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The\Language of Social) Play in Young Children
* Introduction T _
N | ,
) . L3 ‘

Investigating the child's language used in social play settings has'only

ré!ently become ‘a topic of - interest in the cognitive study of young. children.

(Garvey, 1974) In a review of research in the social cognition, Shantz (1975)
states thdat as early as a decade agoivery‘little'was known.about children s
nnderstanding of their social world and the.use of Language and cognition in social
" contexts. Griffiths (1935) and Pulaski (1974), as: examplés, link social, 1inguistic
and play actions through their common cognitive intersect —%imaging\ Imaging is

d .

L] N \
the cognitive capacity;zg:}roject and use actipn schfmes in representation |, .

(Pulaski) As a result of linking social language and play behaviors an increasing

* amount of evidence is surfacing in regard to the nature of the child's social inw

teraction with his énvironment. . .

LY

\
A ’
.

In contrasting views of the environment relative to the ontogeny of pretend ’

-~ .

w’lay, Fein (1981) explains the sources of language and social play and the linking

[} ’
processes of imaging.. From one parspective, ﬁhe ‘environment is conceptualized as

stimulation arising from outside af the organism and imposing a directing force on
* behavior independent of internal influences. From another perspective; the environ-

e ment is conceptualized as ‘being undér the control of the organism and subJect to

-
+*

arousal L@velsland\motivating‘forces. As such the child is capable of exerting

moderating influences on environmental antecedents. The youngster is capable of

. ¢
. . <

creacing his own stimulation through pretend play modes. The ,latter perspective
. stresses the experiential hisgory of the cHild, and intentional and interactive

variables. The manner in which the child relates to ahd evokes the physical and

A4 »
'

social world is thus seen as being dependent on the interaction of variables arising
~ fron’ within and outside of the child; __ ;ﬂ = ' S

" "

In mentally evoking and using the physical and social worlds, Nicolich (1981)

suggeqﬁs that language aﬁd symbolic play could well{reflect paralIel deVelopment of
. ; A’ e .




symbolic ability in young children., Correspondences can be séen in the repre—
~N .

c‘ 4

sentational nature of speech in regard to obJects and events in the real world

and similar Qual ties observed in the gesturaliand pLay themes of children. Both

13

B involve the sharing‘of information with' others and performing symbolic trans- -

-¥—~~4 [ —

formations in the process-of testing hypothese and mastering their environment.

N,

’

(1971) and Rosemblatt's (1977) . .

levels of°symbolic play are alse

In gddition,  language and symbolic play proceed in'linear fashﬁonvfrom single units’
. ) ‘ . . ob M ,
to combinations of representatiofial units Later.developing combinations. become

- > -

ruled-based ‘and less tied to contextual- estraints. Stch standardiqations of langu-

\v

- .
-

age form permits generalization, organi ation, and appropriate ut!lization ‘of

be revidwed. More specifically, th iinteractional variables examined in the following+

r H

nature of social play, (b) egocentricismsand

I -

sections of the paper are: (a) th

(c) language as a functional ‘behavior; (dy ,
. Y - ‘ s, ‘\‘

adaptation of languagk to environ,ental demands; and (e) social play language growth. -
. ? ' . . L. .

its dimpact on verbal communicatiqn

: [ . 8 . ~
ature of, Social Play ’ s 4 -
i -~ & . . f' -
' Underlying the nature of s cial play are the commonalities between play in >
its various forms and 1anguage a/g i tion, producfion and elaboration. As d - .

i C
scribed by Katner & Bruner (1978), thére are three basic‘kommonalities between
~ B 9[ P . .4

. . < - e iy ° ¢

A ° 4 R + <. ’
g e R
E T . . - *




: ) . . \ ’ s ' N o 3 A
.' L . . ‘,\ N » . . N , . .
\ . - \
. . . 3 . /
- play, and ldnguage. And, these three commopalities also point to the value of early oo

-

games and the importance' of adult—child interaction. Underlying the socjal nature

- N N ~

]
" of play, the first commonality is that play and language both provide a restricted

. U
activity framework or "semantic" domain.’ Play and language in the form of gocial \ ) ‘

- .
¢ ! . ! . .

exchange provide actiuity and semantic frameworks for the child's ac%éfns. Examples
. p .

¢

include adult child games like peekaboo and child-child play such as ide-and-seek. \

The second commonality focuses on the task structure between I;ﬁguage-and play. ,

©
v
14 . Ve

= Ihis attribute of task structure refers to, the ordering of events in communication

ot

<\ . (‘
4 “.the children's’ actions. The third commbnality is reversible roles. Both\language

and- play impose a clearly demarcated rqle structure between individuals as o

.
'

served through their verbal and/or motoric:mpvements. 7fheoretically, this role’,

.

A
. strﬁcbure among the players is reversible as children. repeat the/same and differ-

ent play t;anspositions. In9playing "house" for example, the chgldren may repeat

the episode. And the youngstej who 'plays mothéﬂ‘now pretends he is the baby in

the family. Theoretically, the older the child the more likely he is able to de- i 'L'

.
"\

monstrate, reversibility of role structureq These three.commbnalities help explain -

o

. & - Ny -~

the nature'of soej(’l play and clea-rly point to inter‘relationships between play and

- language. Children _and adult derive satisfaction from controlling their environ—

¢ »

-
N -

I mentb and ﬁ!h@yiors ogqgthers around them. In play children set the rules,‘"'

createc_Jug;pvize ang rea;range the play settings. ‘with great flexibility and "freedoin.

. Thtough language ‘production, elaboration and function, children show tK;t they are -
RN . . , # .
highly skilled in social behaviors and actions and are capable of extensive, complex,

. o - L e
. . .
’ .

Yo and diversified communication and group interaction. - LN
IR . . » ¢ ° o 7 .
- f ~ LI ‘e ‘ f
Three studies that represent explorations of and provide furthey knowledge e,
s , .

s dbout the pature of soclal play are those conducted by Garvey (1974), Ratner & R ‘;\
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-B¥uner (1998) and Sakhs, Goldman & Chaille (1982).

& \ .
social context.
&

42
.- 4

Inhinvestigating the properties

.

of social play, Garvey (1974) comments that few studies have examined play in a

Her. purpose was to-describe the structure of spontaneous dyadic

_ play episodes and to suggest basic competencies which ‘underlie social play ‘activity.

) pendently éxplore an object); nonsoé&al play’ (e.g., one or both may engage in an"

!

.o ‘Earvey distinguishes four possible states that may exist when two children ‘\

- b

are together in a play setting:

. social nonplay (e.g., both youngsters may col-

. \ .

laborate to_repair a broken toy); nomsocial nonplay'(e.g., one or both may inde-

o

;independent imaginative'activity); and sociaH Garvey's play (e.g., one's behavior

0 . ’ R
becemes modified by another's nonliteral and sequential behaviors which occur in

- [

sequences and revolve around a theme)

o~ ’

v ’

In operationalizing these states, the ob-

’serger,must carefully and accurately distinguish play or nonliterai:from lite;al .-
) or.nonplay acts. Playful exaggeration Pf gestures and the enistencelof‘laughter:i
: gﬁggles and smiles are uséd in making such‘distfﬁctions in studies by:Bateson
(1956) and Licbefnan (1977). » : : iy
. 'In‘Garvey's study1 children were accompanied by their"nursery school téacher,
to a lahoratOry play setting, They formed three groups of 12 dyads each a younger .

' )
age group - (1. e.,a3 1/2 to ﬁ11/3 years); a middle ﬁge group (i e.,ié 1/2 to 5 years),

an an older group (i.ef, .5

to S l/2 years)

‘Eatotal of 36 play sessons were

.

videotaped and the results shoyed that focused‘interaction or mutual engagement

3

* : 4 \
occurred an average of .66% in each .session.

A ]
s

- . ‘\
utterance every four seconds. Gaf&ey'saresultS‘demonstrate that the youngster Y
)

¢

Speech occurred at the rate of one . _

* >

4 ~N .

_and his partner recognized when a state play existed and developed rules for in—

teraction which were mutually %inding

>

iect to~modification by hoth individuals in the dyad.

based on ‘rec procity and taking .tur‘hs.

¢
greater personrcentered rather than object—centered concerns.

»

-necessary for ‘the flexible and rapid development ‘of play themes.

o . oY
.

Second, content of the play- themes were sub-

r'.,

Al

Third the children in the dyads. sho?ed

v -
-

Person-centering is

Fourth“‘ob—

These modifications were 45 N

.v""\-/
.
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- or designating explicit role assignments.

¢ Vo .

: . %

servational, evidence revealed that the play participants often chécked or made

active efforts in.evaluating the status play by“announcing the intent to pretend

-

.

-

‘Ratner & Bruner (ﬂ978) conducted a longitudinal study on the social naturerof
e -

g

play and language.. It involved two children whose play artd language behaviors .

were observed in social-exchange games such as péekaboo with their mothers. The

-

“ . v " e -
first child was opserved ovér a period of five'months; the second Yas monitored

‘for nine months. This study also .shows the interrelated effects of mother-child

.child ¢an §§51Tt the younpster's mastery of’%orms of native language. First($ -

(]

social play and development of potential communication skills.in very young children._

-
”

The results of the study show that early games and play actions between mother and

‘ ~

.t

o 4

the social context of play witH\parent provides an accepting and supportive sSetting

whereby the c¢hild is free to initiate variations without erring. Second, the re-

)

sults indicate that social play permits the development of reversible role relation—

ships between mother and child. These role reversals mean, that actions between

e
N
~
——

.mother and child are reciprocal and fluid. This reversible role relationship also

’

) . ' -, o ¥
reinforces’the'verbal and/or motoric actions of both mother and child. Third,
, -
the ‘results demonstrated that social exchange play and game activities with mother.
. ) A >
and child provide predictable social and language task ‘structures that are recpgniz—

1
.

able and\functional ' 0} ) ' .

1Y

b

o " (_ . .

_Sachs, Goldman & Chaille (1982) focused on nature of social play and explored
7 . ;
the use of language in developing a narrative line during sociad pretend play. Of

the 36 children, 18 were boys and‘lg_gere girls; they were videotaped in same sex
and same:age dyads in’ spontaneousgpretend play having the theme ®f doctor. The -

first l6 minutes of .videotape from each play session across dyads were analyzed e
1'} " -’ " ) B @ -~

for speeéh changes in p1anniﬁg, framing and negotiating during these pretend

7 .

2

episodes. - For the’ four 2 year old “dyads, "the results show that no real reciprocal

’ . v P ~ - - & oy * )
3 N . . ) .
. , . . .
,
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. - ’ ’

role play occurred between the children of same*age and sex. No'actual plots were

-~

- .
-

,observed but the dyads did show joint uses of objects in these pretend transpositions.

0
s

For the six 3 1/2 year old dyads, the'results indicate that real reciprocal role

: ,

play‘occnrred ﬁetween the two children at this age. No actual plbts or coherent
A .

narrative lines were observed between individuals in the dyads'but simple joint-

uses of play objedts'were noted. For the eight 5 year old dyads, the results in-
¢

dicate that real reciprocal role play and coherent, narrative lines did occur. How-
ever, Sachs, Goldman & Chaille note that the-narnative lines observed in the 5 year

old dyads were limited by their lack of shaer or mutual experiences and under-
S ) L . T
standings and their relating and subsumming plot to object vis-a-vis object to .
p_lot//. . .. N ) . ) - /

]

.In sum, results of the studies selected for discussion buiid\a foundation for

x

the nature of social play.' First, the results“of Garvey, Ratner & Bruner and Sachs,"

* ¥

Goldman & .Chai:lle all show that play states and their subsequent'acti'ons and acti- .-

vities are recognizable by the individuals in the transpositions Each of these

N t

.indiv1duals in the interaction, at minimum, possessed the cognitive competencies .

to create and develop the play and the‘language abilities to communicate and ex-

change. the3 tho‘ughts between them. -Second‘ the 'result. of the studies show the

.
! .

necessity ﬁor reciprocal role reversals that ultimately define the natureg of social .

- -
-, >

play. Child and adult exchange roles in social play TheSe reciprocal role ex-
* \ L . N .

. changes between individuals can be both motoric such as using and shaking a - - =

v

I3

rattle an/jor verhal, fon example uttering and expanding on similar words or phrases
in the play interaction. oo e . D
[ . < = l‘ . - a o »

- . Communicative Egocentrism

v
L4 . i ] - ’
- . T . . »

<

The view of the .child as‘primarily egocentric'inyhis orientation to the world -

- LA .
v
-

(Piaget, 1326) is significant in regard to‘the interactlpnal nature of social

N4

’,'. W 3 £ '

*play aﬁd_communiga;ion. In a discussion of social speech ans social interaction,
R . . . :




N e N . ”,
o - . .- » - »

.* Garvey & Hogan (1973) argue that children are sociocentric from birth and lack
\ .

only the skills and talents- to interact in a more social manner. Escalona (1973) N
v X 4 - - A v N ' ‘
+describes _Some attainmenCS necessary for more Fffective functioning in social :

- .

contexts. Occdrring primarily in the first two years of life, these, crucial

»

*attainments include the ability t?: recognize strangers and familiar others; com-

.

L4

< -

municate wishes a6 well as aversions; and establish reciprocity through gestures -
and words. ' i ' ' . o
Reciprocity and its various ferms would require social awareness and the

ability to adapt communication to situational and person related variablea. Ac-"

: cordingly reciprocity is relatéd to communidative egocentrism which rests on the
assumption that children's speech is initially egocentric or self oriented and
.V lacks social'intent, and a private quality, (Piaget, 1926; Vygotsky, 1962). Through

.the passage of tim%,and as a result of Social experience and cognitive development,
8

the child s acgions become increasingly ‘social so that messages are modified to

"take into account the informational needs of the '"other." Rubin (1976) states \\
that egocentric speech has always been measured in highly controlled experimental
L 4

settings (Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967 Maratsos, l973) Such studies may therefore .

At

be only tapping the ‘verbal repertoire of the child rather than tnue perspective

o?

- - taking skills. Using 34 children with a'meanlage of 56 months, Rubin explored »
. ; I © .

NP

, -communicatiye egocentrism with a classmate\and a'familiar, but minimally responsive
- adult, in/éz

parate 20-minute'play sEssions. 'Egoceptric speech was calculated ac- ', ' L

-

g cording to Piagetian categories' repetition, monologue, and collective monologue.

‘e

- .
* There were two social interaction categories: AI was the active interchange of i

) ii? frequency of responses in'which the child is actively involved in play with anothér
. 6 »
; child-and SCF meant the frequency of friengdly responses another child makes to, v
* J.
another individual. The results indicate that the children who use less egocentric.
. VA ’ *

' speech}were those who were most likely to” engage in social interaction as measured .

SERIC rg -

\\:n the play setting. In other words, a negative correlation was shown betweer ego- l
" ! . . .
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. centric speech and the frequency, of peer interaction. Second, childrem who use
) .

[y

egocentered speech are more likely to be interacted with. by.other children in-

* -

ferring the potential for peer popularity. Of thé speech used in the play, setting,

.
-
-

63% was identified of being so?ial.in nature, and 37% was found to be nonsocial.

1]
.

.

In additioh to egodehtrism and reciprocity, the relationships between

‘egocentricity and peer popularity.were examined. Studies by Rubin (1972) and

Deutsch (l976) explored peer popularity as aopossible outcome of the ability to

L4

take another's point of view. ‘Both of these investigations used a similar socio-

i L]

. , , . - 8
metric measure to evaluate the child's choices of whom they would- I'ike to play with

1] - v ) (
most among their classmates. Rubin's results indicate that communicative’
R}

) . >

egocentrism and the sociometric measure of peer popularity correlated significantly

for 5 and 6 year old children in kindergarten and second grade. With 60 girls,

-

3 tb 5 years old, Deutsch's results show that communicative €gocentrism was not

~

’

-

‘which identified who the children actually played with were, in fact, correlated

’ ‘ -

related significantly to the verbal sociometricvpopularity meagure. “However, in

°

conducting‘the study, she added a behavior observation measure to}her study. Here,

the reshlts indicate that communicative egocenkrﬁsm and qge observational measure

v

» <
£

significantly.. ~ . _ -

| s ' °

) . P . . ,
’ Although the question of whether relationships’ exist between gommunicative

<

egocentrism and peer- popularity is far from resolution, acceptance of, each other_ g

s« o -

i4 play settings could influence the nature ‘and con_ent of compunicative interaction

among children. Fillmore (1979) observed young Hispanic children charhcteriggﬂ

’ -

_ as showing limited English proficiency (LEP) and explored \their abilitieisto adapt

the_ study show that LEP children adapted their communication abi ties to the 7.

' operational ‘limitations of the group.~‘?erhaps a similar communicatiwe” adaptive

their communication to the functional requirements of the’gro(:.f The

\ -

ults of
* ‘\

function might occur in the language of children who don't feel accepted\or socially

.

competent in play settings. irwin, Baker-Flynn & Bloom (1976) conducted a study

ST

i
.
.
.
ot

-

@
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sl‘

v

v

on the use of expressive play therapy with emotionally and commuhdicatively im-

hd Y

paired children. Their purpose was to explore the. effedt of pretend play in
3 ’ »
establiShing more funotional peer relationships and personal adjustment. The
- ' . ’
results indicate that awareness of others through shared communications in a play

’ .
. R . *

setting was a central strategy in brinfing about behavioral changes ,(Irwin, et al.).

-
P .

» . . .
. Second, the pesults show that social interaction was enhanced and’communication

) %

‘ patterns between group members were altered and modified through play. ~ , v
o S y
In sum, the interactional variables of egocentricity impacts the language

Lt O

. of social play. 'First, as children establish reciprocity among themselves

- .

through gestures and words. they are able to 'function more effectively in social

N
] . ~ -

contexts. As reliprocity increases, communicative egocentrism‘appears to .
! Fa
< A

decrease and the more likely children are to engage in social interaction as -
measured in .a play setting. Second, relationships may éx1st between communicative

egocentrism and pegr popularity as a possible outcome measure of the ability to

take another ] perspective The strength}and the direction of the relationship

- may rest on differences between the use of the types of dependent measures (1 e, A

Y Al

verbal versus observational) in determining peer popularity.. Third, communicative

| N [

\3 egocenttism may be inﬁluenced by acceptance of each other in play groups, personal

o

percepfions of self competence in social groups and by “adult guddance and shared
<IN .-

communication in play settings.
' - . 7 . .y . .‘ 3
. Functional Nature of Language 3

-

~

The functional natufe of}language-refers to, its use.as a xogl'for,the_chili
in interacting in and'respéngéng .to his environment based on.his\particular life's

experiences (¥elson,~1974). Children attend to dynamic events .that ‘are functional

l . . (
for them in their social and. physical worlds from which evolve speech forms dnd

conceptsacommensurate with thesetinteractive stimulus events. ‘In examining the

.

functional nature of language, selected studied (e g.,, Mueller, 1972 , Bruner,

L A



) . E ’ . C Y ° . ‘ ‘. ‘. - . » % . ; g
o 1975; Nelson, 1974) showlthJ results of and significant findings for language as.
y -7 N - N . s ’

a tOQl‘. <t B - . L A L [ Y
4 - : .

Ve . L ' - e 2 LA
Mueller (1972) noted historically that the focus, in regard to the’'child's™ ‘ é

» ) social spee&h, was on content rather phan function or use of such verbal communi- », °
" cation. Further, the focus on content has impltéd that children talk primarily
oot ’ " ’ . . ~ -~ Lo

a

- to. themselves and that verbal'messagés are poorly adapted to the lhstener's.per- M

’spective (Mueller) He proposed .to examine the/maintenangF of verbal exchahges -

between 24 pairs of children 3 1/2.to 5 1/2 years of age. These same sexed pairs$

: were “infroduced to each .other_ outside fof a playroom. It was equipped with a

avariety of toys and games and they were told to 88 whatevgr'theyﬁliked wfth the ‘ik'

v

- . ' L ~ N

tangibles. These dyadic play sessions were recorded on videotape and analyzed

P

by a coder., Mueller 8 results show that utterances occtrred at the rate of one _J

‘
' ¢ .

every nine seconds'and that 62% of.nhese utterances received a definite response,

v
<

C L .. -y
- while 23%'attra§ted the listener's-attention. Mueiler, in discussing these resulkts = %

pointed out ;hat*they did not support previous findings of great amounts of com-

-

' municative failure invthe Spontaneous speech of 4-year—old children. Such disss | ‘

hd ‘

crepaneies are reflective of. the mahner in.which children respond in unstructured

* B * 1 .

° ) naturalistic setéings (Mueller) Previous work (e.éﬁ, Glucksberg & Krauss

-

focused on a structured environment and specified precise communication

-

for the children’ to complete.: And, success in solving the communication ta

, .
.. ¢ _/ R * - . . .-,
. these previous studies did not improve with age. Mueller's results show that pro- -

’ - . ~r

. cesses found to be. impS?tant in the maintenance ‘of ‘verbal exchanges may emergé at

“' 5l

- ol

. ¢ younger ages than previously thought. . o . - . .

N ) / A .‘

¢ In agreement with Mueller's orientatfon on use vis-a-vis eontent of communi-
. - oy . ) R L

. cative exchanges, Garvey &-Hogan ,(1973). suggest that'the uses “‘and forms of social

. N .

A speech must be put Mito perspective in regard to the child' s sdcial development

y In order to,operationalize this pérspective, it is mecessary initially to deter- ’

’ . — ‘o
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mine how frequently and extensively speech-occurs in the child's interactions

.

with others. ' - ‘ - A

Brunex (1975) hypothesizes that the elements of "joint attention"'and
. ‘ l ; - ‘.

!\ - »

"joint activity" are the processes or elements by which the child acquires language‘

as an instrument for furthering social iﬁteraction *and learning '+ Similar to

Mueller, Bruner's concern- focuses on the functional aspects of ,language rather

-
)

than its forqel structure of syntax. In addition, listener attention and context

in witfich verbal communication occurs, the tgo most powerful predictors of success

°

‘ = .t ' ' N !
4n verbal communtication in Mueller's study, are very similar to Bruner's elepents
y -

' .of "joint aftention and activity." 1In Bruner's scheme, "joint attention" reférs

>
* . . «

to~the attending of both parties (e.g., adult and child) to the same object or \*
topic. ?J;int action" regers to the listener's understanding of the speaker's

° meaning and the resultant perception of language by the child as being useful in
attainment of goals and pleasurable expeiiences. t ' ' - ¥

.
v

Nelson (1974) views "learning to talk" as a continuous process with no clea

starting point. She describes speech as first used‘prinarily in an.exdpressive
@ . : . ' * -
_way uhrough games, greetings, and other ritually useful forms. Such speech is

7
.

> L]

use“(Nelson, 1981). Through the language “learning process, some children com ]

s
? . " <

'+, actions, attributed and relations). Of these forms a large number of childrem
\

“ [y ]\
- ,
actions with- people and objects, concepts emerge. These concepts are desc ibed

-
ence and,development. Concept formation'becomes somewhat language dependent as
. . ‘ LA

,




[

3 ¥
‘ D

' semant’ic structure emerge that fit the child's experiences‘(ﬁeldon, 1974). \ ’ i'
{ . j In sunm, t:e interactional variables of the functional nature of language im- . d
pacts the language of social play. -Fifsti:the function or‘hse of communicative .
"' e§changes and its subsequent exploration assume an interactive setting between d
s e N

individuals and that communicative messages are adaptive to another'’ s perspective.
Second, the processes of "joint activity" and "jointlattentiOn"‘are significant
elements in the maintenance of verbal exchanges between individuals»in play
settings. Third, function or use of communicative exchanges and maintenance.of
dommunicative exchanges emefge initially out of interaétions,yith people,'ob—

jects, and sityatiomns ,and at younger agéb than previously thought. . )

. | S
Adaptation of Language to

Environment#l Demands ‘
s W >

Basic to the language of social play in young children is ,another interactional‘

.

- variable to "adaptation of language to environmental demands (Fillmore, 1529;

-

SacKs & Dev1n 1976 This vafiable refers to modifications made on verbal and
; .
nonverbal communication strategies in group seutings by various, factors such 55

mutual activities in which children are engaged peer-peer relations; social play

~

objects, characters which ate.role played and personal felt needs. .Selected

P . [}
Q s . 13

.studies'%eviewed in this section whiclt focus on language adaptation and environ-

N
mental demands include: Fillnpre,°(l979); Garvey & Hogan (1976);‘Shatz & Gelmanm °
0° > M N
LY

’

'(1973); and Sacks & Devin (l976) C \ . ] . [R

- -

Fillmote (1979), in focusing on language, adaptation and environmental de-
. . \

mands, investigated this variable in second language learners (i e., Spanish to

.\ .

English). Cﬁildreq between the ages of 5- and 7-years—old were observed using

N
L3

¢ formulaic language in ordei to join a gfoup of English Speaking children in a play
setting. ‘Expressive'strategiés;recorded were: "whoselturn is it "lemme see”
"gimme"; "I don't care"; "whaddya wanna do"; and "I'm gonna tell on you." .
. | e
° -~

. 14
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The results shdw that these expressive forms were more useful to and-used a’

* . 1 o ' : . - . g
. greatér number of times by young second language learners in social groups com-

LN -

pared than referential strategies. Fillmore notes that the conventional view of

- ~
° :

language learning rests on the sensorimotor perior as_ outlined' by Piaget (1926),

k4 B \

but that the child is .also capable 6f perceiving "and adapting to social demand at

-

)

an early.age. The results point out that 'social interactionm, therefore, can be -

. . . R
)

said to d}ctate the furiction and content of speech supporting the view of language
s . ’ - )

 ds a socially salient Behavior'tbat can,be,adapted by the chifd according to need.

Garvey & Hogan (1976) recruited 18 child dyads 3 l/2 tg S-years-old from local

5 . % o [+

nursery schools. The children were videotaped in 15-minute play sessions, behavior

was coded in terms of the time spent in mutually focused ‘interaction (i.e., the :

- ~
. state in which activities of members of a dyad are-interdependent) In the study,

o~

social speech defined as $peech strictly adapted to the-verbal or nznverbal be- o

A

havior of the partner,’ was coded. according to its result. Five,categories of re-

sults were: (a) no -apparent cqnsequence; (b) unrelated speech; (c) attendingabe— .

havior; (d) appropriate nonspeech behavior; and (e) appropridte speech. The results

LY

k2]

© o . 3.
of the study indicate that the overall rate of appropriate speech was twice that

reported by Mueller (1972). The greater magnitude of the'result might be explained

.o “l . 1
by %hefﬁ?ct that these thildren were acquainted with one another for a longer-

’ period &f”tﬁme than Mueller's youngsters. First, the dyads were considered to be
- PO B .
"in focus ‘*or mutually engaged an average of 66% in each session. Periods judged
% 8

i

g P A MR
iT;::\EE focus were brief,with only one exceeding 2 minutes. Second the time

‘s

H
e
L]

spent engaged in focused social speech among the older children ranged from 48%

to 77% of ‘the utterances coded and 21% to 647% for the younger children. Older

. ' e A - ° .
dyads produced sequenece of |8¥x exchanges whereas only 3 out of -6 60f the younger

. -
. 4o
» -, 8

dyads tended to produce ld?zjr-verbal exchanges (i.e., 11 out of 12 of the older .




) N } . » . 4

dyads did so). Third, the results indicate that the children spend considerable

A

time in social'interaction that is mutually satisfyipng to both partners and that

. . M - 7
muchgof\the Phteraction consisted of social speech. Fourth, results show that

genuine social behavior does occur between children in the/age range of 3:1/2 to

5 years. The four results taken together reflect the emergence of

ﬂ

standing beyond that; suggested by Paiget (1926) Language then may skrve to

" qoordinate and facilitate mutual engagement in play settings. It was also sug-

'y '

/
gested that play activity becomes léss important in(promoting these mutual re-
- * .
-1" H .
. ¥ . lationships as verbal' facility increases. . bﬁ
.. . ," hf S . -

) In another study, Shatz & Gelman (1973) found’ that 4—year—old childr?%; who

! -

-~
41

%mrform poorly. on standard tests of communicative egocentrism, such as thos
e

used by Glucksberg & Krauss (1976), were c‘%able of adJusting their speech so chat

~ 4 N

it was more understandable when talking .to 2—year~olds. Such speech adjustments , '

zﬁ did not occur when addressing peers (i e., other 4—year—olds), or adults. Speech

.

~ ’ )
modif?C;tions to enhance comprehension were also found tp occur in mothers' speech

A )

“to their young children:. In support,.GLeason s §l973) results of conversations

. & ¥ ", . .
in five families show that youngsters Lre,éuite~capible of "switching codes”

* A

and’ talk differently to different people in their family units.’

-,
+

Sacks and Devin (1976) found similar results in four qbildzen 3.9 to 5. 5—years—

a

" old who, were recorded talking to different listeners! (i.e., adult, peer; “baby, and

+

baby doll); and in role-playing a,baby just learping to talk. The.résults show
that the. speech of children differed on such measures as:_(a) preverb length

. .

(i.e., mean number of words before the main verb); (b) names (f.e., use of’iisteners

’ name for attentionrgetting), and*(c) imgeratives (i.e., commands, rules and orders)
-~

Second the children- gbserved did gat télk to young listeners in the same manner .

s as they did to their,mothers or peers. Third g?%bch to .the baby doll was differ—

ent from speech to the mother and peers. Fourth, the results show that speech

-

/’
xused in role-playing a baby learning to- talk reflected that aIl the children were

-
v

",,:;‘18:»
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aware of phonological and prosodic characteristics associated with babiet' "

speech Based on these‘four rééults,.éacks & Devin suggest‘that speech .cannot
‘ be viewed simply from a grammatical point of view and that the characteristics °
LI Loe .
R of the person perceiving the communicative .event contrihute strongly to the nature
K , of speech output in young children.V' . ‘ \
. ¢ . '

‘In sum, examining selected studies focusing on the adaptation of language

v

v

to environmental demands show several interesting results.:. First, children

who are second language,learners, use more expresdive than referential language °

N

strategies in joining a social group Composed of English dominant youngsters.

Here,rsocial interaction, used as a means of joining'a_group was.modified by

A

children in accord with their need to enter this boumndary. Second, language A
) P . . , .
N may be adapted in quantity of utterances in order to coordinate and facilitate
* . @ T
- mutual engagement in play settings. _ The length of time children are acquainted ‘ ’

with one another may also be an environmental factor npbadapting language. Third ' -
communication may be adapted depending on whether the listener is an adult, and
similar or different age peer. Language modifi;ations also occur'wven mothers

,are eommunicating to their children. Speech used uith a baby doll_as'a play object,

-

was different in quality amd—;u‘rtity from speech to mother and peer. Relative

.
’ ¢ .

to adaptation of language to environmental demands, it appears that the essence

« \

* of social play resides in the way it is done rather than what is done and that

~ behavioral—affective systems, at least partly, evolve out of the quality of inter-

actional social play. -~ .
,; . Social Play Training f6r-Language Production
- . ' ‘

L3

- e "Related to the previous variables of "adaptation of language to environmental

~
s

demands" and "communication egocentrism," the variable of "social'play-training for

language produc ion" focuses on, language of social play in young children. ,Frog

v )
—

the perspective of social play training for language growth, the environment and

~ . adult guidance of children qualitatively andhquantitatively play greater roles in
Q ] :‘ . . . L4 ) ' !
L z Lw ,i. ‘ _,: ﬂ - . 1:7 | o , . .

R——
'
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®

group play\:h%n in the previous variables of environmental'language adaptation

1

and communicative egocentrism (Fein, 1981; ‘Yawkey & Fox, 1981) From a research .

g
S

perspective, Saltz & Johndon (1974) has called ‘this variable, orientation ‘and’
growing body of knowledge - "evaluative intervention research.” Briefly, It uses

social play as a vehicle for encouraging and fostering languagé_pfbduction'and
. F l *
growth in young children. And, it assumes that: (ay social play actions -and

activities can: be constructively reinforced, shaped, and traineg‘gn varylng de~

; Ny

grees, and (b) social play is performed overtlygand covertly and its overt mani-

festations can be observed and interpreted in young children through verbal

-,

‘and[or motoric modés of communication (Yawkey & Fox). A description of the

’

major theoretical principles and basic psychological assumptions-underlying evafgy
ative interventibn research for language (and cognitive) growth in young children
are explained in detail elsewhere (Yawkey & Fox, 1981 Saltz & Johnson, 1974;

Saltz, Dixon & Johnson, l977) .
; ! e
From Fein's (1981) and Saltz & Johnson s perspectives, social play training

- for language production provides an additional thrust in and mainstream for under-

N
L]

standing the interactive elements basic to language of social play in young

children. Several ‘studies that represent this variaUle are those conducted by

Smilansky (1968); Saltz, Dixon & Johngon (1977); and Yawkey & Trostle (1992).

<
.

The focus of the nowhclassic study conducted by Smilansky (1968) was to deter-

,‘ -

meint whether social play, ‘in sociodramatic form, could serve as a vehicle to effect

R

performance clanges in language production and growth. She worked with ‘children

“

+ from low and high socioeconomic status (S.E.S.) groups and trained low S.E.S. parti-

cipants on ‘socidl play behaviors reflective of high S. E S, ones. With various'
é
control and exp;rimental treatments, the findings showed thit social play has the

potential to effect growth of children s language. The results indicated that
’low S.E:S. children in the adult-guided play who receiyed training on social play

.
P
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-

’ . “7 N N N .
behaviors reflective of the high S.E.8. ones, and those who received additional
life experiences to extend the training, changed their social play behaviors

relative to high S.E.S. subjects. Second, youngsters in\the social play groups
\ N L

" lalso significantly imprbved on mean frequencies bf words used in oral sentences

8 -

- and of novel co‘textual words employed in social play exchanges. Third, c ldren

in the experimental treatment significantly increased their quantity of nonrepeated

L3

words compared to baseline language samples recorded'prior to the treatment condi-

& .

tions. o =0 ‘ -, ' \

' " . s * . . S
Saltz, Dixon & Johnson (1977) in.a three year study, w&ced with preschool
. N T ™ . A
. children from low-income populations and trained them on forms of social group
. a ) - }

-~

play consisting) of either of:.(a) thematic play; (b) sociodramatic play; or: (c)

fantasy discussion.' The participants in the control treatment groups performed

. " o

v o N

‘\\ paste and cut and other kinds)of .art's and’craft's activities. The children in the

experimental social play and/those in the control groups received contact with : )

.

adults in the classroom while they participated in the various conditions.. All

. IR I

the childrfen were pre—teste@ in the beginning and post—tested six to seven months
- .
later across each of the three years of the,progect. The communication measure -used

3

across the study was a réceptive lan%uage'assessmént, the Pegbudy Picture Vocabulary—

Test which was replaced by the French Picture Test of Int lligence. First, _the

results indicated that children in tﬁe social play g 1ps yielded signifitiﬁtly
[} X v

higher receptive language scores ondhe Peabody affd French measures than those in.

-

the control groups on post-test asfessments; Second, this significant effect .

- ¢ . ' 4

* occurred for children with higher Peabody and French receptive language scores prior-
) . x ) : ] . )

to the onset of training. . AT : ’ '

.
, — *

. Yawkey, Trostle & Aronin (1982) examined the effects of;social group play and

v
L}

© sex differences on language and imaginative production in young children. Pulled

from middle income populatioﬂsh there were a total of 96 children fiyggyears'of




-

. .
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agé'%&rtdcipating in’ the study; they were randomly assigned to. experimental and .

2

iontrol treatment g oups.- And, there were an equal number of girls and boys
- o

across:groupsL The children in, the experimental treatmert group participated in
° ? " * .
‘the sociodramatic form.of social play. In groups of 4 and,S5, these children de—‘ >

cided'pn general and broad actions for their forthcoming play episode. Using

&

improvization, the participants planned and then executed social‘play using con-

tent themes experienced in,daily experiences. These themes included: (a)“"A Bus

Trip"'using their recollections from a field trip to the country; (b)T“A Birthday

Party" based on a.classmate's celebration; and, (c) “At the Zoo" using the childten's

ideas gathered' from a trip to the zoo. In groups of 4-and 5, youngsters in.the

r -

control greatment group eprformed activities for’ qu?l amounts of t me and inter—

acted with projgct staff in equal durations. The types of activit)és in the

hd 9 [

. ~ e
control groups were ‘'using toys, fingerpaints, construction paper, crayons and

.
’ - «

paste. ) . .. ..
N . A > .

All the children were prée-tested before the study Ueganpand then post—testcd

T,
- - ~

v

at the end. The treatment across experimental and control groups lasted~seven

.consecutive months._ The language based dependent measures were: (a) Peabody Picture

“«

-Vbcabulary Test, (b) Gates—MacGinitie Reading Rea‘iness Tes; and, (c) the Singer

Imaginativeness Inventory. “There were a number of interesting results. First, -~

-
»

the results from the Peahody given as pre-test assessments indicate that children

. :

assigned to the groups across treatment and gender did not significantly differ;

o o

(AN

tﬁe paruicipants assigned randomly to the groups were relatively homogeneous‘relative
to receptive language development. 'Second, on the language—read{ng readiness

measure, the youngsters in the social play group yielded §ignificantly higher

e
mean scores than those in the cdﬁt?n{:;:d girls significantly outperformed boys.

, Third q? oral measures of imaginativeness, the parﬁicipants in the social play

groap yielded signifiYantly higher meah scores than those in the control groups and

-

Y

<

RN ( ' ' s -. ‘ ‘ 4

O G M
s S - .;1 ) ) t ’
o o r - L 4

W
girls outperformed boys. Fourth, jn/orel measures of imaginativeness the girls
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- . : v, 3

: ‘\’ ' > ‘ - ¢ ‘ 1:9 h
. - . 2 - .

in the gsocial play group performed significantly bettet- than boys in the control -

.

\

. treatment condition. LN R . .
. - ‘ ' A4 ' -~
. ' In sum, social play and its var\ious forms can be used, as an independent ‘re- N
arch variable in trainin& studies. Overall, the reSults ‘from studies on'social ) \

o v

play training for language production show that social play can significantl» im-

¥

'« + -pact seledted verbal and wxitten types of language discourse in young children. .

. .t

First, tWe results-of Smilansicy's research show that'social play. relative to

) . . <

. W
) control group activity has the potentia.l to improve oral language, ‘the results

of Yawkey, Trostle & Aronin show tth social play can, faci]:'itate oral imag\?gt?r‘e T
t - . ... *
language as well as readiness capacities for understanding written discoutde.’

N

- Second the findings from the Saltz, Dixon & Johnson' s study indicate that social'

play compared to control group: ; activities can significantly nurture higher levels &

‘-

X

. ) !
<of recept,ive IanCag.e‘and this was partctcularly characteriseic of c‘hildren with R

'hi%hef iritial langudge scores’ ‘and ‘prior to the onset of training.
.. "’(‘ ‘ i . '.‘ . ’\\..\ . . ,‘ . ‘ ‘Y
- g o Conclusions e T

v zhe language of social play in young children is a contemporary area of

. empirical investigation. The precursors to this line of current research rest. *

* . \

lirgely with the view of the human organism as active‘d dynamic who \exerts .

. " -

- moderating influences on’ e\-lvironmental antecedents and in turn is %fectél by them - R
1 -

in varying qualitative and quantitative ways (Fein, '1981;: Yaw‘key,wl982) /

Selected studies concerning language of social play in young,children - Lo
A .. - : ’

’ ,are identif/ied and cateogrized in;o groups( The similar research studies form: . '
-k groups by salient va{iables which are factors related to or those that impact"f v 7
' a « ¢ ..
social play. The s,tudies selected for review are only repregaiat;ve of Cbn... L ' ’:
. : temporary research and not inclusive of the area or gl:oups by variable. Thése . e
’ '. b ~ 0
s RN Studies simply illustrate the cor%ﬁjinued viability of res!arch investigations in . ’

A )

’“W‘ each ofr the variables andé in the field of language of s cial play in young» children.

Y o The’ five main variables are: (a) -the natute of social playy

(P3 commun ic ative

%,

. . ‘
v . . s & -

:
l\t
L4
.
oo
N
:




coA group 1nteraction and play significant roles in mainta;ning verbal communj on

. ' L S

“

* 6 . '(vﬂ : . v - ‘
egocentrism; (c) language ad a functiopal behavio (d) adaptation of/ language
. . . ) - : .. t
to environmental”demands; and .(e) social play training. for language growth. .‘:

'First,'in the nature of social play, results of research show that players
[N ‘ . W - - . : - -

-
-

recogniée when the state of social play exists in thé graup. One characéfristic

.

of ‘these states ofxsocial play is reciprgcal role reversals>whose overt mani-

.

festations can either be motoric and/or verbal communication. Second and with s

. . S - : ® f"“
] ‘ . ¢ -

- ¢ D

the variable of communicative egocentrism, research ‘results indidete tha@'as -
N . v . 4 a o
] PN

codmupicative egocentrism decreases qualitative socikal interaction increases between .

. Ay
. . 3 - . - - 1

. N ! D ¢
R children in play group settings. Communicative egocentriséiis also influenced by
. . N "q:ﬁ . 4

t .
. '

qualitative variables within social p‘.y such as peer~andfgr%up acceptanse,

] 3

perceptions of self, and shared communication. ;

- .g ? .,

Third, results of research studies provide additional and interesting insight

~ °

into the variable of the -functional nature of language which also impactszsoaial .

-

play. fmportant elements of "joint activity" and "joiﬁt attentiqn "evolve from

i

.-
(9 3

HE e

language to environmental demands, results of investigations show ‘that

4 .

is adaptative in quantity of utterances to ‘ahd used in coordinating mutual engage-

between individuals in social play. Fourth, and “in regard Eo the adapt;tion of

anguage

g -

T
-

‘/ . [ . / Il

ments in.play settings. Language is also adapted in‘grOup play depending on whether'

-

the- listener is an adult or a peer and whether the peer’is similar or different in

- ¢

age to e speaker. Fifth the vargables oszocial play training for language

. \‘/

v This variable stresses more of an impact of environmental factors on language

p:oduction_and examines the training effects of social play, as independent vari-
B - -\ &
.. ables, on communicative growth in youn children. Rgsdlts of, investigations 1%
.. R Y AN
% this area suggest that social play relative to their respective control groups

» “ «

have the potential to facilitate and increase,ofal communication and readiness

- . N

- — e = e

forms of written discourse. And, socia} play compared-tc control groups can signi-

%e . * N °

;;, 3. \ [ 2 \‘Ptr ‘. ’/ % Yo e . - L e et .

Q . . . ’\ \ N . I

e . - . < . - ——
RIC v - A -7 AR SN O g

AS
production;zepiesents J%othef mainstream of iévestigation within social play .

a®
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- s .
¢ ]

fica.ntly nurtu.re receptive language production inm, young relative to the Peabody

-

'and French prcture intelligence test. : .

- 4

. R L
i ,.x The language of “social play is a rich viable and rapidly expanding area

fo_; investigation. The theoretical notion of linking social language and play
s D . ~
behaviors through their common intersect -- imaging -- will result in an in-

. creasing amount” of research knowledge regardizng the child's social play and ;e-—
]
lased factors effecting the quantity and quality of communi ative dnteraction in
_his enviroaffeat.* — o -

€
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