rooms. Players start to 
talk about which part is for whom. 
Allen: This is my part. 
Jason: This is my bed. 
Allen: This is my bed. 
Cris (puts something in Troy's place): No, this is 
for the doggies. 
Troy: No, this is my room. 
Cris (points at Allen's place): That's your room. 
Allen: Let's play, all right? We are friends, and 
we go to each other's room. 
(Extracted from episode 4-4p) 
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Allen's comment, "Let's play, all right?" tells that the 

construction part of the play is done for the pretend play 

to start. 

Troy, Allen, and Oris are together with a structure. 
Brian is building his own, and he has been trying to 
join the others. Cris has been rejecting Troy's input 
on their building. It's more than 20 minutes since 
they started building. 
Teacher: Almost pick-up time! 
Troy: Hey, guys, Cris, let's plav. now. Cris. 
That's my car. 

Brian: It's almost time to pick up? 
Teacher: It's almost time to pick up. 
Allen: We didn't plav with the cars! Let's have fun. 
Cris. if we can. 
(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 

They have been building for a long time, but the players' 

remarks show that they have not really played yet, meaning 

that the building activity precedes the pretend play part 

and that the pretend part of the play is yet to come. 

As shown in the above two excerpts, the structure is 

built for the upcoming pretending, representing the physical 

setting of the play. The play setting, which is constructed 

in the actual space by children themselves in accordance 

with the plot of the upcoming play, provides a concrete 

background for the play. With the concrete setting, the 

boundary of the pretend world becomes clearer to the 

players. This construction part of the play differentiates 

the pretend play in the block center from the pretend play 

in the home living or other areas in the classroom. 
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Consequently, communication about construction becomes 

a major part of children's play. Since players know that 

the structure is going to be the physical frame for their 

pretending, communication during the construction period 

includes the element of pretending, which is transformation. 

The pretend play can be highly elaborated during and after 

the construction, or sometimes, the play ends abruptly with 

the end of the construction. 

Children sometimes start to build a structure without 

having any material and with no name for the structure, but 

it is not long until they bring materials, place them in 

the structure, and put a name on the structure. The 

construction, carried out without any accessory material, 

was observed only in the Korean setting. 

Jay is making a plane-shaped structure like yesterday. 
Sun comes and watches. 
Sun: Wow! Is that a airplane-car? 
Jay, looking at Sun, smiles and puts more blocks on 
the wing part. 
Sun (puts a square block in the front): Hey, it can be 
choo, choo... 
Jay (sits on the structure and touches the front 
part): Choo, choo, choo, choo... 
Sun: That's the handle. 
(Extracted from episode 6-29-1) 

The above episode began with no accessory material and 

continued that way. Both players played driving and fixing 

the airplane-car, taking the role of a pilot alternately. 
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Until a construction is completed, children face a lot 

of challenges, and children's talk and actions are delivered 

to solve these challenges. Naturally, when constructions 

are built in a simple and primitive fashion, construction 

communication is less needed than when complicated 

structures are built. Children not only need to agree and 

work on what to build, what the structure will look like, 

which parts are required, how to get and place blocks to 

make the structure as they want, and how to protect their 

construction from outside and inside destruction, but also 

they have to share the jobs of worker, designer, manager, 

and owner. As shown in Table 3, their communication 

strategies to deal with all the challenges are divided into 

(a) definition, (b) block-usage, (c) building instruction, 

(d) ownership, and (e) maintenance. 

Table 3 

Communication About Construction 

Strategies Challenges 

Block 
usage 

Exploration What it is Block 
usage 

Delivery Who gets what & how many 

Where to get 

Placement Who puts what 

(table continues) 
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How & where to put 

Building 
instruction 

Site Where to build Building 
instruction 

Appearance How to build 

How better the structure is 

Part Which part to build & how 

Material What to build with 

Ownership Part Who owns which part & why 

Building Who owns the building & why 

Position Who is in charge & why 

Who can help & how 

Maintenance Correction What is wrong 

What to do to fix 

Job-done How far it is done 

How hard it is done 

How nicely it is done 

protection What to do to protect 

What to do when broken 

Picking up What to do, pick or leave up 

How close to pick-up time 

Definition Part What this part is 

Building What this building is 
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Definition 

The children define what the structure is and 

communicate this early in the construction stage. 

Chance comes to the block center, and Troy and Allen 
follow. Grabbing a small monkey in the shelf, Chance 
says, "Hey, let's make ... T want- 1-0 males a ?oo". The 
children pick out their own monkeys and go on to build 
a structure. 

(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

As shown in the above excerpt, what to build is usually 

decided at the beginning of the play. When a player 

suggests what to build, saying, "Let's make something for 

cars," other players' verbal or nonverbal consent follows. 

Players start to build, accepting the suggestion silently or 

saying, "Yeah." Soon the name of the structure is formally 

announced. "This is a race track," "This is going to be a 

race track," and "I am making a race track" are common 

patterns of the definition statement. Sometimes, children 

who are passing by, say, "Wow, looks like the beast's 

castle," and the impressed outside input is usually 

welcomed. Names such as zoo, house, cage, camp, boat, 

Denton-Texas, China, mega-zone, apartment, jail, 

headquarters, parking place, volcano, hospital, police 

station, playground, airplane-car, or castle were noticed. 

As the play setting, the name of the structure often 

depicts the theme of the upcoming play, as shown in the 

following: 
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Chance and Troy are building a structure. Cris comes 
into the center and drives a car on the floor, saying 
"Arrrr...." Chance asks of Cris, "Do you want to play 
an animal zoo, 'cause we are making a zoo?" 
(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

Chance's invitation remark shows the straightforward 

relationship between the definition of the structure and the 

theme of the upcoming play. 

The names of the buildings and parts can be announced 

anytime during the construction. Especially, definitions of 

parts of the structure tend to be said whenever the parts 

are placed or built. Sometimes, names of the parts and 

building are announced at the same time (e.g., "This is the 

boy's bed. This is the girl's bed. This is gonna be a choo-

choo-train."). The structure is often expanded as 

necessary, and frequently, new structures are added. More 

names are needed as the play evolves. Various names were 

assigned for the parts: door, room, wall, roof, bathroom, 

garage, bed, pillow, chimney, gate, toy, flier, paddle, 

shark, sea monster, stone, escalator, sign, seat, handle, 

missile, cannon, road, floor, and attic. 

The names of the parts and buildings can be suggested 

by any player in the group, but they have to be agreed on 

among participants. Especially, the dominant player who is 

in charge of the play group needs to be pleased with them. 

When there is a dominant leader in the group, and the leader 

is skillful and experienced, the whole job of constructing a 
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structure can be easier. For a construction actually to be 

built on the floor, children need to cooperate as workers, 

architects, and managers, and the construction job will 

effectively be carried out under powerful leadership, 

especially as witnessed in the Korean sample. 

Block Usage 

Children, like real workers, carry blocks to the floor 

and place them in a way that fits the intended structure. 

Communication regarding the worker's job is categorized as 

block usage, and subcategories under the block usage are 

exploration, delivery, and placement. 

Exploration. Even though players are familiar with 

blocks, they sometimes examine the looks and attributes of 

blocks. Statements such as "Look how big it is," "It's 

rolling," or "Big fat blocks" are produced as a result of 

the exploration. Nonverbal exploration, such as looking at, 

touching, or comparing, is common, too. More often, the 

exploration talk is combined with the delivery talk. 

Delivery. Questions such as whom to get, how many to 

get, and where to get blocks are all answered by the 

delivery communication. Exploration and delivery talks are 

combined in the following ways: "Do we need a triangular 

block?" "Bring big flat ones." "I need them a lot, big huge 

ones over there." 
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Placement. Blocks are delivered to be placed in the 

structure. Where to put, how to put, and who to put are 

dealt with by the placement communication, and communication 

regarding the placement appears frequently throughout the 

whole construction period. Some players say, "Can we put 

this one anywhere?" "I'll put it here," "Let me put this 

here," or simply "here" and "there" when they put blocks on 

the structure, whereas certain players just silently put the 

blocks on. 

When placement communication is tangled with ownership 

communication, more placement talk appears. For instance, 

when Player A wants to put more blocks on the structure 

while Player B, who is more dominant, does not want more, 

they talk it out to insist upon their own opinion, as noted 

in the following episode. 

Troy (puts a block on): We can do this. 
Cris (puts the block down): We can't have this. 
Troy (puts the block on again): I know we can do this. 
Cris (puts it away): No! 
Troy (puts a different shaped block on): This 
stays, Cris? 
Cris: No. 
Troy: Do we have this? 
Cris: No. 
Troy: Can we have this? 
Cris: No, hand them to me. You can only hand them 
to me. 

Troy: We gonna have this. 
Cris: No, we can't have them. We can have one of 
these. That's all we need. That's all we could have. 
Troy: Now, you can't keep my Bungee toy. 
Cris: That's all we need. 
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Troy: Just one more block. 
Cris: No. 
Troy: Just one more. 
Cris: No. 

(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 

Cris, as the owner of the structure, does not allow Troy to 

place just one more block, emphasizing Troy's secondary 

status, saying, "You can only hand them to me." Troy tries 

to get the right to place more blocks using his Bungee toy, 

which might be a popular toy among players, but nothing 

works against the player who is the owner of the structure, 

so the placement argument continues. Ownership 

communication is described later. 

Building Instruction 

As architects, children' thoughts concern the general 

appearance and acceptable organization of necessary parts of 

the structure. Communication concerning the architectural 

work is categorized as building instruction, which includes 

communication about site, appearance, part, and building 

material. 

Site. The challenge of deciding where to build the 

structure can be solved by site communication. "This is 

where the house is" is an example of site talk, which is 

usually stated right after definition talk (e.g., "Let's 

make a house"). 
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In many cases, the site communication is nonverbal 

since it is not critical for the play unless the site of the 

structure is not fitting the whole play setting. 

Chance and Troy built a structure and defined it as a 
200. Troy tried to put an elephant in the structure, 
but Chance insisted that the place was only for 
monkeys.. Troy says, "But we need a house for him." 
Then, Chance says, n0K, then, we will make one." 
Chance starts to build a new structure for the 
elephant, and Troy tries to move the new structure near 
the main structure, saying, "We need him there, 
together." Chance yells, "Noi zoo don't look like 
that." Troy says, "That's OK, but we need him right 
here, OK?" 

(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

Chance wanted to make the construction like the real zoo, so 

the elephant's cage and the monkey's place could not be 

together. In this case, where to put the new structure is 

an important issue to solve for the continuance of the play 

because the whole setting arrangement as a zoo is involved. 

Appearance. What the structure is going to look like 

is the next challenge for the players, as architects, to 

deal with. "I'll make it big," "Let's make just like one," 

and "We make it different" are examples of appearance 

communication, which is normally stated in very general 

terms. However, when players are entering into a 

competition with structures built by other players nearby, 

their appearance talk goes beyond the simple bigness and 

differences. More abstract, complex terms such as neatness, 

realness, and pro-ness appear, as noted in the following: 
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Brian builds a square structure by himself. Nearby, 
Jason, Troy, and Allen are making a structure, 
together. 
Troy: Brian, you are not making what me and Jason 
are making. 
Brian: Yes, I am. 
Jason {pointing at blocks in his structure): You don't 
have those. We have these. 
Brian: I know (pointing at his structure). I have 
the same thing on the side and side and side. 

Brian: Mine's gonna be neater! 
Jason (shaking his head): Nah-ah, mine's gonna be 
real. 

Jason: Ours better than yours, Babe! 
Brian: I'm doing mine pro. 

(Extracted from episode 3-31a) 

Certain players try to look for resemblances between 

the construction in reality and their block structure. 

Consequently, conflicts arise between players who look for 

the resemblance and those who do not, as shown in the 

following excerpt. 

Anna and Troy are building a whole city, including 
a church, school, and store. Cris comes with a car 
and drives the car on the structure, which is named as 
a school. 
Troy: Hey, don't. 
Anna: Don't, Cris? That's a school. 
Cris: It's not like a school. 

Anna builds a new, small structure and names it 
Anna: It's a gas station. 
Troy: That's like an airplane, the wings? 
Anna: That's it. We are finished. Look at our whole 
city. 
(Extracted from episode 4-17p) 
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Parts. What parts are required in the structure is 

also an important architectural concern. House parts such 

as room, wall, door, roof, and bathroom are normally built 

and named. When it is obvious what the part is, a 

description of the part can be omitted. When it is not 

obvious, players have to talk about it. 

Troy and Anna are together. Anna built a structure and 
named it Mooto. 
Troy: That's a seat. 
Researcher: That's a seat? 
Anna: No, it's not. 
Troy: What is it? Moto, we need a car in Moto, right? 
Anna: Mootoi 
Troy: Mooto and Moto is the same. 
Anna: It's a bed. It's a bed, Troy? It's a bed. Just 
a bed. 
Troy (makes his arms round): Well, there is no 
Anna: It's a bed with cover on the top of it. 
(Extracted from episode 4-17p) 

Since the structure had a decoration on the top of it, it 

didn't look like a bed to Troy, so he thought that it was a 

seat. Anna had to explain that it was a bed with a cover. 

Whereas familiar house parts are built at the beginning 

of the construction period, special parts such as a hiding 

place, resting spot, and a little ladder are constructed in 

the middle of pretend play in accordance with the plot of 

play, and it is necessary for the participants to talk about 

the special parts, as shown in the following excerpt. 

Cris builds a small structure near the main structure, 
which they call a house. There is a gap between the 
house and the new, small structure. 
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Cris (working on the small structure): This is my 
boat. 
Allen (pointing at the gap): You need a little 
ladder. 
Troy: You need a little ladder, right? 
Cris: No, we can't have them. 
Troy (trying to move the boat part close to the house 
part): You could put that over here. 
Allen (making his monkey work through the boat to 
the house): And it could be like this. Whee! 

(Extracted from episode 4-3p) 

Building materials. Children's remarks on which 

materials they were using while they were building with 

blocks were noticed only once throughout the whole research 

period. It was just after they had finished the circle time 

when the head teacher read them a book, The Three Little 

Pias, which was about three brothers building their houses 

using various materials. 

Troy: Cris, let's make a house for a while, OK? 
Cris: I'm making mine out of sticks. 
Allen: Mine's too. 
Troy: Pretend we live together. 
I'll make mine out of weeds. 
Allen: Mine's made out of bricks 
(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

Maintenance 

Players as managers have to look over the whole 

construction process, checking errors, protecting the 

structure from outside and inside destruction, and getting 

the building job done. Communication regarding the managing 

job is categorized as maintenance, and subcategories are 

correction, protection, job done and picking up. 
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Correction. What is wrong with the structure and how 

to fix it are the main concerns of the correction 

communication. While players are busy building a structure, 

certain players notice something wrong in the structure and 

fix the part silently or with comments such as "Hey, there's 

a crack," "There's a whole in the corner. I can see 

through," "I got it. It is better," or "Look, what's there, 

let me take that out." This strategy is not used 

frequently, but it is effectively employed for a new player 

to get into an ongoing construction. Comments like "It's 

crooky" are used not only to correct an error but also to 

tactically insist on a different way of construction. 

Protection. Protecting the structure from destruction 

is a central managing issue, and a lot of effort and talk 

are devoted to the protection. To keep the structure from 

falling and being broken, players inspect the structure, 

saying, "Try to look at things ... make not fall" and 

frequently tell each other, "Be careful," "Please don't 

knock it down," or "I don't want you to break it down." 

Sometimes, a radical strategy (e.g., "I'll tell the 

teacher") is employed when "Please don't" or "Be careful" is 

not effective. 

Once the structure is broken, players make clear who 

broke it, and the person who broke it is scolded (e.g., 

"Look what you done") and told to rebuild (e.g., "You have 
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to make it together, Mister!"). Also, warnings are added 

sternly: "Knock it down again, they will call your mom," or 

"Do it again, you can't be on our team." Sometimes, the 

player who broke it analyzes himself or herself, saying, "I 

build it too high" and says with a big sigh, "I need build 

this back all over again" or encourages himself or herself, 

saying, "I can make it all over, haven't I?" A player who 

is quite popular once said to the player who broke the 

structure, "Say so-rry," teaching conversational etiquette. 

In spite of the various tactics, a structure's falling and 

being broken happen frequently. Most of the time, the play 

is delayed and finally ended because of it. Children may 

know that falling is a negative factor for their play, so 

sometimes the player who is in charge allows others to join 

under the condition "Promise not to break." 

Job done. With all the effort, when the construction 

is about to finish, children enjoy reporting that the job is 

almost done. They report how the finishing point is close, 

saying, .J Almost through," "We are not done yet," "That's 

it," "We're finished," "That's all we could have," or "It's 

now what it is." Children feel proud of themselves and like 

to show off with comments, such as "Look what I'm made," 

"It's so great," or "We've been working real hard on this." 

Once, in the Korean setting, children built a three story 

building with a basement. They felt so good that they set 
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chairs in front of the building, sat back, and appreciated 

the work. When asked by the teacher, "Who are all of you?" 

they proudly announced, "We are the people who built this 

building." The comment reveals how satisfied they were with 

their construction job and clearly displays the ownership of 

the structure. 

Ownership 

Certain players, like a director, practice leadership 

among all the participants, guiding and directing others' 

work. Communication regarding the director's job is 

categorized as ownership. Ownership communication is 

divided into building ownership, part ownership, and 

position ownership. 

Building ownership. The question of who owns the 

building is cleared up by the building-ownership 

communication. Children enjoy announcing that the building 

is their own to play with. They also make it clear as to 

why they have the right to own the building, saying with 

authority, "We built these all by ourselves. No one takes 

this away from us, right?" After the construction is 

started, a player who wants to join the group first needs to 

know who the owners are and asks for permission to join as a 

helper. "Is that yours? I'll help you out here" is the 

right statement if the child is familiar with the culture of 

the play in the block center. Sometimes, "Nobody can help 
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me on this" is said by the owner in advance, to reject any 

helping hand. 

Having made the structure is a powerful reason for the 

player to have the right to do almost anything with the 

structure. 

Troy and Anna sit by the structure, which is named 
as a gas station. On the structure, a boy doll and 
two small animals were put down. 
Anna: He is supposed to lie down. He is supposed to 
lie down. 
Troy tries to make the boy doll stand up. 
Anna: He's dead! (Puts the doll down) He's dead. He's 
dead. These are his pets. They supposed to lie down. 
Troy puts the doll up again. 
Anna (puts the doll down): Nah-uh, I made it. 
(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

Anna can insist on any plot by reminding the other player 

about who built the structure. 

Parts ownership. In the structure, children also 

clarify who owns the parts. By stating, "I made some of 

that. This is my big room," the child declares who owns the 

parts and why. Regarding the parts, once ownership is 

decided, the owner is the boss of the part. The owner can 

put any material in the part, and others need to ask when 

they want to use the part. Many times players do not have 

to say who is the owner because most of them know the 

convention that if you build the part, you are the one who 

owns it. However, children try to challenge the automatic 

ownership, using the plot of the play. 
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Allen: Come on, let's make a house, guys? Let's make 
a home, let's make...let's make a house for us (puts 
big blocks on the floor). I'm now making a place for me 
(makes a line like a fence or a wall in the middle of 
the floor with blocks). This is my house. 

Troy (throws a car inside): I'm jumping over. 
Allen (throws the car back): Get over. 

Jason: We are all brothers. 
Troy (to Jason): This gonna be our house, Allen, 
Allen! 
Allen: What? 
Troy (puts his hands inside the line): This gonna 
be our house, OK? 
Allen: Noo! Build your own (arranges cars in the 
corner). These gonna be my toys. 
Jason: You know? We are brothers and babies. 
Allen: That's my house (points at the other side of the 
floor). That's your bed. That's my bed. 
(Extracted from episode 3—3Ip) 

After Jason said that they were all brothers, Troy suggested 

that they could share the ownership, but it was strongly 

denied. Allen later assigned a part which Troy and Jason 

could use as their bed. 

Position ownership. When several players build and own 

a structure together, communication for positions is needed 

to clarify who is in charge. All the building jobs are 

easier to complete if there is a skillful leader in the play 

group. Accordingly, who can be the leader is one of the 

critical aspects of the play that needs to be agreed on 

among players. "This was my idea to do it," "I made it all, 

don't I?" "I started all" are the common reasons in taking 

the leadership position. When these comments are maid, the 
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words, £, or my. are pronounced longer and louder, 

emphasizing them. When a player makes such comments as "You 

can't play here," "That's up to me," "You can only hand them 

to me," or "You can just watch, OK?" the child is practicing 

rather autocratic leadership. 

The leader has the right to do important things, such 

as changing the structure, deciding whether to place more 

blocks or not, giving permission for others to join in, and 

deciding other participants' positions. The leader also 

keeps players from being distracted by other things, as 

noted in the following excerpts. 

Troy and Anna are building a city. Jason passes by. 
Troy: Jason, you can help us. 
Jason (does something with cars): Look what...brrrr. 
Troy smiles. 
Anna: Don't look at over. 
(Extracted from episode 4-17p) 

Cris, Troy, and Allen are building together, and Brian 
tries to join, talking about many things. 
Allen (looks at Brian): What? 
Cris: Brian, we are not listening to you. 
Brian: Bowling. Ah! yes! 

Brian: This gonna be the ghost with the mom and dad. 
This gonna be a trap! 
Cris: We are not listening. 

Allen: We can't listen to Brian. 

(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 

Anna and Cris, as the leaders, protect the group boundary 

and the ongoing play by keeping players from looking at or 

listening to outside distractions. An experienced and 
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leader also searches for others' opinions, saying, "Is that 

OK?" or "Could it be?" Caring for others' thoughts, 

however, is not frequent, except in cases when the 

leadership position is in danger because others are angry at 

the leader's forceful method. 

Certain children are obedient when assigned a lower 

position by the leader, while some players challenge 

persistently. As illustrated in the following episode, the 

leader can be ruthless, implying, "Why are you challenging 

me? Don't you know I'm the boss?" 

Troy is about to put a block on the structure. 
Cris: Don't put them in the line. 
You can just watch, OK? 
Troy: Noo! 
Cris: But that's gonna be true. 
Troy: No, only one more might help. 
Just one more, you can keep my Bunjee toy. 
You said, you would... 
Cris (fixing the structure): It's crooky. 
This could be it. 
(taking out a block which Troy put): You are 
messing me. 
Troy: I'm helping on you. 
Cris: But you are messing me. That's all the block we 
need. That's all. 

(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 

Players in higher positions, like Cris, are the ones who 

develop the main plot of the pretend play. 

Communication About Plot 

Children's block play can advance to very elaborated 

pretend play, or it can end before it is fully developed 

into the higher level. As a means of briefing the block 
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play in terms of structural development—first the material 

to play with is suggested by a player. This strategy is 

shown in the following episode (line 1). If players agree 

on the proposition, the apportionment of the material 

follows. This apportionment may be done verbally or 

nonverbally. The second step is the construction (line 5). 

As the construction activity goes on, parts and buildings 

are defined, and materials are placed within the 

construction. Next, what the defined materials do in the 

defined setting is communicated. This behavior is 

categorized as plot communication. At some point, comments 

regarding the play plot begin to appear (line 2, 7). With 

the plot communication, the play boundary, which was set by 

material and construction definitions, is more explicitly 

structured. 

1 Troy: Let's play monkeys. 
2 (to Cris): You can be that monkey. 
3 Allen, get a ... 

4 Troy: Cris, Let's go! 
5 Cris, Let's make a house for a while, OK? 
6 Cris: I'm making mine out of sticks. 

7 Troy: Pretend we live together. 
8 Allen: Yeah, we always live together, right? 
9 Let me put some ... 
10 Troy (brings small round blocks): These are 
gonna be chimneys. 

11 Cris: Guys, I'm making one of my own. 
12 Troy: No! 
13 Cris (points at the main structure): Remember? 
We all live together over here. 
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14 Troy: Then we don't have a boat. 
15 Cris: I have a boat for... 
16 Cris: This is the gate. 
17 It does the password to get in. 

18 Allen (brings his monkey close to Cris's monkey): 
Pretend it's coming over. 
19 Pretend they are friends. 
20 Cris: Hello, 
21 Allen: Look, who's there, friend? 

(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

To develop the play beyond just defining the 

construction and material, players employ plot 

communication. What to do with the defined material in the 

defined setting is announced, argued, and negotiated. 

Children mainly talk about actions, settings, roles, and 

themes. Communication about plot is divided into three 

categories: (a) announcing actions, settings, roles, and 

themes; (b) providing background information on roles and 

settings; and (c) describing reasons for actions, settings, 

roles, and themes (see Table 4). 

Announcing Actions. Roles, Settings, and Themes 

Children simply announce or propose settings, roles, 

actions, and themes. Appearing the most frequently among 

them, actions seem as though they are the final step toward 

the peak of playing. Roles and settings are arranged in 

order for the actions to take place, providing the possible 

range of actions. In the previous episode, line 7, Troy 

proposes the play setting in which pretend play actions take 

place accordingly, saying, "Pretend we live together." With 
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the comment, a living arrangement as a kind of social 

setting is established so that actions can be performed, 

relevant to the living situation. In line 13, when Cris 

says, pointing at the main structure, "We all live together 

over here," the physical as well as the social setting is 

decided. This decision structures the range for actions 

even more clearly. 

Normally, the setting and roles are stated before 

actions are announced or enacted, as noted in the following. 

Cris, Allen, and Jason are together. They have 
divided the floor into rooms using big blocks. 
Jason: I'm living wj th Cris flies down). Now. T'm 
in bed. 

Allen: Let's play, all right? We are friends and we go 
to each other's room, all right, all right, Jason? 
(Extracted from episode 4-4p) 

After structuring the social setting, saying, "I'm living 

with Cris," Jason goes on to enact, "Now, I'm in bed." In 

the same way, Allen announces the role, saying, "We are 

friends," and then he proposes actions, saying, "We go each 

other's room." Sometimes, the setting is conclusively 

stated after actions are performed. 

Jason (makes an woman doll go through the door): Then, 
she come to ... 
Teacher: She has to go through the door to her office? 
Jason (makes the doll fall down behind the door): 
Ahaa... watch out! The guy hit me and trapped me at the 
door. 
Brian: Because I hit. Ha, ha, yeah. So, it's gonna 
be our trap! 
Boys put more blocks to make the trap. 
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(Extracted from episode 3-31a) 

Brian's comment on the setting concludes the actions 

performed. More construction follows to make the setting 

look more appropriate. The setting is often clearly 

presented, using a sign. For example, players put a small 

block on the top of the structure and say, "This sign says 

'Jurassic Park'!" Then the play setting becomes clear to 

everybody in the play group, and no clarifying question is 

needed. 

Children consistently work toward making the play 

frame narrowed down and clear so that actions can be 

appropriately played in the frame. Actions or settings that 

are not relevant to the frame are likely to be challenged 

and changed. Clarification is asked for when the setting is 

not clear or is about to change. 

Boys were building, and it was said that the building 
was for their cars. 
Troy (puts a small triangular block on): These are 
toys. This. 
Allen: Cris. are... do we go to the toy place? 
Cris: Why do I know that? 
(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 

Allen thought that this setting might be something about 

cars because that reference was previously made. 

Consquently, when Troy spoke about toys, Allen was confused 

and asked Cris, "Are... do we ao to the toy place?" to make 
* J Ju 

clear what setting they use. 
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Table 4 

Plot Communication 

Strategies Challenges 

Providing 
information 

R Ability What it can do Providing 
information 0 

1 Appearance How it looks 
0 
Attribute How it normally behaves 

S Exclusive- What or whom it is for 
0 
t 
t 
i 
n 
g 

Implement What implement it has 
0 
t 
t 
i 
n 
g 

How to use the implement 

0 
t 
t 
i 
n 
g Time What time it is for(daily) 

What time it isfor(annually) 

Location Where it is now 

Announcing 
plan 

3.ole Who is who or what Announcing 
plan 

Action What & how to do 

Which rule to follow 

Setting Where the action takes place 

Theme What to play 

Describing 
reasons 

Action Why the action takes place Describing 
reasons 

Setting Why the setting is needed 

Theme Why play the theme 
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It is noticeable that Allen posed that question to 

CriS/ not to Troy, who talked about toys. Because Cris 

wasthe leader, the query was made to him. It is apparent 

that changes concerning settings and themes can be suggested 

by any player, but the leader needs to be pleased with the 

change. 

Providing—Background Information on Roles and Settings 

As described earlier, after narrowing down to a 

specific boundary, action plans are either stated, played 

out, or both, inside the boundary. The boundary for 

actions, which is mostly framed by announcing settings and 

roles, can be made more clear by providing background 

information. 

Construction-
def inition 

\ 
-Settings 

Material-
definition 

/ 
'Exclusiveness 
-Implement 
•Time 
'Location 

\ 

-Roles 

-Ability 
-Appearance 
-Attribute 

Actions 

Fiqure 7. Structuring the boundary for actions. 

This diagram was designed by the present investigator. 
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As shown in Figure 7, clarifying the range for the 

actions to take place is accomplished by providing more 

detailed information about the roles and settings. This 

background information is effectively used to support or 

oppose action plans. Regarding the roles, the background 

information can include the following: (a) ability—what it 

can do, (b) appearance—what it looks like, and (c) 

attribute— how it normally behaves. Players' general 

knowledge about their environment is reflected in this 

communication strategy. 

Role's ability. With respect to the background 

information on the roles, the ability associated with the 

role is the most frequently stated, as illustrated in the 

following example. 

Troy (pouring monkeys from a box to a square 
structure): Wheng! Wheng! Wheng! 
Chance: Hey, don't do that, Troy. Monkey's can run and 
jump. 
Troy (continuing to put): Prrr..Phew! 
Chance: You are messing up the whole zoo, Troy? 
Troy (Pushing an elephant into the door in the 
structure): Pretend he needs to go in. 
Chance: No, you can't knock it in. 

Troy: Pretend he needs to go in. Phew! 
Chance: He can't bust in 'cause the door falls. 
Troy: He can jump (making the elephant jump in). Phew! 
Chance: Nah-ah, he can iust walk, not iump. 
I'm not pretending anything. 
Troy: We ... 
Chance: We are not playing now. 
(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 
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When Troy is making monkeys fly in, Chance opposes to the 

action by providing information on the monkey's ability, 

saying, "Monkeys can run and jump." Later, when Troy tries 

to get his elephant in by jumping, saying, "He can jump," 

Chance opposes again, limiting the elephant's ability that 

he can just walk, not jump. 

Role's appearance and attribute. The appearance and 

attributes of the role are used in a similar fashion. When 

Player A says, "It's not the beast," Player B who wants to 

use the animal as the beast, can persuade Player B by 

providing information as to the beast's general appearance, 

saying, "The beast is normally big and round." Likewise, 

when player A makes his elephant attack the truck where 

monkeys are placed, saying, "Pretend he was coming to 

rescue," Player B, who doesn't like the action plan, opposes 

the action with the monkey's attribute, saying, "They don't 

hurt people." In the following excerpt, Troy uses the 

attribute strategy to insist upon his own opinion. 

Troy (puts two small blocks on the structure, which is 
named as a boat): This is a paddle. 
Cris: No. 
Troy changes his opinion. 
Troy: These are the sharks, OK? 
Cris: No sharks. 
Troy: These sharks are the good guys. 

{Extracted from episode 4-3p) 

The play setting also can be clarified with more 

detailed information. For the setting, (a) the 
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exclusiveness—what or whom it is for; (b) implement--how it 

is equipped; (c) time—what time it is for, daily or 

annually; and (d) location—where it is located—are mostly 

used to clearly structure the range of actions. 

Setting's exclusiveness. The exclusiveness of the 

setting is stated very often and is presented in a clear 

fashion, as illustrated in the following. 

Abraham: This is a house of us 'cause we made it. 
Brian (putting a block on): This is a sign. 
Troy: No parking allowed in this place. 
Jason: No girls allowed, no cats. 
Only boys, right? and only dogs. 
Brian: Yepl 

(Extracted from episode 3-31a) 

From this exchange, it is not difficult to predict that boys 

and dogs, not girls or cats, will engage in some action as 

the play goes on, since players structured the setting 

exclusively for boys and dogs. Actually, the only way in 

which girls appeared in the play was to be hit by boys and 

fall into the trap. Sometimes, rules are invented from 

exclusiveness, as shown in the following. 

Cris puts his monkey in a wooden truck and drives 
it on the floor. 
Cris (stops Troy, who puts his monkey in the 
truck): No! 
Troy: He got us take in. 
Cris: No, only him. Back up. 
Trey (puts his monkey on the hood of the truck): OK, he 
is driving. 
Cris: Nobody, only one (Stops Troy who puts his monkey 
inside, near Cris's monkey). No, only one at a time. 
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However, the rule invented to control the conflict 

situations can be effective only when it is done by certain 

players who are dominant. 

Conflicts about the play plot, including exclusiveness, 

can be distracting and keep the play from going forward. 

Certain players, however, deal with the conflicts 

appropriately. In the following excerpt, a conflict 

regarding exclusiveness is handled well, bringing some 

construction changes. 

Troy (tries to put a big monkey): We need big fat 
Dada. We need it, too. 
Chance (stops Troy): No, he is not. 
Troy (looks angry): OK, OK, what... 
Chance: We need babies... OK, I111 make it bigger 
(breaks a corner). We'll make it knock... make it 
bigger. 
Troy: Yeah. 
chance: And put daddy right here and the babies. 
(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

Chance structured that the setting was only for the babies, 

but Troy wanted to put big ones, too, saying, "We need big 

fat Dada." Chance finally decided to make the structure 

bigger so that dads as well as babies could be in, together. 

Temporal information. Information on time (e.g., 

morning, bedtime, or circus time) also clarifies the action 

boundary, suggesting or limiting what actions happen next. 

If Player A says, "It's bed time," then, accepting the time 

frame, Player B is likely to say, "I'm tired, let's go to 

bed," or Player C may reject the frame, saying, "No, It's 
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not dark yet." Once players agree that it's bedtime, action 

plans such as waking up, going to school, or shopping would 

not fit into the time frame. When Player A says "Come on, 

it's Easter!" and if players like the proposed time frame, a 

proper action plan such as "Let's find an egg" will be 

likely to come next. 

Locative information. Locative information has the 

same function as the time frame, as shown in the following. 

Cris and two others are building a structure, which 
they named a boat. They said that they were in the 
lake. A suggestion came from a teacher, who said that 
the whole thing looked like a circus to her. 
Oris: Pretend it's a circus. 
Allen (looks puzzled): They are in the water!. 

Cris (makes his monkey jump on to the other animal): 
Boing, boing, I'm jumping on you. 
Allen (puts his monkey on the structure): Hey, we are 
standing there (puts a giraffe on the floor outside of 
the structure). This guy's in the water. 
Cris: We are sinking! Water's getting in! Help! 
(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

When Cris proposed to play a "circus" he was reminded by 

Allen that the location where the whole setting had been put 

was in the water, meaning that things related to the water 

were supposed to be played. Cris tried the circus theme 

briefly and then went back to the sinking-helping action 

plan that fit the water setting. 

Setting's implements. Children also enjoy having 

special equipment or weapons to use in their structure. 

Similar to the other background information, the implements 



143 

in the setting, provide or structure the basis for actions 

to take place. 

Brian (spins a part on the structure): It points at 
you. 
Jason: I know. Get me power? Now, point at Allen. 
Brian (spins the part): It goes around, around, and 
around (points at himself and screams). Aha-ac!! 
(Extracted from episode 3-31a) 

When Brian makes the part point at Jason without saying what 

the part is or what it does, Jason supports the action by 

guessing the implement's usage and even directs the next 

action, saying, "Get me power? Now, point at Allen." 

Remarks on the implement, such as "It's got poison in it, 

and it's where the poison coming out," "Those are 

escalators. These two... is the one go down. These two are 

ones to go up," and "Here's a missile in our headquarters," 

not only suggest or limit the next actions, but also make 

the pretend play exciting and complicated. 

Comments such as "Here's a missile in our headquarters" 

would bring a high-speed fighting action plan, using the 

missile, if players agreed on the plan. Equipped with 

special tools or weapons, players are not likely to play 

ordinary, daily-living themes. Players, however, can 

challenge the missile-fighting action plans, saying, "We 

don't have to use missiles. We have the Energy Power." In 

case such as this, players need to negotiate which action 



144 

plan is better. They need to state the reason why certain 

action plans are better. 

Describing Reasons for Actions, Roles. Settings, and Themes 

When children argue, argue back and forth, or want to 

make their propositions strong, they use the reasoning 

strategy. Adding reasons for actions and settings makes the 

argument strong and the proposal effective, as shown in the 

following excerpts. 

Chance (putting a small elephant in the 
structure): The elephant needs to go in here, 
'cause this is the baby's place. All the babies in 
(putting a big monkey in). All the Dads stay over here 
'cause they are talking. Want to talk and they want to 
grab some more. All the Dads stay over here to talk and 
all the babies staying here to talk. 
Troy: Yeah! 
Chance: Just tell secrets. 
Troy (smiling): Yeah! 
(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

Chance's reasoning strategy makes his action—putting an 

elephant in the structure—reasonable. Putting in a big 

monkey, saying why the action is needed, makes the action 

necessary. By adding, "Just tell secrets," he makes the 

play look real. 

Cris is taking blocks out from Allen's structure and 
changes some part. 
Allen: Cris, that's mine! 
Cris: We need that so nobody can't see them. 
(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 
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When Allen opposes Cris's change, using his ownership, Cris 

comes up with a reason why the change is necessary and Allen 

agrees with it. 

Troy and Anna sit by the structure, which is named as a 
gas station. On the structure, a boy doll and two small 
animals were put down. 
Anna: He is supposed to lie down. He is supposed to lie 
down. 
Troy makes the boy doll stand up. 
Anna: He's dead (puts the doll down)! He's dead. He's 
dead. These are his pets. They supposed to lie down. 

Anna gives Troy the reason why the doll should be put down, 

saying, "He's dead!" 

More examples of the reasoning statement are the 

following: "He can't bust in because the door falls," "No 

wonder why this is going so slowly," "They are our 

protectors 'cause somebody comes and be bad," "We need a 

daddy that's why we need Cytron," "Pretend this was where 

car staying in home and these cars staying here so that we 

can take them," "We don't have any car 'cause we live in the 

water," "Now we have now sign £o they know what it says," 

"Let's play school because it's fun," and "Don't need 

animals 'cause there's gonna be a work." Sometimes, like 

adults, children's reasons are themeless. For example, 

comments such as "The monkeys don't have them there 'cause 

they don't want to" have no reasonable ground but are still 

applicable because words such as "because", "so that", or 

"no wonder why" make the statement justified. 
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Enactment 

When children talk about action plans or actions inside 

the clarified action range, sometimes enacting is 

accompanied. Enactment gives a vivid touch to the play when 

it is combined with other communication strategies, such as 

material, construction, and plot communication. However, 

the enacting strategy is not employed frequently, and it is 

used in a simple fashion, as shown in the following. 

Teacher: Oh, look over there. 

Chance: We are making a different 200! You, monkey! 

Teacher: Well, where 1s the other animals gonna stay? 

Chance: Um ... here's the babies. Hi. babies. 

Chance: And this is their little pet. Lulululu... 

(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

When Chance explained the play to the teacher, he added 

enactment to show a clearer, more vivid picture of the play, 

and simple name calling and sound imitation were employed. 

There are four categories in enactment: (a) implied 

enactment, (b) pure enactment, (c) sound effect, and (d) 

theatrical effect (see Table 5). In contrast to pure 

enactment, in implied enactment, transformations are 

suggested or explained. 

Enactment is distinguished from other communication 

strategies in terms of which identity players take at the 

moment when they talk and act in the play. When players 

talk about plot as well as play material and construction, 

they speak as players themselves. When they act out the 
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play plot, however, they speak as certain characters in the 

play plot. As shown in the following excerpt, when players 

speak as themselves, they are not enacting (see lines 1, 2, 

5, 8, 9, 10, 11). When players vicariously speak for the 

characters proposed in the play, they are enacting (see 

lines 3, 4, 6, 1 - ). 

1 Allen (brings his monkey close to Cris's monkey): 
Pretend it's coming over. 
2 Pretend they are friends. 
3 Cris: Hello, 
4 Allen: Look, who's there, friend? 
5 Pretend this was the very best friends. 
6 Troy (brings his elephant to Cris & Allen's 
monkeys): Hey, guys? 
7 Cris: Hey, buddy, hey, buddy! 
8 (to Troy who broke some part of the structure) Troy, 
could you set it back? 
9 Troy: OK. 
10 Cris: Troy! 
11 Troy (fixing the structure): I'm making it. 
12 Cris: Hello! 
13 Troy (brings his small elephant to Cris's 
monkey): You know how mini I am? 
14 Cris: No. 
15 Troy: I may ten. 

16 Troy (brings his small elephant to the big 
elephant): Daddy, can I go play with my friends? 
17 Yes, you may, but you are not gonna make big 
trouble cause you are spanked. 
18 Cris (to the elephant): Hello! 
19 Troy: I can't come over here, but I came over here 
only a little. 
20 Allen (puts his monkey in the structure): I'm going 
in my room. 
21 Cris: Circus time! 
22 Whew! 
23 Make it jump. 
24 Whew! 
(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 
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In the above episode, pure enactment, implied 

enactment, and sound effects are all noticed. In line 20, 

when Allen says, putting his monkey in the structure, "I'm 

going in my room," Allen, speaking for the monkey as a 

vicarious actor, explains that the monkey is back to his 

room. In lines 3, 4, and 7, when children, as monkey 

friends, give greetings such as "Hello," "Hey, buddy," or 

"Look, who's there?" there is no suggestion or explanation 

of transformation. "Whew," shown in lines 22, and 24, is a 

kind of sound effect, an imitating sound of a monkey's 

jumping move. More description on the sound effect, 

theatrical effect, and implied enactment follows. 

Table 5 

Enactment 

Strategies 

Sound effect 

Theatrical effect 

Pure enactment Speaks as (vicarious) actor 

No transformation is suggested or 
explained 

Implied 
enactment 

Speaks as (vicarious) actor 
Transformation is explained 
or suggested 
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Sound Effects 

Sound effects, such as those imitating car, train, 

missile, gun, animal roar, and movement sounds, are the most 

frequently used strategy in enactment. Usually, sound 

effects are combined with other strategies, such as 

announcing actions and suggesting or explaining enactments. 

When "Circus time! Whew!" is said—with just "whew!" it is 

not clear what "whew" represents, but combined with "Circus 

time!" it becomes obvious that "whew" means a kind of circus 

move. In "I'm jumping on you. Boing, boing!" the explaining 

enactment and the sound effects are combined, making what is 

happening more clear than just saying, "Boing, boing," which 

is a sound imitation of a jumping movement. In "Phew! 

Babies coming out!" sound effect and announcing action are 

used together. 

In the following excerpt, how the sound effect strategy 

works in conflict situations is noted. 

Troy: The elephant can go in and the monkeys. 
Chance: No, the monkeys don't have them there 
'cause they don't want to (puts monkey in). These 
monkeys can get in. Fuga, fuga! 
Troy (puts the elephant in): And this one's get in. 
Fuaa, fuaa! 
(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

Troy wanted to put the elephant in the structure, but Chance 

insisted that only monkeys could get in. Chance put the 

monkey in the structure, making a kind of monkey sound, 
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"Fuga, fuga," and then Troy quickly put his elephant in, 

making the same kind of sound as Chance, "Fuga, fuga." 

Theatrical Effects 

Theatrical effects, such as "ta da," "pam-pa-bam-pa-

bam," a trumpet sound, or humming with dance, are used when 

something exciting is presented. However, the theater 

effects were noticed only two or three times in each 

research setting. 

Implied Enactment 

In the implied enactment, transformations are (a) 

explained or (b) suggested. Pure and implied enactments are 

often used together and are not easy to clearly distinguish. 

For example, in the statment (given in an urgent, screaming 

voice), "I'm falling in the water, Help! I'm sinking!" an 

explanation as to what is happening, a suggestion of what is 

supposed to follow, and purely enacting are all mixed. 

Explaining enactment, often combined with the sound 

effects, clearly tells what a role is performing. An 

example follows: 

Tom and Jason made a race car track. They drive their 
cars on the structure. 

Tom (makes his car jump): Watch this! My guy can fly. 
Whee! 

Jason (makes a big gab in the structure): A big one. 
leather: Looks like there is a who_e on the bridge. 
Tom (comes to Jason and makes his car fly): Watch it! 
My guys come over here. Whee! I can fly. 
Jason: No, Tom, come here. 
(Extracted from episode 4-10p) 
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In the line, "Whe-e-e! I can fly," Tom first employed the 

sound-effect strategy (making a sound of flying, "Whe-e-e"), 

and then used explaining enactment, "I can fly." With the 

explaining enactment, how the role played is functioning is 

explicitly communicated to other players. 

Suggested enactment, however, is employed when players 

want to suggest the next move of the play. When suggested 

enactment is responded to appropriately, the play goes on 

forward, as shown in the following example. 

Allen: Go to bed, buddy? 
Cris (puts his monkey in the structure and covers 
it with a block): Yf>*h. T'm cold. Baby sleeping... 
Good night. 

Allen: Everyone, good night. 

When Allen said, in a friendly voice, "Go to bed, buddy?" he 

was suggesting that they might enact going to bed. Cris 

replied, "Yeah, I'm cold," responding to Allen's suggesting 

enactment in a proper manner. This way, play goes on 

smoothly. 

When looking at excerpts extracted from the later stage 

of play episodes, plot communication and enactment are the 

most frequently noticed. Communication on construction or 

material, however, appeared at spare moments as needed. As 

necessary, players employ any of the communication 

strategies that have been described, at any stage of the 

play, with the most appropriate reason. They use strategies 

in order to make their play go on. Again, to make their 
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play go on as effectively as possible, players use all the 

communication strategies they possess. 

Peripheral Communication Strategies 

Along with the major communication strategies, children 

use other communicative tactics, which are not as essential 

as the major ones, but which help their play go on smoothly-

-namely, peripheral communication. Without this secondary 

communication, the play still can go on. Players, however, 

may feel less comfortable without help from the peripheral 

reserve. A brief description of each peripheral strategy 

follows. 

Calls for Attention 

Players often prefix words such as "Hey," "Look," or 

"Guess what." These words bring more attention to what they 

are going to say. Also, they suffix with "OK?" "All right, 

guys?" or "Doesn't it?" to confirm or solidate what they 

say. 

Expression of Feelings 

Players express their feelings with words, 

intentionally or unintentionally. When satisfied, proud, 

frightened, disappointed, or relieved, they say, "Wow," 

"Cool," "Oh, yes!" "Okey-dokey", "Woa, woa," "Oh, nooo," or 

"Ph-ew." These expressive words create a communal, 

collective emotion among the players, and the togetherness 

encourages their play to go on. 
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Play Piping 

When the pace of the play is too quick or delayed, 

children try to control the tempo, using words such as 

"Let's go," "Come on," "Now," "Quick," or "Wait." Also, 

when play is somewhat distracted, comments like "Let's play, 

guys?" can refresh it even though there are times when 

nothing works. 

Conversational Conventions 

Conversational conventions are often employed by 

certain players. Even though the words that children use 

are simple, compared to the words that adults use in social 

situations, children have almost all of the kinds of 

conversational techniques: apologetic (e.g., "I didn't know 

that," "Sorry, I tripped you"), thankful (e.g., "thank 

you"), admitting (e.g., "I know"), conclusive (e.g., 

"Allrighty", "Oket-dokey"), and exclamatory or commending 

(e.g., "Awe-some," "Oh, man, cool!"). This tactic might 

help players feel as if they are doing something important 

and are being respected. 

Reality Checking 

There is reality-related language in children's play. 

During the play, players talk about things that seem not to 

be necessary for the play. For instance, comments such as 

"I started on the bubble fresh this morning, " "I got some 

shoes," or "You can come to my party. You are my favorite" 
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are said in the middle of the play, from no identifiable 

source. These comments actually distract the play if other 

players like the exchanges more than their ongoing play. 

However, in a way, the reality-related language elements are 

linked to the play. If players are not engrossed enough to 

continue with their ongoing play, becoming more attracted to 

the reality talk, it is productive that they end the play 

and find other things to be engrossed in. If some players 

feel like sharing personal talk at the moment, perhaps to 

make their position in the group more settled, then they may 

feel good after the reality talk and will enjoy their play 

more. 

Actually, some reality talk is more closely linked to 

play. Membership or friendship in reality is intricately 

fused in the play. For instance, when a boy tried to get 

into ongoing play, using various strategies, he was refused 

every time, and, finally, he was told, "We are not gonna be 

on your side" and confirmed again, "Yeah, you are not be on 

our side." What they are communicating is that, after all, 

the boy is not their friend. Getting into the play team 

seemed to be his constant agenda throughout the whole 

research period. Several times, he was noticed saying, in 

the middle of play even when accepted in the group, "Am I 

gonna be on your team?" or "I'm gonna be on your team." 
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Unlike the friendship agenda, which is working deep 

underground, the disciplinary aspects in reality are applied 

in dealing with trivial conflicts that surface in the play. 

Comments such as "There's a warning paper," "It is not a 

good thing to be mad at friends," "Go to hell when you tell 

a lie," or "You misbehave, you are punished by mom and God," 

are used to control momentary disputes in the play. 

Among all the communication strategies described, 

children use certain strategies more in certain stages of 

the play. In the following section, the strategies employed 

in different phases of social pretend play in the block 

center are explained in accordance with the research 

questions. 

Research Questions 

Which strategies do children employ to (a) initiate, 

(b) develop, and (c) terminate their pretend play in the 

block center? From the start to the end, children 

continuously try to make their play go on, using proper 

communicative strategies as needed at the moment. 

Therefore, it seems difficult to draw a fine line among the 

three phases of the play. 

The initiation and termination phases, however, can be 

differentiated from the development phase of the play in 

terms of challenges presented to the players. For play with 

peers ever to begin, players need to agree on what they are 
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about to do. After deciding what to do, players go on 

developing their play based on the agreement, using all the 

strategies. The central four communication strategies 

consist of (a) material communication, (b) construction 

communication, (c) plot communication, and (d) enactment, 

and the peripheral tactics include (a) reality checking, (b) 

pacing, (c) calls for attention, (d) expression of feelings, 

and (e) conversational conventions. At the end of the play, 

players generally need to agree on or inform each other that 

they are going to stop playing. 

Phases 
(Strategies 
used) 

Strategies Phase Phases 
(Strategies 
used) Central Peripheral 

Phase 

INITIATION 
(1,2,3,4, & 5} 
INVITATION 
(1 / 3./ & JL) 
GETTING IN 
( 2 r 3 / 4, & £) 

TERMINATION 
(2.x. 3., 4, & ̂ .) 

1 Material 

2 Construction 

3 Plot 

4 Enactment 

5 Reality DEVELOPMENT 
(1, 2,3,4, & £) 

Figure 8. Strategies used in different phases of the play. 

This diagram was designed by the present investigator. 

As summarized in Figure 8, certain strategies are not 

used in certain stages of the play, and certain strategies 
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are used all the time, regardless of different phases of the 

play. The initiation and termination phases, in which 

particular challenges are presented and are dealt with by 

particular strategies, are explained in the following 

section. Along with the initiation and termination 

strategies, getting in and inviting strategies, which 

appeared from the start to the later stage of the play, are 

also described. 

Initiation Strategies 

To start the play, four major communication strategies 

were employed: communication about (a) material, (b) 

construction, (c) plot, and (d) enactment. Among them, the 

material and construction communication strategies were used 

more frequently than the other strategies because of the 

specific challenges to be dealt with in the initiation stage 

of the play. 

As shown in Figure 9, in order to start playing 

something in the block center (C), players first need to 

decide (A) which materials to play with and (B) which 

structure to build in order for the material to be placed. 

Accordingly, communication about (a) material and (b) 

construction is needed to deal with the challenges presented 

in the formation stage of the play. 
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(A) MATERIAL (cars) 

"Let's play something with cars. 

i 
(B) CONSTRUCTION (make something for cars 

"Let's make something for our cars." 

indicate 

(Cj PLOT(play something) & (D) ENACTMENT(add sound) 

"This is driving in the water, Brrrr!" 

Figure 9. Formation of the play. 

This diagram was designed by the present investigator. 

For example, in deciding what to play with, players, 

picking up monkeys or cars, say, "Let's play monkeys" or 

"Let's play something with cars"; and then, dealing with the 

next challenge, which is deciding what to build, they say, 

"Let's make something for our cars," "Let's make a house for 

a while," or "I'm gonna make my race car track," putting 

blocks on the floor. There were times when communication 

about play themes, such as "Let's make a champion monkey," 

"Remember the guitar?" or "Let's just play the bed" appeared 

in the initiation phase of the play, but not frequently. 

Play themes could be announced from the beginning when 

certain players had been playing together many times with 
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the particular themes. Occasionally, after announcing the 

theme, saying, "Let's make a champion monkey," players added 

a kind of enactment, making up a monkey sound, "Fuga, fuga." 

How and then, communication on reality membership (e.g., 

"You can play with us, always") or reality rule (e.g., "Only 

three are here" }, was accompanied by the other strategies 

in initiating play. 

Nonverbal strategies, such as looking and smiling at 

each other, picking materials up, and carrying blocks and 

starting to put them on the floor, could initiate the play, 

alone or with verbal statements. Verbal statements without 

any action accompaning them, however, did not appear. 

Getting in and Invitation Strategies 

When a player or players have already started to build 

something, other players who want to join need to use well-

thought-out strategies. For getting in, three central 

strategies were used: communication on (a) construction, (b) 

plot, and (c) enactment. Occasionally, the reality-checking 

tactic was added to the major strategies. The communication 

about materials was not used in getting in. In the 

following excerpt, Brian's efforts exemplify a variety of 

the getting-in strategies: 

Cris, Troy, and Allen were together. Brian comes 
to them, carrying blocks. 
Brian: Let me help you. 
Cris: No. 
Brian: Well, I'm here for Jason. 
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Cris: Nol 
Allen (laughs) : Heh, heh, Brian said his name is 
Jason. 
Brian (shows a block): Hey, you need one of these? 
Cris: No. 
Brian: Need this? 
Cris: No, we don't need any one of your help. 
Brian: But we are just members out here. 
Cris: But, we don't need your help. 
Troy: Because you didn't start over here. 
Brian: I'll help you, we'll be in the newspaper, in 
TV. You know, if you start doing that.. 
Cris: No, of course not. 
Brian: Come on, you can use all that stuff. 

Cris: We are not gonna be on your side. 
Allen: Yeah, you are not be on our side. 
Brian starts to build alone attached to the shelf. 
Brian (looks at the structure which others built): 
Guess, what's you making. Well, it's a cot! 
Allen: It's called Mega-Zone. 
Brian: For us? 
Cris: No. 
Brian: For Power Rangers? 
Cris: No. 
Brian: What is it for? It kills the girls? 
Co: Brian, we are not listening to you. 
Brian (rolls a block to Cris): Bowling! Ah! Yes! 
Co: We don't need any of these. 

Brian (points at his own structure): This gonna be 
the ghost with the mom and dad. This gonna be a trap. 
Cris: We are not listening. 
Brian: This gonna be trapped in here. 
Troy: What? 
Brian: Well, there's a lot, here. 
Troy (changes his sitting position close to Brian): OK. 
Brian: And these..., (to Troy) put them out, put two 
down here. 

Brian: Cool! Look what I made (Points at his 
structure). You gotta make one of these. 
Allen: I only make one of these, (Points at Cris's 
structure) like this. 
Brian (pushes a round block) : Who need this? 
Cris: No. 
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Brian: Pass it to me! 
Allen: Pass it to me, Brian. 
Brian: I'll pass it to Cris. 
Cris: Pass it. 
Brian: Pass it to him, Cris. That's the power that 
what Jason use. That's what's Cris to use. 
(Extracted from episode 4-lla) 

Brian's effort started with the construction-ownership 

strategy, asking to join as a helper under the owner. Then 

he went to the reality membership tactic, pretending to be 

Jason, who was the leader of the particular play group in 

reality and absent at the moment, to block usage, to the 

reality-camera and media, to plot communication, guessing 

the play setting of Cris's structure or tempting with the 

trap plot in his own structure, and finally, to inventing a 

passing game—pushing a large column to others. Brian 

succeeded in including all the players in the passing game. 

In the last line, Brian tried to connect the passing game to 

the play plot, mentioning the leaders' names attached to 

"power" which could be the next theme of the play. Seconds 

later it was heard, "Almost pick up time." Brian spent the 

whole playtime in the block center, just trying to get in. 

Getting in seems to be very hard for players who do not 

belong to the specific play group in reality. As shown in 

the previous excerpt, Brian, not being a member of the 

particular group, which includes Cris, Troy, Allen, and 

Jason, in reality, needed a regiment of strategies. An 

outward reason for the continuous rejections was stated, 
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"Because you didn't start over here," but the real reason 

was inward. The real reason could be detected from comments 

such as "We are not gonna be on your side" and "You are not 

be on our side." Brian was rejected, over and over, because 

he was not on their team in reality. 

In cases in which the player who wants to get in 

belongs to the play team in reality, it is just ceremonial 

to ask for a permission because it is already given. 

However, the children enjoy performing the ceremonial step. 

As mentioned earlier, when they perform, the most common 

strategy to try is that of suggesting a helping hand with 

the construction, saying, "Can I make something to help 

you?" or "I'll help you out here, OK?" 

Enactment strategy was used once or twice. To use 

enactment strategy to get in, players need to know the play 

plot well enough to do or say the right thing because the 

players take part in enacting as vicarious actors. 

Cris, Allen, and Troy are playing together around 
a structure. Allen and Cris put their monkeys in the 
structure and cover them with blocks. 
Cris: Good night. 
Allen: Everyone, good night. Come on, it's Easter! 
Abraham comes and watches. 
Cris (puts his monkey out of the structure): 
Easter! Whee, whee! 
Allen: Wake up time. Let's find eggs! Wake up time! 
Let's find eggs. 
Troy brings his small elephant close to Cris and 
Allen. Players make their monkeys and elephant jump 
and fly. 
Cris: Whee, whee, I got a.. 
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Allen: I found an egg! 
Cris (makes his monkey touch the big elephant's nose): 
I got an egg from his nose! 
Allen: I got a sword from an Easter egg. 
Troy: Me, too. 
Abraham: Me. too. 
Troy: You don't have any (shows his elephant to 
Abraham). I have a new elephant. 

(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

When Abraham tried to get in by enacting, he was rejected. 

Players were acting vicariously for the monkeys and 

elephant, making the animals move around, finding the Easter 

eggs and speaking for them, and Abraham was rejected because 

he did not have any animal to act for. 

Getting in effectively by taking roles of the "bad 

guys," was noticed in the Korean setting. 

Kang, Eun, and Jin are playing together around a 
structure. Nearby, Jung is playing alone, having 
an animal. Kang puts a large triangular block in 
the structure. 

Eun (picks the block out): That's not the place for 
shooting. That's bathroom. Hey, bring one more of these 
(puts two triangular blocks together in front of the 
structure). Call this, a door, OK? 
Kang: Right. 
Eun: This is the door. Hey, hide, hide, quick! 
Kang: This is a road going down. 
Jung (leans his body toward the group): Bv the way 
(shakes his dinosaur), I'm the bad auy. and (Picks up a 
triangular block on the structure) with this missile 
(makes the dinosaur spin out), blown out like this! 
(Extracted from episode 6-20b) 

With such an appealing plot as Jung's in the above excerpt, 

perhaps anyone can get into the ongoing play. 

Reactions toward the getting in efforts were also 

various, from "Sure, sure" to "No-op." Sometimes players 



164 

were allowed to join under such conditions as "Promise not 

to break" or "Bring some of these blocks, if you can," or 

they were assigned to perform a certain role such as "You, 

tell them to shoot only from there, OK?" 

Certain players did not even need to try to get in 

because they were usually invited to join. The players who 

were invited all the time were probably those who would have 

been invited in real life. They were told, "Will you help 

us to build?" "Hey, we got monkeys, " or "Do you want to play 

an animal 200 'cause we are making a 200." The 

construction, material, and plot communication strategies 

were normally used to invite the popular players in. 

Enactment was not used in inviting. 

Nonverbally, staying and watching in the play site for 

a long time, carrying blocks voluntarily, and placing blocks 

symmetrically after the main players put on the structure 

were sometimes acknowledged but were not very effective. 

When combined with verbal strategies, nonverbal efforts 

could be more effective. 

Termination Strategies 

As observed in this study, play commonly starts with 

the material and construction communication and is developed 

with the various communication strategies, but at a certain 

point it ends, gradually or suddenly. The pretend block 

play ends in several ways, internally or externally 
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affected. The play was ended by internal factors when (a) 

the structure was broken, (b) the play setting was moved to 

the shelf or to the other centers, and (c) the play became 

boring and slowly diminished. External factors to end the 

play were from the reality in the classroom: (a) the free-

play period was over or players had to go home; (b) other 

interesting activities were going on in the classroom, and 

the major players left for them; (c) players needed to go to 

the other center for varied reasons. Thus, which 

communication strategies were employed to close the pretend 

block play depended upon which factors crept into it. For 

example, when the play ended because the structure was 

broken, the construction communication might be employed at 

the end. Likewise, when the play setting was moved in 

accordance with the plot, the plot communication and/or 

enactment would finish the block play. Thus, the 

construction communication, plot communication, enactment, 

and reality checking were employed in terminating the play. 

Since the play did not end due to play materials, the 

material communication was not used in the termination phase 

of the play. 

Internal Factors 

Buildings are broken easily, and players know it, 

saying, "It always falls down." When the structure is 

broken at an early stage of the play, it is normally 
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restored. In cases in which the structure is broken at the 

later part of the play when players are about to lose 

interest, falling or broken structures bring about the end 

of the play. Remarks such as "Hi, crash!" "Total mass," or 

"Now, the castle is broken" appeared at the end of the play. 

Sometimes players intentionally break the structure in an 

agreement to build better ones. They say, "Let's break it 

down, we could make it bigger," "Let's make it different," 

or "Let's build stronger one." Rebuilding the whole 

structure from ruins, however, takes a lot of effort and 

patience, and players become tired and normally stop 

rebuilding in the middle of it. 

The pretend block play also ends when the play setting 

is changed from the block structure to the floor or the 

shelf, and play continues with no relation to the structure. 

In the following episode, children smoothly move the play 

setting from the structure to the shelf, using plot 

communication and enactment. 

Chance and Troy built structures and defined the whole 
setting as a zoo. They have been playing, putting 
animals in the structure. 
Chance (brings big and small elephants to the shelf): 
We are back!. Putting over here.... {Points at the 
structure). All the monkeys live here. 
Troy (points at the structure on the floor): I don't 
want the monkeys live there. 
Chance: OK, move all the monkeys over there, OK? 
(picks a monkey and an elephant). I am moving... and I 
am bringing my pet, too. 
Troy: I need a pet! 
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Chance: Aren't you gonna look at there? 
Troy (picks an elephant on the floor): And then this is 
my pet. I'm moving where you are moving. 
Chance and Troy continue playing inside the shelf. 

(Extracted from episode 4-26a) 

In the above episode, the play setting was moved 

skillfully using the plot and enactment communication, and 

the play continued, although the structure was no longer 

used in the play. 

Unlike the above case, sometimes, when the plot of the 

play provides not enough fun or satisfaction, players get 

into a resting or wandering mode, and the play is gradually 

abandoned. 

The whole floor was divided by lines of blocks, and 
players are playing being friends, owning a room. 
Allen: Come over to my room. 
Jason: Mine's dirty. 
Allen (in a baby voice): Come over to my room. 
Jason (jumps to Allen's place): OK. 
Troy (tries to put a mother figure on the block which 
divides Allen's room from Troy's room): Let's put it up 
here. 
Allen: No, you can't put it up in my room. 
Troy puts the mother figure down on the floor. 
Players lie down on the floor and talk to each 
other. Soon they get up, wander the room, dance a 
•while, and lie down again. 
(Extracted from episode 3-31p) 

In the above excerpt, the exact moment the play was ended is 

not clear. The play was gradually ended when players began 

to wander, losing interest in playing out the plot. 
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External Factora 

Frequently, when the classroom is full of interesting 

activities, major players or the leader, attracted to other 

things in the classroom, abandon the play in favor of other 

activities. When the leader leaves for other activities, 

other players usually follow the leader, and consequently, 

the play ends, as shown in the following excerpt. 

Cris comes back from the bathroom, looking at the game 
table. 
Troy (shows animals that he saved for Cris) : Come on, 
pick out. 
Cris {looks at the game table near the block center): I 
want... 
Troy: I'm gonna pick., eeny meeny meiny mo..., these 
are mine. 
Cris silently goes to the game table, and Troy follows 
with the monkeys in his hands. 

(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

Occasionally, along with other interesting activities 

in the classroom, the organization of the classroom itself 

can be a distractive factor, contributing to the termination 

of the play. When play materials that are related closely 

to the pretend block play are placed in the other center, 

separated from the block center; the players get busy using 

both centers, the block play area gets crowded, and finally, 

the play ends, as observed in the following: 

Jason and Allen push their cars on the structure. 
Jason is using cars which he made from manipuiatives 
and Allen is using a small car. 
Jason: I'm starting over here. No, I'm starting over 
here. You start there. Here is, my guy can fly! 
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Allen (makes his car fly and collide with Jason's 
vehicle): Whew! 
Jason (looks down at his vehicle and goes to the 
manipulative center): Hey, come here. 
Allen follows Jason. They keep coming back and forth 
between the two centers, the blocks and manipulatives, 
making vehicles with manipulatives and trying them on 
the structure in the block center. A student teacher 
keeps calling them to choose one center and clean up 
the other center. 
(Extracted from episode 4-10p) 

Play can be rescued from distractive factors if players 

are skillful, as shown in the following: 

Jason and Tom are playing, driving cars on the 
structure. Sitting in a chair nearby, Tom's mom has 
been waiting to take him home. 
Jason (fixes the structure): Come on, we do it again, 
Tom. Railroad track in the water! OK! 
Tom: Whee! Railroad track in the water! Driving in 
the water! 
Jason: OK, Tom (makes a crack in the structure). Big 
whole's there, OK? 
Tom: How we gotta do? There's a big whole in the road. 
Jason: Oh, no worry. That's a dam. 
Tom: Hey, there's no way to go over there. There's no 
way to go over there. I gotta go. 

(Extracted from episode 4-10p) 

Tom prepares to leave in accordance with the play plot, 

saying, "There's no way to go over there" and quits playing 

as if he has to quit because there is no way to go. This 

advanced skill made the play alive even after the major 

player left. After Tom left, Jason and Allen, newly joined, 

played the plot continuously. 

In sum, in the termination of pretend block play, 

communication on construction and plot, enactment, and 

communication on reality were all employed. The material 
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communication was not used in the termination phase of the 

play. In the remainder of this chapter, the unique 

features of the pretend block play derived from two 

different research settings are described. 

Uniqueness in Different Research Settings 

As described in chapter 3, examination was made between 

the two research settings, looking at them from the 

sociocultural as well as ecological perspective. Nothing 

was similar. Dissimilarities ranged from children's 

immediate environment, such as school, home, and peer group 

experiences, to the wide cultural milieu. For example, at a 

glance, the ratio between adults and children of the two 

classrooms was noticeably different. The American classroom 

had a head teacher, an assistant teacher, and several 

student teachers. About 20 children were in the classroom 

if all enrolled children were present. In contrast, there 

was only one teacher with 35 children in the Korean 

classroom, and children were rarely absent. Thus, the 

pretend block play in the two settings was not comparable. 

Instead, uniqueness in children's play was observed from the 

two distinctive settings. 

In regard to the communicative strategies, it was 

expected that the children in both settings would employ all 

four communication strategies described earlier and that, if 

compared, children from one setting might use certain 
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strategies more than children from the other setting. 

Counting instances could not be entirely accurate because 

strategies were not exclusively used, but counting could 

provide a general picture of how the major communication 

strategies were distributed throughout the play. Only 230 

minutes of transcripts consisting of 10 episodes—1,804 

lines— were counted, and percentages were calculated for 

the major categories. 

Table 6 

Major Communicative Strategies in Each Setting 

Class Donstruction Material Plot Enactment Other Total 

America 312 103 249 166 380 1210 

105min. 37.6% 12.4% 30.0% 20.0% 

Korea 181 53 156 74 230 594 

125min. 39.0% 11.4% 33.6% 15. 9% 

As shown in Table 6, in both classrooms construction 

communication was the most used strategy, followed by plot 

communication, and material communication was employed the 

least frequently. Construction and plot communication were 



172 

used more in the Korean classroom than in the American 

classroom. Material communication and enactment were used 

more in the American classroom than in the Korean classroom. 

Plot communication was used much more frequently than actual 

enacting in both classrooms. Interestingly, Korean children 

talked much less than their American counterparts. 

Counting which strategies were used how many times, 

however, was not the intention of this investigation. 

Instead, investigating how various strategies were employed 

by players to make their play go on was the main question of 

this study, and the question was answered. In the following 

section, unique aspects of the play in each setting are 

described. 

Uniqueness in the Korean Setting 

Participant Structure 

In the Korean setting, it was observed that there were 

several positions in participating in the pretend block 

play. In the following example, five children played 

together, and they participated in the play differently, 

showing the varied positions in the group. 

Kang, with Jin, built a structure and put his car 
in. Eun comes and plays his airplane on the 
structure. 
Kang (points at his car in the structure and looks at 
Eun): He said that you are the captain. 

Jin (brings an animal): Use it. It's a monster! 
Hey, where is to hide? Better make the hiding 
place. 
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Jin brings big blocks and hands them to Eun. Eun puts 
them on the structure and Jin helps him. 

Jung who was playing nearby, gets in. 
Jung: Attack! 
Jin (to Kang): Hey, hide, hide.. 
Kang puts his car inside and Jin puts a cover on it. 

Kang (picks a block up on the structure and makes 
it go high): And missile is shoot like this. Phew! 
Jung: All right, let's go! 
Jung, Eun, and Kang pick out their cars and airplanes 
from the structure. 
Moon comes and whispers to Jin. 
Jin (to Jung): Hey, he says he wants to join. 
Jung: OK. But nobody can say yes or no. Anybody can 
join. 
Moon sits there and watches for a long time. 
(Extracted from episode 6-20b) 

In this excerpt, Kang, Eun, and Jung were doing all the 

attacking as warriors or special agents when the danger or 

"bad guys" came. Among them, Jung was the captain who was 

saying, "Attack!" Before Jung joined, Eun was told to be 

the captain by Kang even though Eun did not build the 

structure. Jin, who helped Kang in building the structure, 

never was in the attacking party. When the bad guy came, he 

stayed and only said, "Hey, hide, hide!" He also took care 

of the broken parts, brought more blocks, and provided 

animals that were used as monsters or the bad guys. Getting 

into the play group, Moon first whispered to Jin that he 

wanted to play, and Jin told Jung for Moon. Moon was 

allowed by Jung to join, but Moon just stayed and watched 

for a long time. Thus, the hierarchy of the participant 

structure starts at Jung and goes down to Eun, to Kang, to 
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Jin, and to Moon. They did not have any argument about the 

positions. It was observed that the participating positions 

were assigned almost automatically; the hierarchy seemed to 

be formed in reality and applied directly to the play. 

When children who were not the boss in reality tried to 

be a captain (or boss) in the play, they were ridiculed. 

Hong, Kang, and Jung were playing together. 
Hong (listening to others' dialogues playing 
nearby): Hey, Won said he's the captain 
(laughing). He might got the lie-talking disease. 
Kang: And, Woo got the disease, too, saying that he is 
the boss... 

(Extracted from episode 6-22a) 

The fact that Won and Woo might not be perceived as the 

leader in reality may have led to their being teased as 

being sick when they tried to take the role of the captain 

or boss in play. 

The boss exhibits power over every aspect of the play: 

forming the play group, giving permissions for others to 

join, assigning jobs for others, designing the structure, 

getting input from others and deciding whether or not to 

take the input, assigning who plays where in the structure 

while taking the role of a captain, king, or boss. 

Concerning the formidable right of the leader, other players 

looked as if they felt comfortable, taking their lower 

positions and playing without many complaints. Accepting 

positions assigned to players without much negotiation and 

working on what the boss asks them to do may largely explain 
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why children in the Korean classroom talked much less than 

children in the American classroom (see Table 6). 

In the American setting, two positions—the leader and 

secondary others—were noticed in play in the block center. 

Knowing that the size of the play groups is usually small, 

no more than four, it is natural that there are only two 

positions in participating in the play. The leader in the 

American classroom was strong, too, but, compared to the 

Korean leader, the leader's right looked somewhat 

negotiable, being challenged time and again. 

Comparative Strategies 

During construction in the Korean setting, children 

continuously compared their structures, inwardly and 

outwardly. Accordingly, building-instruction communication, 

which included comparison, appeared quite frequently. 

Children went and looked around the structures that other 

teams were making, silently, and added or changed things on 

their own structure. Also, they exchanged comparing 

dialogues: "Do you have a parking space? We have one," BWe 

have missiles, Do you?" or "Ours are a little small but a 

lot better looking." Moreover, as shown in the following 

excerpt, children compared their buildings immediately with 

themselves and distantly with mountains in the country. 

Hyun started to build a square alone, and Min comes and 
puts his airplane in it. Won comes. 
Hyun (lifts his arm high); We gonna make it this high. 
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Min: Right, 
Won: But you can't make it as high as Mt. Bakdu. 
Hyun: We can. 
Won: Then do it, now. 

Won: Hey, this is really high, right? 
Min: Yeah! 
Won: But it's shorter than us (stands up and 
compares his height to the structure). If it's gonna be 
the same as us, it's gonna be high like this. 
(Extracted from episode 6-24b) 

They also compared their structure inwardly as to whether or 

not the structure was strong, easy, and time consuming. 

Sun (fixes the part): Need to redo it. 
Hong: This way is too hard to build, too hard. 
Sun: No, it's not that hard if we finish this part. 

Hong puts hia car on a part of the structure, and 
the part is shaking. 
Sun: Hey, that part is breaking. It is a weaker part. 
Hong: Let's build it stronger. 
Sun: It is strong enough. And it took a long time. 
Hong: Hey, let's make it easier. 
Sun: This one is the easy one. 

(Extracted from episode 6-29d) 

In the American classroom, where usually one group was 

playing, building-instructive communication, comparing 

structures, was not noticed as often as in the Korean 

classroom. Once or twice, when one player and one team were 

together in the center, building differently, interesting 

comparison communication was noticed. 

Beating off the "Bad Guys" 

Almost all episodes played in the Korean setting 

included a fighting theme—winning over the "bad guys" or 

monsters. The play often started as a zoo or parking place, 
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but soon players put missiles on the structure and played 

fighting over the "bad guys". 

The action format of the fighting looked well known to 

the players. First, the "bad guy" was identified. Second, 

doors and tunnels were closed and new hiding places were 

added. Next, the home party was hiding while the attacking 

party prepared for the fighting, and then the good guys and 

the bad guys fought fiercely, normally outside the 

structure. Finally, the good guys won and came back to the 

structure. After the fight was over, children fixed the 

broken parts in the structure. Children repeated the 

fighting theme, with a variation, as shown in the following. 

Eun (puts a camel on the structure): And say, I'm 
the good guy and this is the monster (makes the camel 
work violently on the structure). Kuang! Kuang! 

Eun (makes the camel jump over the door): And say, this 
bad guy gets in, jumping like this! 
Kang: But, say, there's nobody in the building. 
Eun (fixes the structure): Need to redo it. 

Jung: Hey, missile... Bad guys... Quick... 
Jin: Where's the bad guy? 
Eun (shows the camel to Jung): This is the monster. 
Jung: OK. Here comes the monsterrr! Attack! 
Jin (to Kang): Hey, hide, hide... 
Eun: Monster! 
Jung: Attack! Charge! 
Jung pulls his dinosaur out and makes it collide with 
Kang's camel. Eun pulls his car out of the structure 
and makes it fly over the fighting scene. 
Jung: Say, we beat off the monster! 
Kang (heats the floor with a triangular block): 
Kuang, Kuang (laughs). Ha, ha, ha... Let's say, we 
won with this. 
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Eun and Jin fixes the structure. 

Jung puts a giraffe in front of the structure. 
Jin (to Jung): A monster? 
Jung: Yes. 
Kang: This time, even the captain needs to be in 
action. 
Jung (pulls his dinosaur out): OK, the captain, 
Action! 
Jin: Hide, hide... 
Kang: Captain! Let's say, the captain killed the 
monster, twisting the monster's arms using his power 
tail. 
Jung (makes the dinosaur bite the giraffe and throw it 
on the floor): Right! By the way (picks the giraffe 
up), say, this one transformed into the good guy. 
Jin: Now, monsters were all killed. 
Jung: But, let's say, the bad guy are still here. 
Jin (puts his car inside the structure, hiding): Oh, 
wait a minute. 
Jin covers the car with blocks. Jung makes his 
dinosaur spin and beat the giraffe. 
Kang (picks a triangular block on the structure): 
Say, this one is turning., and missile is shoot. Whic! 
(Extracted from episode 6-20b) 

Usually, animals such as camels or giraffes, which were 

big and dark, were used as the bad guys. Among blocks, two 

kinds were used as monsters, quadruple units and large and 

small X-switches (see Appendix E) . 

Structures that the children made had locking doors, 

closing tunnels, or special equipment to detect an invasion. 

They also added fighting equipment such as missiles, 

cannons, or the Energy-Power on their structure. Slim and 

sharp blocks, such as pillars, small columns, half arches, 

or large triangles, were used as missiles (see Appendix E). 



179 

The names of missiles displayed a variety of sources in 

the children's environment, from the immediate nature to 

remote foreign countries. 

Hyun (puts two triangular blocks symmetrically on 
each side of the structure): Twin missiles! 

Won (points at a small round block on the 
structure): Hey, it is a Dinosaur missile, right? 
And (puts a big round block on the top of the 
structure) this is an American missile. 
Moung, who is playing nearby, looks at the missiles. 
Moung: We even have a cannon. 
Won: Hey, we have better ones. King missile! Fire-ant 
mi Sfli If?! (brings a big box) Hey, this is Wangchi 1 
missile! 

(Extracted from 6-24b) 

In the last line, "Wangchil" was borrowed from a cartoon 

character. Foreign influences such as American, German, and 

Japanese missiles were noticed. In one episode, a boy put 

his own name on the missile, saying, "This is the Kim's 

missile." 

Uniqueness in the American Setting 

Teacher Availability 

Unlike the Korean setting, where no teacher was nearby, 

teachers were around the block center in the American 

classroom. Teachers provided a helping hand, as shown in 

the following. 

Troy, Allen, and Jason are building together. Brian is 
building alone. 
Troy: No, me and Jason are doing faster so we can 
make ours bigger than Brian's. Come on, come on. 
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Brian (touches the structure; makes it broken): Final 
spider web! 
Allen: Brian! 
Brian: Now, it's not. 
Allen: Teacher!! 

Teacher comes and talks them into rebuilding. 
Jason: Come on, I'll help you build a building. 
Something bigger than Brian's. 
Allen: Yeah! 
Jason: Look, mines gonna be... 
Teacher: I think you can help Brian build his, too. 

Allen: Let's build together. 
Troy: Yeah! 
Jason: Let's make it together. 
Brian: But, I don't want you to break it down. 
Jason: Yeah, we just snap it together. 
Allen: Yeah. 
Troy: I'll make this ride up here. 

(Extracted from episode 3-31a) 

Brian would be irritated by the other boys, and then usually 

become more violent if the teacher was not nearby, helping 

the boys to be aware of him. Taking the teacher's 

suggestion, Brian and the other boys connected the 

structures, and the play went on nicely. 

With certain themes, children did not feel comfortable 

when teachers were around, and the play changed. Children 

in the American classroom enjoyed playing themes involving 

cars (e.g., "car racing"), water (e.g., "living in the 

water," "driving in the water," "sinking and getting help"), 

family living (e.g., "mean brothers," "waking up and going 

to bed," "babies and dads gathering," "family trip," "Babies 

and mamas missing each other," "naked mama and peeking"), 
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friends (e.g., "visiting friends," "playing together"), 

gender-specific (e.g., "girls trapped behind the door"), and 

special occasions (e.g., "Easter and finding eggs," "The 

circus"). Among them, intimate, family-living themes were 

the most frequently played. An intimate theme, "naked mama 

and peeking," was changed into an ordinary one when a 

teacher came into the scene. 

Boys made a window to peek into mama's bathroom in 
their structure. 
Brian (making a monkey move through the structure, and 
in a sharp voice): I'm going to bathroom. Naked mama, 
don't get me naked. I got the bobo (moving the monkey 
behind the structure). You can't see me, the Mommy, 
there. 
Boys (laughing and peeking): He, he, he... 

Jason (pointing at big monkeys on the structure): 
They are naked mama. 
Brian: Mama get back to the boat and hiding. 
Jason (singing): I'm rocking on the baby... New York 
City... 
Teacher: Jason, what's going on with these animals? 
What's happening? 
Brian: This is Mommy... 
Teacher: I know... What are you all making? windows, 
bricks... 
Brian: It's a tower. 
Teacher: So, what is that the monkey is on? 
Allen: A boat. They are in the boat. Let's play, guys? 
Let's boat up the monkey. 
(Extracted from 4-4a) 

The "naked mama, having the bobo, going in to the bathroom" 

was "hanged to "boating up monkeys" when a teacher came. 

The researcher had been there watching throughout the play. 

Thus, questions arise: Did they forget about the researcher 
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filming and writing up their play? Did they perceive that 

teachers were the adults who had more power over them than 

did the researcher? Did they think that the intimate 

playing was OK with the researcher, but not OK with the 

teacher? 

In the Korean classroom, during 20 days of observation 

for an hour each day, the teacher was called on only one 

occasion—when the children were so excited about their 

building, which was quite high and well organized. In 

contrast, in the American classroom, teachers were called 

frequently. Mainly, matters challenging the ownership issue 

caused "Teacher!!" As shown in the following excerpts, when 

players' own materials were taken out by others, when 

players' own constructions were broken by others, or when 

players' own parts in the structure were disturbed by 

others, teachers were called. 

Abraham throws an animal into Allen's place, 
again. 
Allen: Abraham! (looks around the classroom). 
Teacher!! 
(ooks back at the structure). Bed time! Bed time! 
Troy (shakes a father doll): No, it's... Wake up. 
Teacher comes and talks to Abraham. 
Abraham (looks at on the floor): What? 
Teacher: Please show me your eyes. It's up to 
you.... 
Abraham is taken out by the teacher. 
(Extracted from episode 3-31p) 

Cris throws Troy's monkey out of the structure. 
Troy: Cris, stop it! Teacher!! (puts the monkey 
back). He's throwing my monkey! 
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Cris: Troy, it can't back to the zoo. Troy, look what 
you make this zoo. 
Troy: You did. 
Cris: You made me. 
Jason: Stop fighting. 
Cris; Cause Troy... 
Troy: Nah, Cris... 
Cris puts blocks away from the fence. 
Troy (puts the blocks back): Stop it! 
Teacher: OK, Cris. 
Cris: Nobody can have that block. Hey, I got a good 
idea! How about... 
Teacher: Cris, could you please use inside voice? 
Are you having a problem over here? 
Troy: He's keep pulling my stuff. 
Teacher: If you have a problem, talk about it... 
(Extracted from episode 4-4p) 

Talkjpg It Qyt 

Players in the American setting appeared to be familiar 

with negotiating or talking it out. Also, teachers were 

noticed encouraging players to talk about the problems 

produced during play. In the previous example, when two 

players had trouble sharing materials, Jason, a dominant 

player, said, 

"Stop fighting," and the other two players were reporting 

the reasons why they were angry. This shows that, in the 

American setting, things are negotiable and that the players 

can handle problems through talking it out. For example, 

unlike the leader in the Korean classroom, who gives orders, 

saying, "Hey, bring as many as you can, quick!" leaving not 

much space to talk about the order, leaders in the American 

classroom asked for cooperation, saying, "Can you get some 
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more of these?" The following examples also indicate that 

problems were solved by players through talking. 

Jason took a brown monkey from Cris's place. 
Cris: Jacob, that one stays. 
Jason: I want it, too. 
Cris: I have a problem. 
Troy (has other brown monkey): I found it. 
Cris: Jason, you haven't. 
Jason: Nah, you haven't. 
Cris: Jason, I put it right here and you steal it. 
Jason: No, I didn't. I had it first. 
Cris: I need one of them. 
Troy: Then you all can come to me and I wish vou all 
can have all problems solved. 
Jason: Sorry, I have this, first. 
Troy: Eenie Meeni mieni mo... if you can be very best 
friends then two of vou all have it. 
Players smile, looking at Troy. 
(Extracted from episode 4-4p) 

Allen (points at his door in the structure): We need 
door like this (points at Brian's door). We can't move 
in. It can't move out. 
Brian (points at a part of the structure): This is 
the door open. 
Troy (points at Allen's door): No, this is the door 
open. 
Jason: If this door breaks we have another doer over 
there, right? 
Brian: Yeah, it's opening. 

(Extracted from episode 3-31a) 

Summary 

In this chapter the various communicative strategies 

used by players during their pretend block play were first 

categorized and explained with examples. Next, among the 

strategies, those that were employed in different phases of 

the play were summarized, and finally, the unique aspects of 

the play derived from the two research settings were 
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presented. In the following chapter, a summary of the 

findings, conclusions based upon the findings, and 

recommendations for schools and further research, are 

presented. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of the study were as follows: 

1. To describe various communicative strategies that 

young children employed to initiate, develop, and terminate 

pretend play in the context of the block center. 

2. To provide information that might assist educators 

both in planning a productive classroom environment and in 

using pretend block play more fully in the education of 

young children. 

Two university-based preschools, one in Korea and the 

other in the United States, were selected for the present 

study. Both schools had a regularly scheduled 45- to 60-

minute free play period and shared a play-oriented 

philosophy. Subjects were children who were placed in the 

4-year-old classroom at the beginning of the school year. 

The average age of the children at the time of the 

investigation was 59 months, 58 months in the Korean 

classroom, 60 months in the American classroom. 

Children's pretend play with peers in the block center 

was both videotaped and audiotaped. Also, field notes, 

which included descriptions of participants and activities, 

dialogues, classroom atmosphere, and researcher comments, 
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were taken by the researcher during the play. From 40 days 

of observation, 45- to 60 minutes a day, seven videotapes, 5 

hours each, were produced. Transcripts were made from the 

videotapes, audiotapes, and field notes. From the 

transcripts, categories and subcategories of communicative 

strategies were extracted through the process of domain 

analysis, taxonomic analysis, and componential analysis, as 

explained in chapter 3. 

A brief summary of the findings follows. Based on the 

findings, conclusions are drawn. Recommendations for 

schools and for further research are provided at the end. 

Findings 

Throughout the play, the players needed to deal with 

the different types of challenges that arose. Believing 

that "the play must go on," children employed various 

strategies to deal with the challenges. In pretend play in 

the block center, the challenges originated from the 

following areas: (a) accessory play materials (e.g., what to 

play with, who owns what, what the material can be in the 

pretend world), (b) construction (e.g., what the structure 

is going to be, how to build the structure, who put which 

block where, what to do to protect the structure, who is the 

boss concerning the structure), (c) the plot of the 

pretending (e.g., which roles to take, which actions to 

perform, which settings to play), and (d) actual enacting. 
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Accordingly, children's talk and actions were delivered to 

settle the challenges derived from four areas: (a) material 

communication, (b) construction communication, (c) plot 

communication, and (d) enactment. 

The four central communication categories above 

contained subcategories. Communication strategies about 

material were divided into (a) selection, (b) ownership, (c) 

placement, and (d) definition, depending on the challenges 

presented to the players to decide. Communication about 

construction included (a) block usage, (b) building 

instruction, (c) ownership, (d) maintenance, and (e) 

definition. Communication about plot consisted of (a) 

announcing plans about roles, actions, settings, and themes, 

(b) providing information on roles and settings, and (c) 

describing reasons for actions, settings, and themes. 

Enactment was divided into (a) sound effect, (b) theatrical 

effect, (c) pure enactment, and (d) implied enactment. 

Additionally, peripheral tactics, such as reality 

checking, play pacing, expression of feelings, 

conversational conventions, and calls for attention, were 

used. Combined with the central communication strategies, 

peripheral tactics assisted players to make the play go 

smoothly. 

The entire play period could be divided into 

initiation, development, and termination phases in which 
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players faced different types of challenges. In the 

initiation phase, when players decided what they were going 

to do, all four major strategies were employed, but 

communication about material selection and construction 

definition was most frequently utilized. In the development 

phase, when play was progressing and expanded and when new 

players were getting-in, players employed all four major 

strategies as needed at the moment. In inviting players to 

participate, the children employed material communication, 

construction communication, and plot communication, and in 

terminating the play, depending on which factor affected the 

later part of the play, they used construction 

communication, plot communication, and enactment. Among the 

peripheral tactics, reality checking, especially reality 

membership, was employed consistently throughout the whole 

play period, combined with the central strategies. 

Unique aspects of the pretend play in the block center 

in the two distinctive settings were observed. In the 

Korean setting, (a) a participant structure in which several 

positions were available, (b) the use of various comparison 

strategies, and (c) an overwhelmingly prevalent play theme— 

"the good guys winning over the bad guys"—were observed. 

In the American setting, with teachers around, (a) frequent 

calling for the teachers when conflicts involving the 
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ownership issue arose and (b) a negotiable play atmosphere 

and, consequently, ample negotiation were observed. 

Conclusions 

Based upon the findings, the following conclusions are 

drawn. The observation may be grouped under four broad 

categories: (a) social pretend play in the block center, (b) 

communicative behaviors, (c) cross-cultural comparisons, and 

(d) "the saying is the playing." 

Pretend Play With Peers in the Block Center 

Unlike pretend play in other areas (the home living 

center or sand box), social pretend play in the block center 

needs not only communication about roles and actions, but 

also communication about play materials and construction. 

Play materials were selected and structures were built under 

spoken or unspoken agreements that players would vicariously 

act out with respect to the materials. The structure 

created would be the setting for pretend play. Accordingly, 

the players had to use more varied communication strategies 

to make their play proceed than in any other classroom area. 

They needed strategically to use the right kind of 

communication appropriate to the moment of play. In brief, 

it is highly challenging for children to engage in pretend 

play with peers in the block center. At the same time, such 

block play is beneficial in terms of learning from peers in 

a social activity setting. Children who have been playing 
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with peers in the block center, practicing and learning all 

the communication strategies, may be competent 

socioculturally, equipped with a variety of strategies. On 

the other hand, children who are not skilled with 

communication strategies may experience difficulties in 

participating, and, consequently, they may not take 

advantage of the opportunities to learn in the block 

activity setting. 

Communicative Behaviors 

1. Among the four central communication strategies 

(material, construction, plot, enactment), construction 

communication and plot communication were consistently used 

throughout the whole play period. Material communication 

was not used in the middle and later period of the play, and 

enactment was not employed much at the beginning of the 

play. Therefore, players who are skilled with building 

construction and plot constructing can generally participate 

actively throughout the pretend play in the block center. 

2. Communication about play materials was mainly 

employed in the beginning of the play. Thus, accessory play 

materials arranged in the block center seemed to influence 

the initiation of the pretend play. 

3. In gaining access to ongoing play, the 

construction-ownership strategy was the most frequently 

used. However, a more influential factor than the 
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construction-ownership strategy appeared to be the 

membership or position in the particular play group in 

reality (e.g., leaders or popular ones were invited even 

before they asked; members who belonged to the specific play 

group in reality could get in easily; nonmembers needed to 

use a regiment of strategies and still could be rejected). 

4. The pretend block play was ended, not only because 

of the internal factors under verbal or nonverbal agreements 

between players (e.g., falling or broken structure, changes 

of play setting), but also because of external factors 

residing in the classroom (e.g., other tempting activities, 

organizational complication of the centers). 

5. For the 4-year-old children studied, nonverbal 

communication was consistently delivered along with verbal 

communication. Children seemed to understand that nonverbal 

strategies could be effective when accompanied with or 

delivered in accordance with the verbal communication 

strategies. 

6. Communicative strategies extracted from the present 

study were compared with the categories developed by 

Schwartzman (1978). Schwartzman's categories consisted of 

(a) formation (e.g., "Let's play house"), (b) connection 

(e.g., "Can I play with you?" "Can I be a goldfish?"), (c) 

rejection (e.g., "You can't play here"), (d) disconnection 

(e.g., "I'm not the sister anymore"), (e) maintenance (e.g., 
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"Daddy hurt himself, bring the bandages"), (f) definition 

(e.g., "I'm cooking in the kitchen"), (g) acceptance (e.g., 

"OK, I'm eating it"), (h) counterdefinition (e.g., "No, this 

is meat, not rice"), and (i) reformulation or disintegration 

(e.g., "Let's play cowboys now"). All the categories 

developed by Schwartzman are covered by those developed for 

the present study: material definition, construction 

definition, plot communication, and enactment. Thus, the 

categories developed in the present study are not only 

comprehensive, covering all the categories developed by 

Schwartzman, but also they have new, detailed categories on 

play materials and building construction. Schwartzman's 

argument that social status in reality affected the way 

players participated in the play was entirely consistent 

with the present study (e.g., the leader in reality appeared 

to be the boss in the play, taking roles of captain or king 

and directing the whole block play). As a further example, 

for the block play, the social status of the child seeking 

entry decisively affected the result, no matter which 

strategies were used. 

Cross-Cuitural Comparisons 

Unique aspects of children's play in both settings 

(Korea and America) appear to depict different sociocultural 

contexts, depending upon the culture to which the children 

belong (see Figure 1 in chapter 2). Differently put, 
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children's pretend play in the block center seems to be 

shaped by their sociocultural environment. For instance, 

the participant structure which contains several play 

positions is suitable to the physical condition of the 

Korean classroom. The Korean classroom had 17 boys who 

wanted to play in the block center at the same time. 

Naturally, several play groups were formed, and each group 

included a large number of children. For five or six 

children to play together, they need a participating 

structure that provides varied positions and is established 

in an orderly way. Without a participating structure, the 

play may not proceed effectively, each child wanting to do 

the same thing or all children insisting upon their own 

opinions from time to time. Moreover, the concept of 

cooperation in a group is a societal convention that is 

frequently mentioned and practiced in the home and in Korean 

society. 

A hierarchical participant structure that was 

established firmly in reality and directly applied to the 

play seemed advantageous, and at the same time, detrimental. 

Because of the various participant positions, a large number 

of children could participate in the play, and the whole 

play, including construction, could progress quickly and 

efficiently, with the leader directing and participants 

doing the jobs assigned to them. However, conflicts were 
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solved by the hierarchical orderliness, with not much 

negotiation, as if a community were operated by explicit 

rules. Voluntary compliance with implicit rules derived 

from play itself is one of the essential aspects of 

children's play (Vygotsky, 1978). If play is operated 

largely by explicit status formed in reality, play may lose 

its status in children's development and learning. 

In the Korean classroom, where several groups of 

children were making several structures at the same time, 

construction-comparison strategies were utilized frequently 

and diversely, and the comparison communication could be 

facilitative of better ways to do the construction. This 

factor of comparison making explains why high and 

complicated structures were often observed in the setting. 

In regard to the play themes, children in the Korean 

setting incorporated the fighting theme in most of their 

play, whereas children in the American setting enjoyed 

playing daily family-living scenes. The theme difference 

between the two settings cannot be explained through the 

present investigation, which was a naturalistic study in 

which factors were not controlled. However, it is plausible 

to speculate that the theme difference could be germinated 

from the children's environment, considering children's 

different historical, cultural life spaces. In Korea, the 

northern and southern parts of the country have been divided 
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since 1945 by different ideologies. Each part has been 

constantly alert to each other's military movements and 

foreign power struggles. Moreover, at the time of the 

study, the North Korean government was under suspicion of 

developing some atomic substance, and members of society 

(including the media and adults) were talking about it 

constantly. It is easy to speculate that the children who 

occupied the block center, mostly boys, thought that they 

would grow up to be the ones to protect the country, women, 

and children. The never-ending, intense situation of the 

nation is highly likely to be connected with the theme, "the 

good guys beating off the bad guys" in the Korean children's 

play. Likewise, in American society, where individualism 

and accompanying privacy are respected, enjoying daily life 

with family and close friends may seem to be a most 

important theme, as illustrated in the American children's 

play. Thus, to some extent, the affective perspective that 

children play out emotionally meaningful experiences in 

their environment (Erikson, 1963; Piaget, 1962; Vygotsky, 

1967) appears to be supported by the present study. 

"The Saying Is the Playing" 

The prevalent thought that, for 3- to 5-year old 

children, "the saying is the playing" (Garvey & Berndt, 

1975, p. 11) was in accordance with the subjects of the 

present study. This study found that plot communication (by 
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which actions, roles, themes, and setting were announced and 

negotiated) appeared almost twice as often as actual 

enacting (see Table 5). Since the present study was carried 

on specifically in the block center, where children built 

the play setting by themselves and framed the actions based 

on the setting, most of the talk of the children in this 

study was devoted to the setting and actions. 

Recommendations 

HeccmiRendatiQns for Schwlg 

Recommendations for schools are drawn based on the 

results of this study. By participating in social 

interaction, children learn about themselves in relation to 

their immediate environment and culture. Children learn 

that there are classes or sorts and accompanying behaviors 

in society by participating in the social activity settings 

(Bateson, 1971; Vygotsky, 1967). For young children, 

pretend play with peers provides the social activity setting 

in which children practice framing or keying behaviors 

related to roles or classes. Such behaviors comprise the 

basic skills needed to be a member of the culture as a 

social being. In practicing the essential skills through 

social pretend play, the block center additionally provides 

a concrete context on which children can pivot because 

players design and build the setting by themselves in a real 

space. Thus, by playing with peers in the block center, 
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children can be helped to be more competent in their play 

culture and ultimately grow up to become members of the 

culture. In essence, the children are being provided with 

the social activity setting for learning from experienced 

peers. Such children can develop toward higher levels of 

thinking. If these arguments are accepted, then children 

need to be encouraged to participate more in pretend play in 

the block center. 

Children can be encouraged to come to the center and 

play by the following seven means: 

Observation. To assist children to come to the block 

center and play more often, first teachers have to know how 

children play in the block center. The free play period, 

when children play spontaneously, can be used as a free 

observation period in order for teachers to know children. 

In the block center, the following behaviors need to be 

observed: how children use the play materials; how children 

build and use the structure; who comes to the block center 

all the time and who does not; who is always rejected and 

why; why certain children always have trouble during play; 

and who is skilled, especially in construction, framing, or 

enacting. 

When teachers do not observe, children cannot be 

assisted. For example, when a child is repeatedly rejected, 

disruptive behaviors such as throwing blocks and breaking 
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the structure follow; the teacher is called, and then the 

child is scolded by the teacher without knowing what the 

problem is. If this pattern continues, nothing will be 

changed or improved. If the child is persistent, the child 

will do the same thing over and over again, only with a 

label attached to her or him—"the trouble maker." If the 

child is not that persistent, the child will withdraw with a 

damaged self-image. Thus, certain players may always play 

in the block center, while others are rejected repeatedly or 

do not even come to the center. Children who need to be 

assisted the most are the ones who are left alone, not 

having any opportunity to learn through the play. 

Optimally, teachers are there for the children who need 

help. To do that, observations are essential. An 

observation form can be used to record, including players, 

participant structure, play themes, structures, and 

accessory play materials (see Appendix F) . With periodical 

observations, teachers will have information on how to 

assist children. 

Pl.av material. Materials arranged in the center elicit 

players to come and encourage them to think about playing 

something with them. Interesting materials should be 

provided and arranged in a way that makes children feel like 

playing. A sufficient number of materials for several 

players to share will save time otherwise spent settling 
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material-ownership conflicts. With observations, the 

teacher will know the right time to change or add play 

materials. 

VCtJ.9F1 • Building construction takes a major role 

in the play in the block center. Children who do not feel 

competent in building rarely come to the center. A child's 

comment, "I'll be there when I grow up more," shows the 

point. Such children need to be provided with practice time 

before they can start social pretend play using their own 

structures. Steps for practicing can be arranged according 

to the children's level in building construction. First, 

they need to have time to try simple designs, house shapes, 

buildings with names, alone or with a teacher, and then they 

can be put together with advanced peers. 

Plotting and enactment. Plotting and enactment 

strategies that were developed from pretend play in other 

areas can be applied to the block center. If children who 

are skilled in plotting and enacting are given opportunities 

to be mixed with players who are competent in block 

building, they will develop well- organized play, with time. 

The process of mixing can be watched and encouraged by the 

teacher, but not intrusively. 

Supporting related activities. Before the free olay 

time, a sort of blueprint for the construction and 

accompanying pretending can be provided through planned 
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activities such as going for a walk and looking at different 

shapes of houses and buildings, reading a book about 

building, talking about yesterday's building and play, or 

showing pictures of the city or street, including different 

shapes and functions of houses, stores, and offices. 

Center organization. Related centers, such as the 

block center and the manipulative center, can be united so 

that children do not have to be coming back and forth. The 

block center needs to be large in order to include the 

manipulatives as well as original play materials such as 

vehicles, animals, and human figures. If the block center 

is big enough to include several groups of children large 

enough for building two or three separated structures, then 

comparing and learning from each other's structures can 

happen. However, center organization will be decided in 

accordance with the school's specific conditions and 

culture. Noisy activities such as using computers with a 

loud sound system or playing music instruments can be 

located at a distance from the block center. 

Participant Structure. The teacher should watch to see 

if the participating positions are too rigidly formed (e.g., 

certain boys always taking higher positions, the others, 

taking lower positions, and girls doing only the cleaning 

jobs). The teachers can make arrangements so that children 

who normally take lower positions can take higher positions 
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with a new group of children. Then these lower-position 

children can practice what they learned from their advanced 

peers. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The following recommendations for further research are 

drawn from the results of this investigation. The five 

areas span methodology and teacher commentary. 

Naturali.i?tic» continuous observation. This study 

provided the evidence that the actual process of children's 

play could be grasped by naturalistic, continuous 

observation. Without looking at the continuous flow of the 

play, it is not clear what a comment or an action means, as 

illustrated in the following excerpt. 

Cris, Troy, Allen were building a structure together. 
Cris declares that he will build his own structure. 
Others oppose, saying that they live together, but Cris 
starts to build a small structure as his own. Troy 
tries to put blocks between the main structure and 
Cris's new one, connecting them, saying, "We need this" 
to make it fit to the setting they framed earlier which 
was "living together." 
(Extracted from episode 4-19a) 

With just listening to the segment, "we need this," the 

comment looks like simple block-placement communication, but 

actually it was more than that. It was about the whole 

pretend play, connecting the social frame of "living 

together" with the united physical setting. Without looking 

at the play from the start, the action and talk cannot be 

correctly understood. Naturalistic, continuous observation, 
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looking at the whole episode, including the start and the 

end in spontaneous play context, is meaning oriented and, 

thus, viable if educators and researchers want to understand 

play as the essential part of children's life and learning. 

Cross-cultural observation. In this study in which two 

culturally different classrooms were used as the research 

settings, unique aspects of children's play in relation to 

their sociocultural environment were extracted even though 

comparison between the two settings was not intended at the 

beginning of the study. As Neumann (1971) suggested, play 

behavior can be different child to child, group to group, 

and culture to culture. It is clear that the sociocultural 

environment shapes children's play in its unique way. 

Cross-cultural studies are necessary in understanding 

children's play and related development at a level deeper 

than is the case at present. 

Using categories of construction communication. 

Communicative strategies in building construction are newly 

developed for this study and can be used to measure how much 

children learn through communication about structure. Other 

measures such as teacher ratings, socio-intellectual tests, 

and drawing samples, used together with the communication 

strategies in block building, can produce authentic data in 

children's development in replications and collection of 

cases from varied settings. 
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Individual differences and clinical implications. 

Individual differences or concerns can be traced if 

communicative strategies are extracted and the individual 

child is used as the unit of analysis. As noticed in many 

examples, leaders use certain strategies more skillfully 

combined with peripheral tactics. ' Their comments usually 

bring positive reactions among players. Also, certain 

players argue more than others, and certain players use 

certain strategies more than other strategies all the time. 

A tendency of the leaders, popular players, or poor players 

will be observed. Then it will be possible to coach less 

skilled children so that they can become more competent. 

Moreover, if a child wants to play certain themes 

consistently, the child's concerns can be detected. 

Comments such as "Adults were all killed cause they were too 

powerful" may have certain meanings in the child's life if 

such comments are consistently observed. 

The range of transformations. The range of 

transformation in pretend block play could be of research 

interest. Children in certain settings employ wide, 

timeless transformations. Heaven and hell, volcanoes, wild 

desert, universe, and 1,000 years old and infiniteness 

appeared. Block builders also transform a tree-shaped block 

into a man, and the bad guy suddenly changes into the good 

guy. Are such transformations cultural, intellectual, or 
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due to the influence of media? Such a question could be 

investigated in further research. 

The effects of teacher comment diverted to block play. 

Teachers' comments and their effects on the ongoing play in 

the block center can be of importance to further research. 

Teachers' comments can be intrusive or helpful in expanding 

children's play. Experienced teachers as well as 

prospective teachers can use the data collected for self-

improvement . 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were (a) describing various 

communicative strategies that 4-year-old children employ 

during their social pretend play in the context of the block 

center and (b) providing information that might assist 

teachers in planning a productive classroom environment. It 

was found that, during pretend block play, children had to 

use varied communicative strategies in order to deal with 

challenges that originated from various areas (e.g., play 

materials, construction, plot, and enactment). It was 

concluded that, by frequently participating in such block 

play, children could learn to be more competent in their 

play culture and finally grow up to become members of 

society. According to the results of this study, 

implications for educators as to how to encourage children 

to participate more in pretend play with peers in the block 
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center were provided. Recommendations for further research 

included methodology in studying children's play and the use 

of the categories developed in this study. 
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Episode: 
Players: Constructor 
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Theme: 
Duration: 
Materials: 
Background: 

C.-Helper Deliverer 
Watcher 

Entry 
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GENERAL COMPETENCE RATING SCALE 

M&rtha B. Bronson 

Harvard University 

Child Age 

Rater Date 

How long known child 

Where usually ••• child 

Introduction 

This rating seal* asks about the social and non-social skills of 
children betyeen the ages of three and tlx years. The rater nay be a 
teacher, aide or other observer who knovs the child veil and is familiar 
with his/her social and eon-social behaviors. The setting may be a pre--
school, day care center, playground or home. 

Scoring 

Each category .should..be jrated on a five point scale, with five the 
highest and one the lovest. A rating of three is average, meaning that 
the child shows the particular behavior about as often as nost other chil-
dren his age. A child who engages In a particular behavior somewhat sore 
than average would be rated four j somewhat less than average would be rated 
two. Only one number should be circled for each itea. Any behavior which 
you can't rate should be narked "0". Always compare the child to others 
of the same age whom you know in the same environment. The standard is the 
child's behavior in comparison with his peers. Brief explanations or de-
scriptions can be added in the space under the item. 
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T/.S;* cc?PFr:;*:Jcr 

Compared to others In the same age group hov often does this child behave 
in the following ways: 

Works or plays v e i l on his/her own, 

c 4* P 
tf 

£ 
5 

Asks for needed help to do a tnok, 

Asks for unnecessary help to do a task. 

Sees his/her errors in a task anl corrects them, 

Gives up on ta^ks before they're finished, 

41 
«J 
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< 

> 

B 
< 
k 

V to c 
•J 
> 
< 

to d 
u 
> 
< 
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3 2 

Uecs good strategic J to solve problems 5 1* 3 2 

Isn't distracted when doing a tusk 5 U 3 2 

5 •» 3 2 

5 3 2 

5 U 3 2 

5 * 3 2 

Returns to unfinished talks even sftiur interruption.. 5 ^ 3 2 

Succeeds in tasks he/she f,ries . 5 li 3 2 

Enjoys tasks he/she choo^cs.. 5 ^ 3 2 

Shows pride in what he/she does or makes 5 3 j> 

a 
>» +> 

u 
V o 
Q D 
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Compared to others in the swce tje group how often does this child behave 
in the following ways: 

& S> 
>> u u 

V V C 
** > > r! 
C < t> < «J 
* ^ >* f 
2 V m > /H u fT > U O ? V U £ p> v 4 G 
U* < < CQ CC ZD 

Uses words or wits to control others 5 ^ 3 2 1 0 

Uses physical force to control others 5 ^ 3 2 1 0 

Succeeds in controlling or manipulating others 5 U 3 2 1 0 

Is controlled or manipulated by others 5 3 2 1 0 

Imitates others or follows them around 5 U 3 2 1 0 

Cocpetes with others for toys, attention, achievement. 5 3 2 1 0 

Asserts his/her rights to share or fuir play 5 ^ 3 2 1 0 
* 

Accepts (or abides by) ths rules of the school 5 3 2 1 0 

Uses strategies like cooperation, sharing, etc 5 b 3 2 1 0 

Shows verbal affection to others 5 ^ 3 2 1 0 

Shows physical affection to others 5 3 2 1 0 
Shows verbal hostility to others 5 3 2 1 0 
Shows physical hostility to others 5 3 2 1 0 
Enjoys social interaction 5 . to 3 2 1 0 
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Swan School(Korea) 

8:45-9:10 Arrival/Free Play 

9:10 Assembly 

9:30 Free Play (Inside) Observation 

10:30 Clean-up 

10:40 Bathroom 

10:50 Snack/Rest 

11:20 Free Play (Outside) 

11:50 Large Group Activity 

12:20 Evaluation/Dismiss 

Rainbow School(USA) 

8:00 Work Time (Free Play)..Observation 

9:30 Outside 

10:00 Large Group 

10:15 Snack 

10:30 Rest Time 

10:45 Small Group Time 

11:15 Outside Play 

11:45 Assembly/Dismiss 

12:00 Lunch 
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Diagram of Classroom (Korean Setting) 

R a n o 
Sdencc Art & Craft 

Blocks 

3 Home Living 

Readir g ft Writing Puzzles 

R: Recycle Box E I S 3 Shelf for Blocks end Play Materials 

C: Computer • Camera & Researcher 
W*. Table for wet actifties 
B: Book SheH 
OB: Observation Booth 
HO: Hide Out 



Diagram of Classroom (American Setting) 
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Painting & Art 
Computers 

Blocks 

. v . . . . . , 1 . 
, * , i . ( J i 2 , « t , ' 

• V i f r t in r Lji J 
tiome Living 

Carpet 

Manipulatives Listening 

/ " \ onfa-i I > I U In 

C: Computer 
T: Toilet 
S: Sink 
R: Rocking chair 
OB: Observation booth 
HO: Hide out 
P. Printer 

Shelf for blocks and play materials 

• Camera and researcher 
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1. half units 

2. Units 

3. Double units 

4. Quadruple units 

5. Pillars 

6. Small cylinders 

7. Large cylinders 

8. Circular curves 

9. Elliptical curves 

10. Pairs of small triangles 

11. Pairs of large triangles 

12. Floor boards 

13. Ramps 

14. Right-angle switches 

15. Y switches 

16. X switches 
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