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~ ABSTRACT -

S

The purpose of this study was to develop; implement and'evaluate a
'gross motor screening device for‘use by day care,professionals with
three— and(foureyear;old preschoolers;

A descrlptlve graphlc ratlng scale was selected and de81gned toe
include both Frequency and;Confldence'Scales. " The settlng chosen was'
lu.the blayground - - e ‘,

A A total of 36 raters from six day.care centres rated axuax1mum of
nine chlldren each, for’ a-total,of 116 subJects. 4A ‘training se331on and
. observatlonal perlod were requlred before the Preschool Playground Motor
:gSkills Ratlng Scale could be fllled out.y Other data collectlon‘.
1nstruments were used° Ind1v1dual ?layground Proflle Ratlng Scale
Evaluatlon Questlonnalre and Post—observatlonal Interv1ews.

: The results 1ndrcate certaln.pleces_of~p1ayground eouinment were?_;
inost ayailable-and'frequently'used by thedpreschoolers. The chlldren sf
dperformances onr them recelved hlgh 1nterrater agreementsr The overall.vA
"confldence ratlng and the descrlptors from the Ind1v1dual Playground”

» Profllevprov;ded_beneflclal_informatlon.';The.Post—observatlonal_‘
InteryieWS reyeakfd;a heterogeneous group. There was a group'of‘less— ,
:;skilled préscho&ler& who were not oerformlng gross motor sklllsl
'jadequately and requlred furth?r assessment The Preschool Playground :
Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale was rated'as easy to understand and use.

It was concluded that the screen1ng dev1ce developed had - been able

to screen for preschoolers who needed further assessment in the gross



'

motor domain. Recommendations weré-made to improve the Preschool

Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale and the Individual Playground -

oy

Profile and also for further research. <§ SRk
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- They dlsplay a" great deal of - energy and determlnatlon as they strive to‘

' their ownbcapabllltlesﬁp-

" CHAPTER I .

{ : s
/. . INTRODUCTION

/ . R . ' ! X
e . o o ; _ N

Qur society~assumes that all preschool children are motorically

4 1

act1ve and that they partlclpate enthus1ast1cally in gross motor

[ n

activities (Halverson, 1966). The opening sentence in W1ckstrom s book

.Eundamental Motor‘%atterns (1977) illustrates this view:p "Where . there

) f k © g ) P ) - . . .
is life, there {s_moVement;‘where there are children, there'is almost

5

: < _ : , : .
- . perpetual movement" (pJ). Due to their newly,acquired-ability to*move

\
abdut on the1r own, preschoolers show a tremendous eagerness to explore

This enthus1asm to experlment propels them to 1nvest1gate everythlng

to see, touch, hear, feel know, and taste as much as. they p0581bly can.

o

~

,,\?' ) . Y

N~

get to know~the1r env1ronments.~ Normallyh thls dr1ve motlvatesf

"L ’

preschoolers to LTy new gross motor sk1lls and practise them w1th the

Emost perseverence and patlence Through free play they gpntlnue to

f
-4

. ) . . . . e o

.
< v

»

competency in the basic gross motor skills necessary to carry out this

,explore and practlse thelr new skllls and thus, begin to learn about

For -various reasons some preschoolers do not develop adeouatei'

inherent enjoyment of"eXploration. SOCial class, sex, birth‘order'and

ethnlc group all play a role 1n the motor development of preschoolers
- o

(Herkow1tz,_1981;‘Mal;nag 1981; Gallahue, 1984). Preschoolers

\ c

.

ab111t1es to:satisfactorily perform age—expectedwqotor tasks are

L



'welght prematurlty, ‘rate. of growth as well as body 31ze can contribute .

”m'to 1nadequate preschool motor sk1ll competency(Espenchade &Ekkert
. /. . . .

980, ..

Although the“causes ahd‘influences Which affect preschool‘gross

'.T restrlcted opportunltles to- practlse (Lockhart 1981). Low blrth‘

motor sk1ll development -are well known and documented little research

has been conducted to- detect and glve remedlal help to those

preSChoolers who do-nOt adequately perform gross motor-tasst

- Regretfully,,once the developmental mllestone of walklng occurs, the L

gross motor skllls of preschoolers are almost forgotten as they are

vassumed to be motorlcally very busy and actlve, when in fact some are.

/

[

1dent1fy1ng the gross motor mGvement - problems of three— and four- year—'

old preschoolers. Up untll recently, thlslage group‘of chlldren was'-

There are many factors wh1ch contrlbute to the dlfflculty of’

kept at home and-therefore, vas not. very accessible to‘researchers for

'hstudy. Now w1th more preschool chlldren attendlng day care, nursery.

-school and playschools, they are belng reached studled and researched

more easily. Although these ch1ldren are’ now more accesslble, there are

L e

/_ .-

Flrstly, the w1de bandw1dth in the rate of normal development:

allows for a greater tolerance of a. broad range of abllltles.. Genetch

and env1ronmental factors account for- much of these 1nd1v1dualhf

v

differences, and,‘thus,.thqse can'be‘nofclear line'drawn between.

PRI Y ,‘! oy
Ve © -

§

:ﬂtbv1ously affected by such factors as deprlvatlon of experlences and -

/
//‘

’f_other d1ff1cu1t1es which 1nh1b1t early screenlng and 1dent1f1cat10n. //'



"normal" and "abnormal" (F1lingworth, .l972':McMath, 1980). However;

Dafe and -Gordon (1970) comment that'"lt 1s no longer acceptable to use

/the phrase 'could do better if he trled' to descrlbe a ch11d s gross'

motor performance "unless an adequate assessment has been carrled out,A

' (p. 181) The- flndlngs of Silva et al. (1982) suggest that gross motor:
'delays in preschool chlldren sh0uld not -be 1gnored but that further

yresearch is necessary to learn the spec1f1c SklllS that could predlct.‘

!

. current and future gross- motor problems.

.

A concomltant problem, developmental "lag or . delay,'arises from

”the above.' A1l too often, some parents and profe881onals categorlze‘

certa1n preschoolers as "late ' slow developers who w1llf catch upp;

Thls assumptlon has hlndered detect1on and poss1ble amelloratlon of]“

these ch1ldren, the questlon 1s, "do they grow out of 1t or catch up7"‘;

v -

2 Research by Sllva & Ross (1980) suggests that some do whlle others do;i

not.' As developmental delay 1s»a multlfactorlal problem whlch s notﬂﬁ
.

lclearly understood there can be no 31mple and stralghtforward answersﬂﬁ

:or solutlons (Taylor & McKlnlay, 1979) _There'is also|need,for cautionh'
"1n,prematurely labelling preschoolers yith~suspected early delaysdin‘v

' .gross motor development (Silva & Ross, 1980).° However,‘awareness that

(

gross motor developers will ‘aid in dlscoverlng 1f they do, in f ct

<

"catch up , Agaln, further research is requlred on th1s quest1on,

: Another factor /bhe cuteness of preschoolers (Paul 1985), is a

. problem faced in attemptlng to ldentlfy chlldren with movement problems

durlngﬂbﬁe preschool years. As preschoolers are appeallng and cute,'

lots of leeway 1s prov1ded for unlque behav1our and- manner1sms. ‘For

'
-

’thisﬁreasoning can hinder a more Careful examination of thesef"s ow'



o example, seelng a young chlld walklng plgeon—toed is not alw.

for concérn as it often e11c1ts the response "Oh isn't that a cute way

.to walk'" Th1s factor protects preschoolers from further scrut1ny,»c\‘

i often prevent1ng adults parents 1n partlcular from v1ew1ng ‘their gross

: motor skills obJectlvely

v

There has, however been cons1derable research conducted on school—,

fiaged chlldren who do- not develop adequate competency in movement skllls

';They have been called clumsy '(Gordon and McKlnlay, 1975 Gubbay,

1975a) or "physically awkward" (Wall; 1982) _ Wall deflnes phy31cally

.awkward chlldren as those "without %nown neuromuscular problems who fa11

1

tOApérform culturally normative motor~skills with acceptable

) prof1c1ency" (p 254) Wall- (1982) further clarlfles h1s deflnltion by

_statlng that culturally normat1ve skllls are those wh1ch 'are generally

| ﬂused w1th1n a spec1f1c culture by a: large maJorlty of people"(p 254)

fHe states that acceptable prof1c1ency will vary accordlng to the age,

‘sex and SOClO cultural env1ronment of the. 1nd1v1dual and be greatly .

. 1nfluenced by the standards of peers, 51b11ngs, parents and teachers »

" Based’ “on data collected on school—aged chlldren researchers

1(Gubbay, 1975b Keogh 1968 Stott et al o 1972' Taylor, 1982) have

_:placed the 1nc1dence of phy51cal awkwardness in the populat1on in the.‘-

: range of 6 - llZ In~further reSearch-by Keogh et al (1919)u they

N

,state the 1nc1dence Ain - the populatlon to ‘be 5% or hlgher Taylor's

: study (1982) also conflrmed the research of Gubbay (1975b) that there is

I3

no 51gn1f1cant 1nteract10n between sex and phys1cal awkwardness



. é

- ¥

Illlngworth (1968), Reuben and Bakw1n (1968) and Gordon and‘

+ '

McKlnlay (1975)" note that motor problems dlscourage chlldren from

part1c1pat10n 1n sports and that thls may lead to emotlonally d1ff1cultuv-'

~

situations for them. Because.gross motor-act1v1t1es are readily.
N - - ' ) - . .

v

P i [ 'L } L N " oo-
observable, children, who do not pérform them well, often develop ways

o¥ N N

to mask their lack of sklll (McKlnlay, 1978 Wllson, 1978) These“,~
(\hrfdren try to av01d part1c1pat10n at’ all costs, often m1351ng phy31cal,

educatlon class, not us1ng the playground and espec1ally, not playlng 1n

-

game'situations. Some other coplng strategles wh1ch they often‘employ
_to draw attentlon away from thelr skill def1c1enc1es 1nclude behav1ng
aggressively,wor even,'aCting sflly ‘in class.and faking injury and/or

. illness. \
1 ’ 3

4 . ” . v . . . ; - .o ’ <
In the past _for various reasons;'traditional-identification
_ methods, malnly norm—referenced testlng, have falled to tap adequately

the three— and fourhyear-old Chlld s gross motor domaln. There was very
llttle ecologlcal valldlty in the tests as the results failed. to-
. ‘1nd1cate whether the chlld could play adequately w1th hls/her frlends

- nor dld ‘the 1nd1v1dual motor performance tests reallstlcally measure the u

task demands placed on a chlld in eVeryday llfe. Exam1nat10n of the

admlnlstratlve structure of each instrument reveals several of the .

1

following problems: the testlng time expected for each chlld is long

and thus time- consumlng, spec1al equ1pment is requ1red the test'ls

adm1n1stered by'a’stranger, often obtrustlvely ih a forelgn environment

X

on skills which are isolated'from°their}normal context;. there is

variability in the degree of expertise required by observers; and'ﬁ

e

scoring is very often quantitative. -The prescriptive valnziii;each



motor assessment is dlffLCult to determine as appropriate remedial

't
skills do not 1mmed1ately follow from these assessments. Criterion— .
referenced testing certainly answers some of the above concerns but
A . Y .
_ fails to prov1de qualitative 1nformat10n about "how the tasks are
performed or how to record env1ronmental changes (Wade, 1984) |

d .
With the above ‘ideas as background it was. dec1ded that an

important first step in the identificatlon of thS1cally awkward
‘children during the preschool‘years would be to develOp a 51mpleh
obsérvational rating process which mlght effectlvely screen preschoolers
.requiring further assessment and evaluation of adaptive phy31cal
.edudation professionals. It was also recognlzed that research was_j'
required on the degree to which day care professldnals mlght be involved

»in this.process. ,After studying the day care environment, it was

‘_ concluded that.one 'of the most effective"ways in which'to identify‘

‘preschoolers who were "at(risk -in the gross motor dévelopment area, was =~ -

on the local playground regularly used by the chlldren in each day careaf
Thus, a screening device. was designed to measure the Skill of childreniﬁ

on various pieces of playground equipment commonly avallable on the City

of Edmonton playgr0unds. In addition to spec1f1c skill 1nformat10n i.v~

(R

collected by the playground rating scale,tlt was dec1ded to collect
added 1nformation about the general gross motor skill 1evel gross motor»
'tonfrdence, and enJoyment of phy31cal activ1ty of the preschool children

;based on the opinions of day care. profe531onals. :
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Statement of the>Problem‘

Tb‘déveldp,.implement~aﬁd evaluate a. preschbol screening device fdr'

" use by day care profess1onals 1n the screenlng of . three— and four year—

.old preschoolers for phy51cal awkwardness,

’Subfproblems

l. What playground equipmiat'is most‘ayailable and most used'by

preschoolers?

2. Can day care professionals accurately rate the gross motor

. -performances of preschoolers?

'3.‘_Are7there differenceS‘in tﬁe accura y of the Tatings.on the

dlfferent pleces of playground equ1pment

.4.'__How do day care profess1onals assess t"e use of- the Preschool

5. . Can a supplementary screenlng dev1ce provide additional~iuformation

.Playground Motor SklllS Ratlng Scale'7

~ A
:'-that is useful. to the screenlng process7,‘

- 6. TCan the 1dent1f1cat10n process be enhanced by anecdotal data

e

.collected from 1nterv1ews w1th day care- profess onals7

7. "Can a group.of_preschool ch;ldreu,be;1dent1f1ed~as requiring

'further-grossgmotor‘assessment-based”on the”ratings of their

pgrformances on the Ind1v1dual Playground Proflle and the Preschool

Pls?ground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale7"



'Delimitations

; The‘number of day cares sampled‘was restrlcted to those‘whlch were
'l mun1c1pally—approved by the c1ty of Edmonton and’ wh1ch utllized a Clty
: of Edmonton playground on a regular basls. | ‘
The chlldren selected were only those.who were born‘between March
“l; 1979 and February 28 1981 attendlng one of the sampled day cares.'
i The number of subJects was further restrlcted by flxing a maximum number
I'of chlldren ‘to be rated by onevrater at nlne. ' | *
Only day care profe381onals who were employed by the selected day
'cares and who worked on-a dally ‘basis with the sampled preschoolers were'
:'1ncluded in th1s study. | L
| :The observatlonal guldelinesdplacedirestrictions updn the rating.
-process‘ The gu1de11nes stlpulated that observatlon take plaCe durlngv
» the f1rst 20 mlnutes at the playground and that the staff contlnue w1th
j:thelr regular dutles wh11e d01ng so " Also the observatlonal perlod was-
set'at three weeks_sozas to-proyide.raters with Suff1c1ent time to
'i‘:dbserye‘thelr subjects;hefore rating.them; lhe"recording‘of-the'ratings‘

— s
.‘/"

.;took place after thlS period and occurred only once so as to mlnlmlae
“_ssensltlzlng effects on the raters and thelr ratlngs
The types of playground equlpment were restrlcted to those wh1ch
» were most. commonly used and found on the’ C1ty of Edmonton playgrounds

| . As summer holldays cause con31derable fluctuﬁtlon in attendance for
‘both the staff and the ch1ldren Post observatlonal Interv1ews were
,fconducted-dur1ngﬂthe last twohweeksgof,Junefand'the first week of.July;

N

1984,



" Limitations

'-Theﬂmost serious 1imitation.affecting.this‘studyfwas‘the waather.

Durlng the months of May and June,,1984 Edmonton experlenced an‘

fexceptlonally wet sprlng. As a consequence, the observatlonal perlod'

:had to be extended for as much as three weeks. Thus'some'of_the

beneflts of the tralnlng sess1on could have been lost.

Avallablllty and var1ab111ty of playground equ1pment in. the City’ of

'Edmonton playgrounds created 11m1tat10ns. Some of the equlpment llsted

_om the screenlng dev1ce flrstly, was not always present at the day'

 care's local playground and secondly, had many varlatlons in helght;

i w1dth,'texture, materlals and state of-repalrw

B

"9
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‘CHAPTER 1T
"

. A SELECTIVE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

TIntroduction

As d1scussed in the prev1ous chapter, the purpose of thlS study 1s
to develop, 1mplement and evaluate a preschool gross motor screen1ng» oy
."device..‘In order to 1n1tlate thls task, -a selectlve rev1ew of the‘

.llterature wlll ‘be presented ~The‘review w111 he,presented under the";;

1

’follow1ng four sect1ons Preschool Screenlng, Day-Care, Playg:

‘and~Rat1ng Scales. Under the heading, Preschool Screenlng, the(?

L‘ur

"and concerns of screenlng preschoolers, the avallablllty of preschool,"

‘gross motor screen1ng dev1ces, the most suItable env1ronment to obtaln_

"reallstlc screenlng results and the ch01ce of adm1nlstrators for N

‘preschool screenlng dev1ces w1ll ‘be dlscussed

—

——

Sy

‘Day care settlngs can be very comfortable For young chlldren in

T

fact they can be S0 comfortablejthat the children pereelve them.as~:

being_just like:homer This'faniliarity'uith,the”surroundlngs'and

"caregivers makes the“day care'Setting an'eXcellent one for'naturaliStic"

observations. In addltlon, threeﬁ and four- year old preschoolers are

.ea31ly access1ble to researchers in day care Settlngs (Snow, 1983)

Therefore,'thls envlronment.may facilitate the observatlon and

evaluation of childrenls’develqpmentsincluding their proficiency if~

. gross motor.skills, ‘Thus, ‘the second major heading in this review, Day
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'pCare; will dlSCUSS the ava1iab111ty'of day’care spaces, outdoor space‘
and gross motor.programmlng gu1de11nes and staff tralnlng’requ1rements.‘
As outdoor gross motor programmrng 1ncludes regular v1slts to the -
ylocal playground durlng the spr1ng and summer, a dlscu331on of thej'
varlous types of playgrounds and how they can affect free play wlll bEj,
presentedg The f1na1 sectlon, Ratlng Scales, 1nc1udes a review of the
'»ichoite:of:rating scales and theﬁfactors-that'must be considered ingtheird

‘selection and use.

v;Preschool-Screening

. Introduction

Eaves. and McLaughlln (1977) group seven‘methods of assessment rnto |
three'categories.» Flrst :screenlng wh1ch 1nc1udes 1nformah_
vconsultatlon,1structured 1nterv1eus, Inspectlon of prlor data and
'screening devicesr‘Second cllnlcal assessment whlch 1ncludes
fstandardlzed tests, nonstandardlzed tests and observatlon systems,'“
>_th1rd foilow*up asseSsment whlch 1ncludes nonstandardlzed tests and
'obseryatlon systems;y‘TheyﬁlabeL}ed these assessnent categorles-as
:ﬁnush"l(sereendngjy'“melon" Qelinicai assessment), and'frocké (toilow—up
assessment)tto'signify'the‘aecuracy~oflinformation‘thatiis gleaned by
them.‘ 4 | N

Screenlng is the flrst step of the assessment process as it
collects ”estimates.qf the‘current status of the person.or situation
'be1ng assessed" (Eaves & McLaughlln, 1977 p.101). TIts function as

stated by Duffey et al. (1981), Evans and Spaggow (1975), and
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' Frankenburg (1975), is to identify all children who deviate suffiéiently

" from "normal" to require further investigation but at the same time not

" Table-1

N

. including too many false posipi?és. The terms "false positives'" and
-ﬂ"falée.negAtivgs" are commonlyluséd in the screening éroceés. The
".‘following table from Mercér etal. (1979, p.53), helps to define and

" clarify these terms.

Prediction-Performance Comparison Matrix - .

Performance -
Poor ' o .. Good
Predicted to do poorl§ ’ Predicted to do poorly.
Poor’ Perfofméd poorly: Performed WQlll‘

(Valid positibé) (False .positive)’

Prediction'
Preﬂicte& té donell | ;Predicped'tq doiyell, |
. Good Perfofméd poorly 'Perforﬁea‘well o
(False Aegagive)' - (Véli& negatiQe)‘

. ‘-

- Sc¢reening Preschoolers: Issues and Concerns

In dealing with yourig children it is essential that'decisions for

further assessment be taken carefully and cautiously. "Incorrectly .

labelling pfés¢hédl children hs‘being "at risk" can cause serioué :
difficulties fof.theh, simply because professionals and ‘para-
professionals tend to treat them differently and this can-have negative

3>
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consequences fog'thé chilﬂzen'S‘Aevelopment. Thus, great:cqre must be .
takén in screening preschooie£s to reduce tﬁe idenpification«bf faiée
’pési ives and to prevent fhe dccﬁfrence:of'é Eelfdfulfilling prophecy
booo - . . - o ,
(Kamueér & Jedr‘yseé, 1982; Solnit, 1976). Solnit (1976) warns that if
. lowe; étandards in'thé éqreehing.ﬁ;ocess‘oécur,:q;t only wiil an -
in;rease in\thé ndmbér 6f'félsé‘hégatiie§ and'faise.ﬁdsitives rééult,
but‘admidistrators yill bqiencduraéedl;o-find ého;ﬁcdtsggowsavé tim¢,
money, énd éfforp,_énd'pﬁ Cutﬂback-eéSential,pdst—Sc%eenihg delive;y
1systems.l Therefbfe,'it s imporﬁanﬁ thét,thé fifst step in the
',assegsment'proCéss,.scfeening, bévas fhorough aﬁd;asiacéurate>aé-g
'possiblé; | ' |
’,Three;.and qurdeaf-dlafpreschooiers pré§gnt.uniqué pfdblems‘td
.ghe‘fesearChet'id;ereétéd inlscfeehihg_theﬁ; Ip some’caée§Aand"
situétiong‘this‘ége.groupris/tge'eééiesf to deéi.ﬁith,v}et<in'othef§, 
.;he‘ aré the‘hqét'difficult.' E*pgfiéncéd‘pfescﬁool:bérspnﬁel have-
' emJ:;éized-the-diffiqultiés.in'adﬁinisﬁériné ééréeniﬁg dévicéé to:
préschédl’éhildreh‘tﬂgt_féduiyeAthé cﬁila:en;té be tested Qver a>1oﬁg
;péfiod:ofitihe éﬁd'by‘é sﬁrangér;'-fhére'ére.aISOIprbbiehé in screening -
Jﬁrescﬂéqléfs'in dqfamiliarlepvirﬁﬁmghfélénd;on‘;aékélfhat~afe igdlated
'-ffqm:théifanrmal Eoﬁtg#tm |

As preschoolers are very sensitive to changes in their environment,

.preschool professionals suggest that screening, in ordéf tv, reduce false

positi&esl_bévas,écblogiééliy yalid'as'pOQSible'(Galiahue'.1983L' The *
settiqglof situation shouldlbe familiar so,thaﬁ'thé}p: éhoqlér qéh”

' perform within as natural a context as possibile. This $Amiliar setting
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is more 1ikely‘to‘elicit e‘normal range of responses tnan an unfamiiiar
one (Smith & Connolly;kl980).’ Thié also helps to ensure that the
children are‘gerfbrming‘skills.that they use in their environment,
providing‘ecoloéiealvvalidify to the screening results. It also reduces
the novelty of tneisereeniné'situation.

Preschooleréf agtentionispan is much shorter than older children
and adults; and thus,‘tney tend not to concentrate for long time periods
on one activity, Sereeniné devices that are short and allow one to
observe withouc fnferruptiné the preéchoeler's performance, help to
overcome this diffieculty. |

Preschool childrénxa;e‘very aware of strangers (Connolly & Smith,
1972) and their reactions to them can hinder the scr!ening process.
Some preschoolers can become more interested in the stranger than in
what they are supposed to be doing, while others neact by not performing
specified tasks when ésked. The use of people whom‘preschéolers know
can decrease the chances of preschool children reacting in these ways,

A

thus ensuring more accurate screening data.

Preschool Motor Screenin§/

As motor skills are easy to_obeerve’ap an‘eanly age, many
standardized preschnol screening devdcee such as the Gesell
Developmental Schedules (Gesel].429b9), the Bayley Scales of Infant
Development(Bayley, 1969),the Denver Developmental Screenlng Test
(Frankenbury & Dodds, 1967), the Mlnnesota Chlld Developmental Inventory
(Ireton & ‘Thwing, 1972), and the McCarthy Scales of Chlldren s Abllltles

(McCarthy, 1972)contaln motor components within them. These devices

) N
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have trad1t1onally been used ' to evaluate the developmental status oft

s W

young children. Herkow1tz (1977) cr1t1qued the first: three tests and

,concluded that the motor content,in them was the leastlrellable.and
ST SR % R ' : ' ’
valid of all the components. .She .attributed theSeAdiffioultiesjto ‘the

orlglnators of these dev1ces had about movement

lack of knowledgeg;“:

Rar i

and concluded that "the rellab111ty weakness of the motor content of
‘these tests probably w1ll not change until “the 1nfluence of equ1pment

“and verbal v1sual and manual guldance on the motor behaviour of. young

/

children is 1nvest1gated" (p. 65) A tendency to use the subscale

oo o
£nt
results from thESe,dev1ces for dragﬁ@S1ng selective ' 1mpa1rments is

common‘(Golligan,,19?7; Silva & Ross, 1980).

‘ 'The'Dunedin'Multddisciplinary“Health and Development Research Unit
is conducting a comprehensive, longitudinal study of 1000 three year

olds and ekemplifles‘this usage. In this study, to assess the grosg-

—

motor domain of 'these children, the gross motor subscale of the Bayley

Scales of Infant Development is used to assess the three year OldS‘
¢ .

furthermore, four year olds were assessed by a modifled version of it.

PV

At age f1ve and six, the Leg Co ordlnatlon subtest of the McCarthy

Scales of Chlldren.s Ab111t1es was used (S1lva‘& Ross, 1980). What is

- ’ : : I

diQCOncerting‘here'is Ehat.the researchers have taken these results not

:only to make statements about the gross motor performances of these

children (silvab& Ross, 1980), but also to usegthem as the basis for

., continued research in the‘area (Silva et al., 1982{ Silvaﬁet al., 1984).
p o ‘ .

Unfortunately, no changes to the motor components of these screening

devices has occurred since Herkowitz's 1977 statements. As a result,

ser

R
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vbeén,used as the basis from which to develop them.

16
many preschoolers are.still being inaccurately assessed in the gross
motor domain.

A more recent develqyment in preschool screenlng has been~the use
|

of individual proflles. Two cr1ter10n referenced proflles wh1ch are

~w1de1y used are the Brlgance Inventory of Earlyﬁbevelopment (Brlgance,‘

1978y and the Preschool Developmental Prof1le (Brown et al 1981).

Preschoolers are directly -and indirectly evaluated on the list%d items

- @

- several times a year by child.care professionals and/or specialists.

The major change from the norm-referenced screening devices previously .
. ; . . M . A&y '

o L )
mentioned is that the children are observed over time in their own
environment. However, the content of the motor components has not

significantly changed; in fact the motor subscales of the Gesell

5

.Developmental Schedules and the Bayley Scales of Infant Development have

Specific motor tests such as the Lincoln—Oseretsky (Sloan, 1955),

,.the Bru1n1ks—Oseretsky (Bru1n1nks, 1978), the Test of Motor Impalrment

'(Stott, 1972), the Charlop—Atwell Scale of Motor Co—ord1nat1on (Charlop

>

' &"Ktwell, 1980) and the Basic Grois Motor Assessment (Hughes & Riley,

1981) have been constructed to measure only the motér skllls of
chlldren.» Unfortunately, only the Brulnlnks—Oseretsky and ‘the Charlop—
Atwell are de31gned\for use with three and four year olds. The primary
focus of these two tests is to assess motor proficiency (Bruininks—
Oseretsky) or motor co-ordination (Charlop-Atwell). Neither is
concerned with the ‘preschooler whoéis not performing motor tasks

A

adequately,
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'//lhere are no screening dewiceslpreSently‘avdilable,ﬂhat:

satisfactorily screen’ three— and four year—old preschoolers for phy51cal

+

\ . awkwardness. The Test of Motor Impalrment and the Ba51c Gross Motor

Assessment are, concerned w1th 1dent1fy1ng school—aged chlldren who do

not perform motor sk1lls satlsfactor11y As a result of this lack of

.

screenlng dev1ces,'1t is underStandable that researchers often take the g
X ubscales of general developmental screeniné dev1ces to assess the motorl’
F«:&rformances of preschoolers;. However, this can- lead to mlsleading

results as has been prev1ously mentioned. | ‘

i Henderson (1984) relnforces thlS view by statlng that she’ Ls

concerned about the interpretation of the results obtalned from formally

17

‘assessing childrep under, five'years.-As,a result when'revising the, -

Test of Motor Impalrment (Henderson, 1984), she acknowledged the need

for a su1tab1e motor test for preschoolers but d1d not 1nclude 1tems for

[y

preschoolers within it: . IR S -

H
1
)

Afnumber‘of questionsﬂemerge'from“the-above discussion,i_Firstly,
whatienvironment encourages preschoolers to'perform."naturally” sd'that.“
the results will be indicative;of their‘current functioniné? “Secondly,.
who are the best.administrators of preschool screening:devices and how

4

should they gather the information?

Observation in Naturalistic'Settings . .

One screening method which encourages preschoolers to perform

"naturally" is observation in naturalistic”Settings:- Not only does it

increase the ecological valldity of‘the screenlng resglts but also

o ) . -
1. ) i ) ,
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"provldes ready'comparisonlgroups'of-children'so that.the preschoolers
"who requlre further evaluatlon can be. more e3811y 1dent1f1ed | ’
| Smith- (1974) states two reasons why three-. and four- year old'
~~preschoolers aré easy to observe and they are 1mportant ones for th1s,
'histudy;. The f1rst is’ that they often do not mind nor notlce that they
‘are be1ng observed -The second is that preschoolers, espec1ally, are:
natural in their behav1ours as they have not learnt to be dev1ous and.‘.
fake thelr behav1ourc in adult mlght under the sameA31tuatlon;.‘j
Johnson and Bolstad (197j) c1te stud1es by Barker and erght (1955) and;

Polansky et al. (1949) wh1ch also support Smlth s statements They’,-

found that preschoolers were less self—consc1ous and as a result, less

cliysubJect to the reactive’ effects of be1ng observed than older chlldren

In two studles conducted by Connolly and Smlth (1972) the reactlve
effects of a strange obserVer and also, ‘an a@%lve observer ‘were -
'documented- The1r results showed that the frequency of approaches to a o
istrange ‘observer varled between the dlfferent preschool env1ronments
" the nursery school hav1ng_the~least,numberf4day care sllghtly-more,fandu
the'reSldential children's’homes'considerablycmore.. They also found’
: that younger preschoolers showed a greater tendency to 1nteract w1th the
: observer,»regardless of.whether he was»pas51ve or-actrve Lastly, they;
‘,found that the more pass1ve~the observer,‘the faster the decllne in. the"
_number“of approaches that the preschoolers made .

‘ Research by Barton ‘and Brulle (1983) on staff and mentally :
jhandlcapped students from .an 1nst1tut10n and a pubﬁgﬁ school also

, support Connolly and Smlth s (1972) flrst f1nd1ng on the reactlve

efﬁects‘of,belng obseryed,.vThey.found that.theseareact1ve effects;'
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- occurred at the re51dent1al 1nst1tut10n but were negllglble at the_ B

publlc school Barton and Brulle conclude that the rapld accl1m1zat10n )
fto the observer was due to the fact that the staff and students at theﬁ:
;publlc school ‘were used to belng observed whlle those 1n the 1nst1tutlon'
yere not; U X | |
The above‘stud1es have lmpllcatlons for the admlnlstratlon ofi
preschool observatlonal screenlng dev1ces. Those whlch utlllze,;
‘ obtru51ve or. actlve.strangers have the potentlal problem, that the:
,preschooler's pertormance may be reactlve. Thls is espec1ally true 1ff
.observatlon only takes place once (Kazdln, 1979) Screenlng dev1cesz
‘ that requlre observatlon ‘over a perlod of tlme lessen the probablllty of'
<1nclud1ng too many false.p031t1ves and false‘negatlves, Lewko (1977)
'pcautlons that "1n1t1al performance rs a poor, predlctor of subsequent
:performance" (p 95) Thus, screenlng dev1ces that requlre.plenty of
‘ observatlonal time over”a perioﬁ‘of tame redUCe the.llkellhood of

: misidentification,

Administrators of Preschool Screening Devices. | L T

-.The admlnlstratlon of preschool developmental screenlng dev1ces 1s\:
’jmostvcommonly done by pedlatr1c1ans and other health profess10nals.
LScreenlng u3ually requ1res that the preschooler be brought to’ the1r
: offlces for observatlon and testlng Recently there has been a shlft
away from u31ng the hléhly tralned spec1allst dur1ng the flrst step ofo
'the screenIng process._ The prlmary beneflt to the preschoollscreenlng

\

Aprocess is that the chlldren are belng 1n1t1ally screened by the people ,
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who know them best thelr parents. Thls allows them to perform_

.

naturally artd be observed in fam111ar surroundlngs It also is an- -

' 'effectlve cost eff1c1ent measure as the spec1a11sts are u31ng the1r”
-expertlse for preschoolers who need more detalled follow up

,assessments

In order for parents to become 1nvolved in the 1n1t1al steps of the

iscreenlng process,,new ea51ly admlnlstered screenlng dev1ces have been :

L de81gned (e g. Sllva, 1981) and ex1st1ng ones have been 51mp11f1ed (e 8.

_Erankenburg et al;,j1976). ‘The result has been the development of‘

short—form’screening devices,‘ma1nly u31ng questlonnalre format They

‘are based upon the parents observatlons of~the1r chlld's present'

developmental level and thelr perceptlons and memory of the1r chlld’

'fdevelopmental hlstory They are qulck to f1ll out, requ1r1ng th1rty} '

minutes or less to complete. Concern% about the rellablllty of parents

,as‘observers and the validity of.theselshort—form-screenlng dev1cesware .
'fnot expressed in the llterature lnstead‘ support for the use.of"i
'lparental questlonnalres~as screen1ngldev1ces (Casey & Bradley, 1982L
. for parents as rellable observers (Frankenburg, 1976 Horow1tz, 1972{;

-Ireton &'Thwlng, 1972), and for the predlctlve va11d1ty of short form“

'screen1ng dev1ces (Sllva, 1981) are found |

. In screenlng school aged chlldren, teachers have recently beent .

‘)

‘~1ncluded in. the prellmlnary Stages (Gllberg et al., 1982 Henderson &
n"Hall 1982; chks et al., 1981; Keogh et al., 1979- Umansky,' 1983)
There" are many 51m11ar1t1es to the parental 1nvolvement in- thet
.prel1mlnary preschool screenlng process. Data‘collectlon'1s through .

‘ _short form screenlng dev1ces that are admlnlstered e351ly and requlre”
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vshort recording time.. Teachers also record the1r observatlons and“"

perceptlons of the’ Chlld s current functlonlng. As more preschodlers

. are . now attendlng day care, day care profe331onals f1nd themselves 1n“:~'

.”the same p051t10n as. teachers to observe chlldren 'S performances. In

) fact, some researchers (Henderson & Hall 1982) feel that profe331onals&‘f

zworklng with young chlldren have an- advantage in comparlson to the o

school aged chlldren 51tt1ng most of the day 1n a classroom,r
\preschoolers 1n day ‘care ‘are 1nvolved in a great deal of'motor act1v1ty.‘
As a result day’ car& profe531onals have.an excellent opportunlty to{
» observe general éotor performances of preschoolers Thus,.theln"
) observatlons can successfully a1d in the f1rst step screenlng procedures"bl

_of.preschoolers.

Day.Care7

© Availability .

' lnltheir‘annual’report;(status‘of Day‘CareSin‘Canada'IQSSQ the .
.‘Department of Health.and.Welfare defined&the'two:main types of dayjcare '

'Jas folloﬁs Centre Day Care as a 11cenced centre carlng for groups ofu'

o chlldren Famlly Day Care as a prOgram whereby private famllles are-C'

" selected and superv1sed by government or authorlzed prlvate agency to . -

"“prov1de child care durlng the day In another study conducted by~

fCllfford (1982), Day Care Spaces in Canada 1982 the Department found"
that 6OZ-of’Canada s day cares werevcentrevones In the prov1nce of-"
Albertaltheirfresearch revealedfthat,for two;vtoa81x—year—old chlldrenl7'

‘ there.were 14;072'centre and*660 family spaces availaﬁle: o
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Durlng the early 1970's Canada experlenced a rap1d growth of . day“

care spaces ‘as .an 1ncrease of women w1th young chlldren entered the work

_ forCe ‘Less demand for day care serv1ces occurred durlng the mlddle‘.

Al

1970'3 followed by another expan51on 1n 1979 .as community'demands

aflncreased (Department of Health and Welfare, 1983) As. more chlldrEn
.left thelr homes to- be cared for in day cares they became moge ea511y
Zacce351b1e to study by researchers Most of the research done used;
' cendre day cares as they.were cons1dered to prov1de goodwchlld care.
l(Snow, 1983) | | . | | |
In thelr updated report of 1982 for Alberta s Soc1al Serv1ces and
: Communlty Health‘Department, Prlce Waterhouse Assoc1ates compared_~}
‘ ;lnterproyincial full.timefday.care.spaces.‘ They found that Alberta had’
'the fourth largest blrth to f1ve year age group populatlon ’.Hoyever,'lt
': ranked third- 1n the number of avallable day care spaces , In'fact'vthe“'
ﬂ'prov1nce ranked flrst on a per caplta.bas1s with, 081 spaces per
-”_preschool age chlld | *1In concluslon Alberta has many day cares and thet'

”access1b111ty of young chlldren makes them a good resource for the study

: of motar develppment.

. Alberta's Outdoor<Space‘Requirement-:u“

AIberta s outdoor space requlrement is low when compared w1th other
..Canadlan prov1nces (Prlce Waterhouse Assoc1ates, 1982) It is based'on

~only 507 of the max1mum number of chlldren attendlng the day care

VﬂHowever, 1t should be noted that for chlldren aged two to s1x‘years;

.'there must be at’ least 4 5 square metres. in outdoor space for each
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dchild'. lhese figdres are quite low as Campbell (1975)-recommends that
day cares allocated 18.5 . square metres per Chlld or use the
3'ne1ghbourhood playground if it was close by.

The City of Edmonton states 1n 1ts Day Care Pollcy,Statement;

I(1982); that the minimumNOUtdoor playspace per child should. be seven
rsquare metres and/that it Be situated near or adJacent to the day care
centre. The Ci y contlnued to expand 1ts outdoor regulatlons by
:stipulating in?tts program reqalrements that, flrstly, the»chlldren:are

to have[the‘opportunity to play outside every day and, secondly, that

 the childreh must participate daily in indoor and outdoor gross motor

- *
activity.

-/ . ' . L [
/. J

;Alberta'SfStaff Training Requirements '

Thé requirements_to wOrksasya.day care worker ln Alherta.are
: minimal,.in facty‘thEy are amOng the weahest in Canadaf(Price-Waterhodse
jAssociates, 1980, ;1985) -There“are onlyutwo requlrements“ f1rst1y, nOr
R staff can “be less than 18 years ‘of age and be solely respon31ble fon
- chlldren in a day care’ and, secondly; only one staff member per day’

care need'have“flrst aid.certlflcatlomh' The 1982

i_Manpower'Study on‘Day Care Workers found that-more than two thirds ot
VAlberta s day care'workers had no post secondary tralnlng Of the
‘remalnlng one thlrd only 137 of day care workers had an Early Chlldhood"
D1ploma:or'equ1vaient quallﬁlcatlons;

‘In its 1982 Day CareAPolicy:Statement the City of Edmonton,’

stlpulated addltlonal staff requ1rements in order for centre day caresl'

to receive mun1c1pal’approval.and»thus, be e11g1ble for supplementary
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funding. They.wete'that the day eare'Director must have graduated from
" a post secondary~pregram in Early Childhood Education or reiated field,
and fot.each child care group there mastabe, firstly, a supenyisor
preferably with an Early Childhood,Dipiema, and, secondly, a full time
assistant‘&ith formal or informal Early Childhood Training.

Snow (1983) in’his survey of the research literature on day care
and its implications fb; caregiving, found that the identification of
criteria'fqr determining quaiity day care washimportant. Caregiver
qualifications - ranked thitd in importance after group size and
child/staff maties.* He fehhdfthe research showed that staff, with post
secondary education or training reievant to preschoolers, delivered
better child care with increased QevelOpmentalabenefits for those
children. Snow_stated that the implicatiohs for aAministrators of
recent day care researth include the followihg; not only to hire staff
with suitable educatlon and relevant tralnlng but more importantly,
admlnlstrators should take an active role in changlng the child care
regulations especially in'the areas of éroup size, chlld/staff ratios
and caregiVer qualifications.

.Price Waterhouse Associates noted that from‘thelr first report
(1980) to thelr second (1982), Alberta had 1mproved 1ts standards in
chllQ/staff ratlos and had ereated new regulations spec1§¥1ng maximum
centre ahd maximum age group size;'~These changés in apace requirements
;Tahd childyataff ratios placed Alberta in a'Qery faveurab}e position when
comparing it with the other provinces. Unfortghately, thever, no

changes'Were made to 'its staff training requirements.

-
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Playgrounds

An important part in the lives of children is playing'at the local

playground. Its easy accessibility and availability enable most
, _ .

children to use them frequently. This section discusses the different

types of playgrounds that have been de?eloped as well as factors

affecting children's free play at the playground.

Types

Traditional. TraWitional playgrounds are the familiar ones with

metal swingi,slides, seesaws, monkey bars and merry;go-rounds. They
are seen as serying'the_physical needs of'yéﬁng children although
providing them wi;h very little physical challenge (kc-onton Parks &
Recréation, 1981; Hill, 19}8L Traditional pléygréundm are often viewed
as geing static as the materials adaptable for cteative purpdses are
virtually nonexistent (Frost & Klein, 1979). .Evén though traditionalk
playgrounds have been in use for well over efghty yéa;s, this‘fact aléne

does not explain the many serious injuries and/ deaths that have occurred

to-children using them (Hendiger.et al.,'1982). Frost and Klein in

their book Childrén's Play and Playgrounds discuss traditional
playgrounds and playground haéérds in ghe'same chapter, concluding that
"with fe@vexceptions, (tréditional playgrounds) are poorly planned,
Azardous, unattractive and inapprépriéte to the broad develépmental
needslpf children" (p76).\'Vg;y'iittle change in reSpeEt to equipment
and gafeéy océurred Until the late 1960's when creative playgrounds

— emerged (Hennigér et al,, 1982);

/o
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'Creative. Creative playgrounds are designed and constructed by
adults primarily utilizing such natural materials as water, sand, rubber
and wood, in an attempt po nurture all aspects of a child's development

rea
. B
(Edmonton Parks & Recrg? on, 1981; Alberta Recreation & Parks, 1982).

£

'Cgmmunity involvement in planning and/or construction stages is the
unique aspecﬁ of this type of playground (Ffost & Klein, 1979). Aé a
result, shere are many different kinds of creative playgrounds, some
with ver§ unusual play equipment and facilities on them, - In addition,
the gpttings for them vary from small inner-city playgrounds to large
community and school pl;ygrounds inlsuBurban areas, Also, as a
consequence of their involvement in the planning and developmgnt stages,
creative playgroﬁnds,are very popular with adulté.

Sométimes communities have incorporatea aspects from both the
" traditional and the creative playgrounds to Hgoduce a subgroup known as
qombination playgrounds. They usualiy provide me;al swings from the
'traQitiohal playground and wood;n climbingxstructures from the creative

playground. Beyond these, the types of equipment vary considerably from

playground to playground.

Adventure. Adventure playgrounds are built by children under adult
supervision. This provides the children the opportunity to "mold and
shape the play environment: 'to tear it down and to start o?er again"
(Frosf & Klein, 1979, p.202). It is often labelled a "junk yard" by
adults (Edmonton Parks & Recréétion; 1981). Adventure playgrounds are'

extensively found in Denmark and England; North Americans have only just
* ‘



27

begun to incorporate them into théi; outdoor play spaées (Frost & Klein,
19;§); The City'éf ﬁdmonton‘provides a type of pdventure pléyground bxf
running special day camps during the summer which utilize the river .

valley ravines.’

Factors Affecting Free Play on Playgrounds

Playérounds are viewed as encouréging the'phys%cal, creative and
social development of children at all ages. However, very often
playg;ouhds do not meet these objectives. The availability of the local
playground has made it the single most commonly, used recreational and
piéf area for younger children (Alberta Recreation & Parks, 1982). It
is; therefore, important to congider the factors affecting children's
playground play and activity. |

Childrenfslplay on the playground represents three major
developmental thrusts to Sutton-Smith (1970). He statedltﬂat theré Qere
three clear faceté to pr&grouﬁd play. Firstly, there wa% exploration
of new things; secondly, ﬁ%ere was the testing of oneself in the
physical environment; and thirdly, there was playing:\ the conversion of
novel images into.the miniature world of clay, sa&d, trucks and tea

arties" (@13). Consequently, of primary importénce,to him when
evaluating a playground is what provisions have been made for
exploration, testing and play. In answering this queétion, SAtton—SmiEhd
placed strong emphasis on playgrounds to utilize protécted and
unprotected space. He stated that there was 'a need for a psychologybofr

space when discussing the "grounds" of playgrounds for at different

ages, children perceive space differently. They start ‘by
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differentiating it into protected space and unprotected space. By
'designing'pla‘ roundé witvarotected, cozy spots and-wnprotected, larger

£ .
gpaces, the d velobmental play levels of all children would be
. ' ! /-’

facilitated. , '

Sisk~(19197>reviewedspudies that suggested guidelipeg for
»developing play environments. Hgf qoqclusions were that novélty and
,compléxitylof play equiﬁment and séttings, time and available space were
the four critical variabieq to affeﬁt'children's playground play. Other
variables that required furthef:feseérch as to their effects on
enhancing and improving play wére age Aifferences, effects of density,
type of equipment and leagg?ghip.

Wuellner (1979) étaFed that as children's play changes over time,
variety in playground design and especially, playground equipment was of

] -

_ prime importance, Playground equipment, therefore, should vary in

~ number, size, colour, position, height, texture and manipulability.

Herkawitz (1978) advocated the need for developmentélly appropriate
T 2 . »

equipment»és it would cater to the wide range of individual gross motor
. -~

difﬁeténces fo?ﬁﬁ in young children. She listed thr7e guidelines for

-

accomplishing this objective. Firstly, .by grouping equipment by type;.

_sécondly, by selecting equ%pmépt that youhg-ghfldren could adjust to
:guif their own;developmenta} level; and;kthirdly,nby prov{ding
individual pieces of equipmggt which afford ﬁiffere@t types of
;performance by children of various ages. Herkowitz ¢au£ioned that once

- designed, a playground should be contidually evaluated and chénges made.

»

PR
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Derman (1974) examined five theoretical pro%}ems which he felt were

,of equal concern in designing children's play environments. For the

‘purposes of this study, only one of them is of major concern and that. is

the attitudes of adults to play. . Very often they hinder children's:play
by designing playgrounds with an adult bias. He cited Pyatok~etdal.'s'
1973 study whlch surveyed day care centres in Pennsylvanla. They found

that without prdfes31onal help, day care staff made successful playspace

n

dec131ons. Thls they credlted to the staff’s use of observatlon and

evaluation'whlch enabled them to makepsuccessful play des1gnt

. - Moo v - ey ~—
‘adjustments. o v ST -
v : - SR 4

* Johnson and Bearman (1979) studied’ the d1fferences between what

¢ ‘ﬁy T

f1veﬁto fourteen year olds thought they would do on the playground and
{what they actually d1d do there, Thelr results showed a large.

dlscrepancy between percelved and actual playground usage by the

»children.‘ They attributed th1s flndlng to the fact that ch1ldren had

- "been soc1allzed tO‘accept th Cl aracterlstlcs of the tradltlonal .

~

playground but in reallty they used other fac111t1es to a greater:

extent. ‘Hayward et al. (1974) observed six- to thlrteen*year old‘

chlldren playing dn. the three types of playgrounds 'Theirrresults;

showed that although each playground had 1ts own predomlnant act1v1t1es'

and use, cruc1al to sohool—aged chlldren 8 play_was»cholce of'play

i

equipment, materials, and dompanions rather'than’physicallactivity;,f_" ‘

%.

: Polly Hlll (1978) best sums up the key to a goQ& playground by,.f

statlng that it is "the prov151on of as many ch01ces as p0331ble for the'

: age_group using it." - L

. 'C;»}
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s Rating Scales

to screen for the current functioning of preschoolers is rating scales.

«=They can easily be designed for use as short-form screening devices. A

L .
discussion of the types of fif}ng scales, their-advantages and

N

disadvantages follows. N S

Definition. -

Gronlund (1971) defines a rating scale’as "a dewvice for

systematlcally recordlng observers' Judgments concern1ng the degree - to

"whlch a quality or trait is present" (p+20).  Thus, for Gronlund

rating scale, flrstly, prov1des an 1nd1cat10n of how much or how llttle

the characterlstlc being rated is ev1dent,and; secondly, by structurlng

" the responses; judgments from different individuals can.be:obci}ned on

the same aspect of behaviour, thus increasiné_che likelihood th;t the
Judgments reflect typlcal behav1our. h | J -
Irw1n and Bushnell (1980) define ratlng scales as "a’ quant1tat1ve
judgment.about the degree to.which a be@aviour is present or %ow it'is
exhlblted"v(p.206). Thef state thac rating scales can, firstly,ibefgsed

, to record a behaviour on the spot,or,afterﬁards-and,_secondly;,be based

~on single observations or over many longer periods of time. Irw1n and“

Bushnell alsd pointed éut that rating scales support "assessment of
behaviour to éagreéter'ektent than‘(they)'do ‘ ciption of behaviour"

(p.207). - o n

s
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Brandt (1972) teinforces the above:deflnitions and drewfpartlcularr“'a
attention to'the use of rating scales ingnaturalistlc,research;.-He
believes theyfare the most preyaleht nethod-%or’collecting‘obseruational
data. He stresses that while narrative and ohseryation data collectlons
1nvolVe mlnlmal evaluatlon by the observer, thls is not so.for‘ratlng
scales. Informatlon recorded by them represents“the observer s Judgmenta

’

_ of what the part1cular behav1our under study 31gn1f1es.

- “\\\ T!I!eS‘ ' . ' .
Gullford (1954) catalogues flve,types of ratlng scales as“
'numerlcal graphlc,'standard cumulated p01nts, and forced*ch01ce.
. Whlle other reSearchers (Brandt, 1972"Gronlund 1971 Irw1n & Bushnell
' '1980) llst the maJorlty of these, Gullford's 11st is the most exten31ve.

: A brlef descrlptlon of eéch type fOllows, e

. . S . . ;-
Numerical. A numerlcal ratlng scale has a sequence of defined

hwnumbers asségned to the descrlptlve categorles wh1ch the rater’ e1ther.
',checks or c1rcles to represent the degree to yhlch a. characterlstlc is
present Thls typev1s ‘one’ of the. slmplest and most w1delp used as 1tylsﬁ
_amongst the eas1est.to conStruct : It also 1s relatlvely eaSy tQ use andﬂ
.the results can’ be’ processed ea511y (Brandt, 1972 Gronlund 1971
\g -»dGu1lford 1954) Numerlcal ratlng scales are useful f1rst1y, yhen theky
v 'charaCterlstlc under study can be readlly cla331f1ed 1nto only a fewt
. . ! “ib, C
categorles, and secondly, when there is’ general agreemen@ concern1ngi

. @\ .
'these categorles (Gronlund 1971) Gullford (19 p01nts out that the.
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other types of ratlng scales ‘were - developed because numerlcal -ones were

,

belleved to be more vulnerable to biases. and errors. He emphas1zes,that,

. / ’

with, the same care, numerlcal ratlng scales can be found to be ‘as usefulJ

“and satlsfactory as, the other types.\ . "- P

\ \ ’ s . N
- v . - Lo . . .

'Graphic. The dlstlngulshlng feature of thls type of” ratlng scale
.is 1ts use of a stralght line, e1ther horlzontal or vertlcal w1th cues'

along these lines to hel the raters determlne where to record thelr

Judgments (Brandt, 1972 Gronlund 1971 Irw1n & Bushnell 1980)

Graphlc ratlng soales are the most popular of, the f1ve types ‘as’ they

have advantages for both the rater and the researcher CGu1lford 1954

Irwln & Bushnell 1980) For the rater, thls type is 31mp1e and easy to,'

use, requ1res llttle t1me to flll out " and there are no numbers to. deal.;

w1th For ‘the researcher, graphlc ratlng scales requlre very llttle work
to motlvate raters to complete them, and allow a’ w1de range of ch01ce ast'
to fdrstly, the.complexlty of s¢or1ng,and secondly, the f1neness of:
category d1scr1m1nat10ns (Gullford 1954) ‘~' ? g ”',,L f"-;ﬂ.L.f

Gronlund (1971) creates ‘a. subform called Descrlptlve Gra

Instead of 51ng1e words to 1dent1fy p01nts on the scale, sp“

vt e

\

destrlptlve behav1our phrases are used These tnﬁmb nall sketches
contrlbute to greater accuracy .and ob3ect1v1ty durlng the ratlng process '

as the rater has a clearer 1dea as ‘to what each p01nt on the scale

E represents. L gi' o R

‘ .

Standard ThlS type of ratlng scale presents the rater wlth a set o

"7of standards agalnst whlch to judge the behav1our under study The

t

development of a scale of standards 1s an arduous task for the creatlon



of pre- establlshed standards is d1ff1cu1t.(Irw1n & Bushnell 19809f”'

';However once a good set‘of ob3ect1ve standards has been establlshed

| the use of thlS type of ratlng scale offers con31derab1e measurement

! . A}

Cmerit (Guilford; 1954); . | -

.Cumulated Points. The‘unioue'feature'of7this type Qf'rating:scalej

¢

" is 1ts method of scorlng Points are’ cumulated from summlng 1nd1v1dua1

~

items or averaglng groups of 1tems on the scale 1nto a total score.

bt
AR

'Cumulated p01w€s ratlng scales are 51mp1e to admlnlster and the scorlng

‘”1s very easy. Checkllst methods fall 1nto this type. However, soie

. researchers (Brandt, 1972 Gronlund 1971) when dlscu851ng observatlonal'
data collectlon methods, do not 1nclude checkllsts w1th ratlng scales
lbut creatéxa new category for them as they have ‘'some unlque features 1n( '

-relatlon to most other rat1ng scales.\

. ‘Forced-choice. - With this type.of'rating scale the~rater is:given a

set’ ‘of descrlptlve phrases and forced to choose whlch one is most llke;f

4
'

che person belng rated. The phrases are s1m11ar in thelri
"attractlveness" to the‘rater but dlfferent 1n hownwell they predlct the
;‘overall quallty being rated (Brandt, 1972). Forced—ch01ce ratlng scales‘
"were developed prlmarlly to rate personnel They'can be de51gned to
force the rater to select from phrases that are all favourable, all:
\unfavourable, or a comblnatlon. ‘This structure forces raterS‘t0=
ndlcate their true feellngs, thus 1ncreas1ng the va11d1ty of thej

ratings (Irwin & Bushnell 1980) Gu1lford (1954) notes the 1rony of -

"forced- cho1ce ratlng scales by p01nt1ng out that these scales rate
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' ylthln 1nd1v1dua1 tra1ts to produce a between 1nd1v1dua1 ratlng._ For .
_‘thls reason, Zavala (1965) adv1ses that thlS type of ratlng scale not be».:

used for everyday measurement problems. , T

‘Advantages of KRating Scales . . - . -

-

The maln advantage.of all rating scales is, thelr ease 1nij
‘construction and also utlllzatlon. It takes very llttle t1me td flll.:
"Jout a’ ratlng'SCale ‘in comparlson to other observatlonal recordlné
.} methods.- Irwln and Bushnell (1980) comment that ratlnglscales "are;

t'often more 1nterest1ng for the observer to use, perhaps because they do'

a

requlre the obserVer 8 Judgment ‘rather than stralght forward obJectlve-
recordlng'of data"(p 213) )
A second advantage of ratlng scales is that they can: be used flrst

*1n exploratory studles as - raters can record thelr Judgments about tralts

' n‘or behav1ours that are often very dlfflcult to measure.

A thlrd advantage 1s, that 1n comparlson to other obser'vatlonal_~

.

_'recordlng of - data, llttle, if any, tra1n1ng of raters is. needed to use

' them as the scorlng is usually easy and stralght forward Thls allows~*’
-ratlng scales to be used w1th psychologlcally -naive, raterd'(Gu11ford,-
1954) Consequently, 1t is not(ﬂlfflcult to mot1vate raters to complete.

_)

the.scale.>

’Disadvantages of Rating Scales

The main- d1sadvantages of ratlng scales cluster around the

_.subjectlvenessAof~the raters» assessments. Ratlng scales requlre raters'fv. a

"~ to give their judgments_on;a-certain'behaviourjwhich‘can result.ln many -
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blases and errors occurr1ng durlng the ratlng process. The most'common

errors’ are ones- due to personal b1as or lenlency such as generos1ty,'

) severity, contrast and central tendency errors, halo effect, error of}lf

log1c and prox1m1ty error’ (Gronlund 1971 Gu1lford 1954' Irwln &

Bushnell 1980 Thorndlke & Hagen, 1977) A brlef explanatlon of thesel

types of errors follows.'

Lenlency érrors occur " when raters allow personal b1ases to domlnate~

Q . N
thelr Judgments whlle ratlng. Thls results ina general tendency E

"rate all 1nd1v1duals at the same pOSlt&OH on the scale..'Thus'the-

follow1ng errors can be’ deflned by the1r pos1t10n on: the scale' results“'f
1n ratlngs that are clustered around the p051t1ve end of the’ scale aref

called gener081ty, those ratlngs that group around the negat1ve end are;

f labelled sever1ty, ratlngs that cluster near the mlddle are named;‘

- . . = - i

central tendency error. Another error,.contrast occurs when,ratersf"”
rate 1nd1v1duals the same or opp031te ‘to themselves.

¥

Halo effect occurs when raters rate an. 1nd1v1dual s1m11arly on all

matlngs;‘therefore;obscuring therstrengths,andrweaknesses of that
individual on the different characteristics."

L Eogical errors‘result'when raters.perceive two'characteristics'that-

are to be rated as more 31m11ar than they actually are.,vAn example is

assoc1at1ng 1ntelllgence wlth hlgh achlevement._'

Prox1m1ty errors occur as a result of the format of the ratlng

scale 1tself Items that are placed next to each other or very close'ﬂ

together in t1me and space have been shown to be rated more s1m11ar1y A

' thanvItems farther apart.
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There are many methods to effectlvely overcome the above weaknesses

.'of.ratlng sCales.j Both Thorndlke and Hagen (1977) and Gu1lford (l954f

present a thorough dlscu531on of them.: The ones wh1ch are relevant to'v-'

thls study are presented and dlscussed in Chapter III Under "Development S
of the Research Instruments.

I jAs 1nd1cated in the 1n1t1a1 sectlon of thls chapter the purpose of

.~thls study is- to de51gn, 1mplement and evaluate a preschool screenlng"=.

dev1ce to be used by day care profe331onals in, playground s1tuatlons[

{
b

The above selectlve review of the 11terature has 1dent1f1ed a number ofj-'

'{ \maJor factors that were con31dered in the deslgn of thlS study. Flrst,

L the d1ff1cult1es assoc1ated w1th screenlng preschoolers and the value of'

using,naturabistic'observation'of the1r~behavlour-was]dlscussed.

Secondly, the advantages of u31ng day care profe551onals as'Q

':Aadmlnlstrators of screenlng dev1ces were consldered Th1rdly,__h

. 'jaVallab1llty of day care centres and thelr value as an observatlonal.7
~.;sett1ng werefdlscussed The fam111ar1ty of the staff w1th the ch1ldrenf"

1n day care :is an extremely benef1c1al factor in the use of

observatlonal screenlng dev1ces.. Fourthly, a d1scuss1on was made of they

dlfferent types of playgrounds and - the equ1pment found on’ themr

Flnally, a presentatlon on the types of ratlng scales completed thls

chapter. For. thls study, it was dec1ded to - use a descrlptlve graph1c’~

: ratlng scale as’ it w0u1d fac1lltate the observatlon and evaluatlon ofv'

preschool gross motor behav1or by relatlvely untralned day care”

;_profess;onals.; The spec1f1c methods and procedures used 1n thlS study'

are descrlbed‘in the next*chapter.



"'~.that-were employed in ther

| CHAPTER TII
" METHODS .AND PROCEDURES .
"..;Introduction"

As mentloned 1n the prev1ous chapter there are unique problems in -

-pthevscreenlng_of preschoolers. Thls chapter descrlbes the methods used
T ‘ SR RENEE _
»lin.this study to deal\with them. S Inm addltlon, detalls of the'

' development of the Pres

~ : 2
the Ind1v1dual Playground Proflle are . glven as’ well as the procedures
1mplementat;on. '

. The Sample . o A :T\n‘

Selectlon of the SubJects The sample for thls study was - drawn"

from all three— and four year-old preschoolers attendlng mun1c1pally—“
.“papproved Clty of Edmonton-day care centres that ut111zed~the1r1‘
'nelghbourhood C1ty playground durlng the sprlng and”summer months of
'T1984 : Only those chlldren who were born between March 1 1979 and.:
: February 28, 1981 were 1ncluded in. the 1n1t1al subJect pool The sample“ f
-was randomly selected from six of these day’ cares. Further selectlon. -
; occurred by settlng a maximum number of'nlne chlldren per homeroom that-ri
'could ‘be rated by the raters;,t“Xit_':‘; |
N The number @f subjects from each day care by age and sex that were
hldentlfled by the above selectlon process is shown in Table 2

';;/'._‘-
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" Table 2

Age and Sex of:Selected Preschoolers by Day Care

Male . -Female

Day Care " 3yrs. 4 yrs. 3 yrs. 4 yrs. _Total

1o Co6 122 03 9 30
T e 3 45 16

3 6 4 ©3 3 16

4 5 2 4 4 15

5 9 7 3 7 26

6 6 0 4 3 13
 Total - . . .36 . 28 - ‘21 . 31 . 116

Nt

Two of these.ch11dren, both- four years old (one'male, one female)'were,
”,known as speclallneeds preschoolers due to mlld cerebral palsy and;:
';mlsual 1mpa1rment They were retalned 1n the sample as markers to”

'hyprov1de some 1nd1cat10n as to how well the ratlng scale and raters

1dent1f1ed_ch11dren w1th poor gross'motor performance.

[y

Select1on of the Raters From the 31x sampled day care centres»_

tonly the staff who worked regularly 1n the homerooms of the chlldren:' :‘

selected were used as. raters. As a result, the number of raters on the
staff in j h day care ranged from four to elght. The n_umber of ~raters :

.'that rated each ch11d ranged from’ two to four Although thehraters were
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not selected on the .basis of their professional training and experience;

y

this information'was collected and can be found in the Rating Scale .

Evaluation Questionnaire section of Chapter 'IV.

Y o

Screening Method

Observation of the subjects during freeplay in a naturalistic

" setting was the method selected. Observation and rating of the children

was done by adults whom the subjects knew well, their regular homeroom
care givers. 'Local City of Edmonton;playgrounds'that each day care
regularly attended during the spring and summer were used. The children
were famlllar with this settlng since they played on these playgrounds
“at least three tlmes a week . Wade (1976) recommended that to
effectively study freeplay behav1ours chlldren must be unaware that they'
dare belng observed thus, the observatlonal method used to record their
behav1ours should be as unobtru31ve ‘as pOSSlble. As a result ,the.
_.ratlng procedures requlred<that the raters rated thelr subJects after
lthe actual freeplay se331on (see Observatlonal Guldellnes in Appendlx C

‘for further detarls}

'Development-of~the Research lnstruments

As 1nd1cated in the. last chapter, ‘o screening devices'Vere,'5

:_avallable to 1dent1fy preschool chlldren who mlght be phy51cally
'awkward. Thus, a new screenlng dev1ce had to be developed Thls"

*‘seCtiOn desc;;bE§ the process and the maJor factors that were consldered‘

in the de51gn and development of the Preschool Playground Motor Skllls '
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Rating Scale and concludes with a description of the construction of a

supplementary,scréening device, the Individual Playground Profile.

Preschool Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale

R
o

- The major research instrument was. the Preschool Playgfound Motor
Skillg Rafipg Scale. It was designed to measure the frequency of the
children's use of piayground equipment as well as the confidence with

~

which the children used this equipment.

Frequédcy and Confidence Scales

According to Griffin and Keogh (1982) "the confidence or assurance
with which an individual approaches a movement situation should be an
important determinant of what an individua} will choose to do aAd how
adequate the movement perf%rmance will be" (p.213). They view ﬁovement
confidénce as a’resuit of a twafactor’self—assessment caused by the
démaﬁds of any given ﬁovement situation. These factors, movement
competence ("pe;sdnal skill in relation to task demands")' and moVeﬁedt
sense ("persondifexpéctations of éénééfyvexperiehgééAfglatédrto mbving")
,inﬁeractAto produce mdveméht'qohfidéncé.: R |

Vhat is of-ihpértance.fdr this'studf is h§w mo?eméntvconfidencé~v
léffécts three aépécfs'of’partiCipation.v They éré éhoiqe: .Qhether the
individual_chooses’to berform'the_movément; pérfOrmancé: héﬁ the
indiQidual will perform the.chosen movement; and peféisténce: whether 
the individual,décidés:to participate‘agéin{irAS persistencé is
_gssentiaily the sabe'as choice except'chdosinglto repeat the mQQe@edt;

.. frequency of movement performance wdﬂid}ihdicéte both. Consequently, a
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o

- scale was designed’to measure the frequency .with which preschoolers used
various pieces of playground'équipment during this study.

The third aspect of moveuent participation,'performande, formed the
basis for the rnc1u31on of a confidence scale in the descrlptlve graphic
rating scale. Keogh Grlffln, and Spector (1981) found tnat both
childrenAand adults cou}d effectlvely rate movement confldence on
certain motor skills even "when using a global definition and makifng a
simple ratlng" (Griffin & Keogh 1982, p.229). This finding coupled
with Griffin and Keogh's- recommendatlons that movement confldence be
included as an important aspect of early motor development resulted in
the development and use of a four—point confidence\scale within the

1

.Preschool Playground Motor Skiils Rating Scale.

¢
/

Scale Design

- Inm- the de31gn, constructlon, and ratlng procedures of the Preschoolt
Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale, the pr1nc1ples of rating scale .

.constructlon suggested by Gullford (1954) and Thorndlke and Hagen (1977)

‘.were closely followed The type of scale" chosen for the Pﬁeschool

Playground Motor Skills Ratlng Scale wasgdescrlptlve.graphlc..'The:h

descriptiye phrases‘used by this type of scale improve‘the'effectivenessy

of ratlngs as a reference ‘standard is avallable for all raters at- each"

p01nt on ‘the scale (Thorndlke & Hagen, 1977)

In de51gn1ng the descrlptlve graphlc ratlng scale for thls study

Athe follow1ng de51gn pr1nc1ples dlscussed by Gullford (1954) wered

utlllzed. Flrst; to empha81ze the contlnulty of the frequency and
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confidence variables and to encburage‘raters ;o»spread‘tJeir ratings out
alo;g ﬁheiscalg{ a continuoﬁs korizontal line of approximately 12 cms,
‘waé used. Second, as'inéxperiencédfrateré (day»care professionalé)‘were
‘béing utiiized and to ﬁihimize cleriéallerrors, the "good" end of the
scale‘was‘place& first'én alllpﬂgxscales. Thifd, aftef consulting
sevefal authors &ifhe.gﬁ;imal Hﬁmberof‘ratiny*ositioné(Gronlundu
1971; Guilfopd,_1952; Thérndike"& ﬁagen, 1977) and considering the
objeétives of éhislstgdy, a fiveepoint frequency scale and a fouf—point

confidence scale were designed. An additional rating'position, No

opportunity to  observe was included in both scales to provide serious
raters. with "some reiiéf from the compulsion to éuess when (they did)
" not waht to do'so"»(GuilfOrd,'1954, p.294). However Guilford (1954)

~cautioned that "disintérested" ratersicould overuse this rating.
. : ‘ /
_ : . | S
Consequently, in the Instructions for the Use of the Rating Scale, the
. , : ] e :
. . ! bl
circumstances when this rating position /could

(see Appendix B).

Selection of the Cues .and Descriptive Phrases -

"

In the formation of the descriptive phrases and cue words the six

criteria listed by Champrey (cited in Guilford, 1954) wé}e closely

S

fqliowed,' They wére clargtyr(thé use of short, simple statements),
»vreleVahce (chbgéing cues andfphraées cohsistent with the behaviour),
. brecision‘(applying the cues to only é short range on the scale's
'Eontiﬁuum), variééy (varYing the‘phraées used at the different positions

" on theASCale); dbjgctivity,(using phrases that do‘ﬁot imply social,

J



moral or ethical evaluations) and uniqueness (selecting‘cues'thaufarey
unique to each behav1our) | .

| The ‘results of research done by both Slmpson (1963) and Stone and'
4Johnson (1959) aided in ‘the selectlon of the cue words usedmln the‘

frequency scaleq . Both studles 1nvest1gated the meanlngs of words most;

often used in rating scales and checkllsts.“ Stonehand Johnson (1959) e

researched the contlnuum of meanlng of frequency words whlle Slmpson;":

(1963) examlned the stablllty of meanlng of frequency words over a'u

]twenty—year period. They both prov1ded a: scal1ng of these frequency

words and their suggestlons were used in thlS study., : »

Other gu1de11nes mentloned by Gullford (1954) for develop1né cuesi
) and descrlptlve«phrases were also 1mplemented They were. that cues andl
descrlptlve phrases should flrstly, be placed at the speclfled'p01nts
on the»scale, secondly, not be.so extreme in thear meanln& as to
.discourage,raters from-uslng them-and thlrdly, ot necessarlly be:

equally placed along the.sCale.

Selection of the’Playgrouud Equipment_'i

- L
o

Information from three sources was collected in” order to select the'

playground equ1pment 1lsted 1n Headlng 1 - Equlpment Avallablllty -

First, a pollcy statement by the Clty of Edmonton s Parks and Recreat1onn.~

Department in thelr Master Plan, 1979 = 1983 to gradually shlft from:

traditional to creat1ve and comb1nat1on playgrOunds helped to, pred1ct1

2

v what playground apparatus would be most common.‘ Second a survey of the
types. of playground equlpment found on- the Cltys playground was taken;;.

by consultlng with Clty of Edmonton park de31gvers and by v151t1ng 12

""§@§§:’
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e
o
‘_Clty of Edmonton playgrOunds.. lhird 77 three; -and four year—old
preschoolers were observed on the three types of playgrounds durlng Way

s and June, 1983 and the frequency of equ1pment usage was recorded .As ah"
_resulf of . thls process,.playground equlpment that- was most frequently

v fused by preschoolers and most commonly found at the playgrounds was

: selectedvﬁor inclusion ln-thls study. L

Rating Procedures
T :

>

Both a tra1n1ng session- and an observatlon per1od were scheduled

into, the pre-ratlng process.v Gullford (1954) suggested careful tra1n1ng

.

of raters'in order to. mlnimlze halo central tendency, and 1en1ency/
severlty errors wh11e Thorndlke and Hagen (l977)stated that not onlyfﬂfﬁ'

',was guldance and tra1n1ng neceSSary for raters but also an observatlonal

v

time afterwards.- This, they felt allowed'raters‘to see the‘many»"

Avarlatlons in the ratee ] performance and thus enabled them . to make

)

_more meaningful'ratings. For Thorndlke and Hagen (1977) the 1deal rater~,'“w

- 1s someone who, ffsatly, has the opportunlty to’ ohserve the ratee ‘a

;great deal and .secondly, has the best chance to. see the‘relevant N

behavlour 1n 1ts natural settlng ,,v-'~ \j_, o 'f. N 3

To encourage effectlve ratlngs, Gronlun¢41971),Gu11ford(1954%’ )
.and Thorndlke and Hagen (L977)‘all recommended that the behav1our belngf:_

' f'rated be overt that 1s, d1rectly observable.‘ Thls would result 1n more -

? R O L

) accurate ratlngs especxally when observatlon took place 1n the settlng‘

‘ where'the behav1our‘naturally‘occurred Consequently the frequency of'

equ1pment use and gross motor confldence of three— and four year old .



‘“These suggestlons were followed

" piler Study -

(ﬁjChlldrEH on the playground met these cr1ter1a. They all cautloned
..however, that ratlng scales only be employed when there was’ no other

""feffectlve means to examlne the behav10ur under study

Further reflnements, as suggested by Gronlund (1971), Gullford

‘(1954),_and Thorndlke and Hagen (1977) to 1mprove the effectIveness of

the descr1pt1ve graphlc ratlng scale 1nc1uded rotatlng the rank order of

”the chlldren s names for each rater on each page, rat1ng every Chlld on.

:one tra1t at a’ tlme, and poollng the ratlngs of a- number ‘of. raters.

LN
. 13 . "\;)
The maln purpose of the pllot study Was to’ collect 1nformat10n and

: recelve feedback about the‘Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng

;‘Scale from practlslng day-care profe531onals in the areas of ease of

.

R —utlllzatlon, clarlflcatlon of-the'lnstructlons.and the cues used and

"'the amount of tlme requlred to complete the scale.

The Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale (Appendix A),

' 1ts Ihstructlons for Use (Append1x B), and the Ratlng Scale Evaluatlon

‘ .

\ ';Questlonna1re (Appendlx F) were glven to flve Chlld care staff working
‘,~1n one mun1c1pally approved C1ty of Edmonton day care centre. lgese
2-‘Vstaff members regularly worked w1th three and four year olds, frequently
‘7gtak1ng them to thelr local Clty of Edmonton playground,‘ The ratlng ‘

' 'scale w1th the. names of the same 31x13year olds and f1ve 4 ‘year, olds, L

‘
[ T sa,

. the 1nstruct10ns, and a’ follow—up evaluatlve device, the Ratlng Scale o

Evaluatlon Questlonnalreg were. g1ven to each of the day care

ﬁ!;z.n

, # N
'professlonals sevéral davgégn advance of- meet1ng w1th the researcher.;

“ . - : ) N -

o b B
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‘_[Th1s prov1ded them wlth the opportunlty to look over the mater1a1

beforehand and - to thrnk about the chlldren they had been asked to rate.
P“The session. to complete the above process took place one afternoon with -
'the researcher present to answer any ‘questions that mlght arise. All
verbal 1nformat1on gathered durlng th1s meetlng was, collected on a tape
l‘recorder. .

: N - .t o * . =5 ' ,‘ - ., . v
'Results showed that the day carelprofessionals; firstly, had no

T d1ff1culty in understandlng the cues used 1m Headlngs 3 and 4 Secondly,

"vrated the instructions on how to ‘Yse the»rat g scale as easy, thlrdly,
. . N

b i
Y e N )

the - amount of tlme spent per page to ] Eqvé%mlnutes and the total time

oy I; V‘

‘-f f1111ng out the rat1ng scale to be about rlght, and fourthly, that more

m\

clarlflcatlon was needed 1n Headlng‘Z. It was noted that when the'
playground equlpment was not used exten31vely by the ch11dren, the

_ ‘fraters had more d1ff1cu1ty cons1stent1y ratlng the frequency and .

confld;\‘e of thelr gross motor playground performances. Also noted

fﬁddltlonal comments made by the day care.staff. The main'one
je fact that they had not glven much con31derat10n to the

(]

hdrEn s gross.motor performances on'the playground for.; they had
ﬁﬁv1ewed‘the1r trlps'there as solely recreatlonal As a consequence of
-uhav1ng used the PreschooI Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale, thesel,
"iday care profe531onals had 1ncreased the1r awareness cons1derably | \A
| In addltlon to the Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale,

an Ind1v1dual Playground Proflle was designed for use in thlS study. A

dlscu331on of 1tS'de51gn and constructlon folloWs. . . ; . \
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K - Individual,PlaygroundfProfile '

Y .‘
¢

Based on the recommendatlon of Keogh Sudgen, q?d Calklns (1979)ii

thiat a multlple measurement process was needed for the 1dent1f1cat10n of~:

movement problems, a second screenlng dev1ce, the Indlvldual Playground',flv

\

Profile, was constructed (Appendlx E) 1 Its purpose was to gather more*'

general 1nformat10n about the subJects gross motor playgrounq

behaviours and was desmgned so that raters could flll it out qu1ckly andnf"

ea31ly. As a reshlt the Ind1v1dua1 Playground Proflle was short,{n

cons1st1ng of a 51ngle page per Chlld. It contalned four questlons,fv
“~thpee of tHem. in graphlc ratlng scale de91gn and the fourth multlplef

response. These questLons SOught 1nformat10n about how much fun the
Cow .

chlld had on the playground,,the ch11d s. overall gross motor confldence =

on the playground, a comparlson of the chlld S. overall gross motorln

R

per%ormance to hls/her peer group, and a llst of descrlptors’hsed to'

describe ‘the Chlld s gross motor performances., It was 1ncluded 1n the,

’

packet .given to the raters after the observatlonal perlod was flnlshed' o

However, the raters had no prlor knowledge about 1t. .

- \qﬂ

Collectlon of the Data T E;:ﬁ -

v

'In order to'initlate‘the‘collection.of‘the data,;a tralnihg session‘; ‘
was given at'each day;tare.QentreAfor”rts}raters:prlor to the:.j
.‘obServational period. Postﬁobservational Interviews were alsoaorganiZed’v

t,’vbtaln more inforlhat'ion a.bout the su{b.j'ec_ts’ wh:o_-appe'ared t'o"‘b‘e hear‘
.the hottom ends of;the scales. This sectlon'will present‘the purpose”
- C - o . . P

and érganizational procedures used for the training session aind-the -
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‘guidelines and procedures for -the‘o.bs:ervati',onal period. and the.p.ost-;v .
~ observational interviews. e

»

"~ATrainingwsesSign‘_
- Purpose ’

The purpose of the tra1n1ng se331on was to flrstly, clarlfy alllu
the terms and descrlptlve phrases used in the Preschool Playground Motor=f
~;Sk1lls Ratlng Scale, secondly, ‘to make sure’ that the 1nstruct10ns for’
h the use of the ratlng scale and the observat1onal guldellnes weref
. o ,

understood ‘and“ thlrdly, for the researcher to be avallable to answer'
'.fany questlons the staff mlght have pertalnlng to ‘the - ratlng stale and to

%the study. Thorndlke and Hagen (1977) recommended that in. order toh

obtaln sound ratlngs raters must be wllllng to rate. Consequently, -

'they must be sold" on the 1mportance of the ratlngs. In thls study to:i-:

’

.fulf111 thls requlrement, a tralnlng ses31on Was held

.Qrganization

' A week before the tralnlng se331on a. packet contalnlng a copy off

.the Observatlonal Guldellnes, the Preschool Playground Motor Sk1lls_
-Ratlng Scale and the Instructlons for its’ use was dellvered to each day

7’care centre SO that staff members had the opportun;ty 'to read through,'

- f ¢

. the materlal A tra1n1ng sess1on of approxlmately .one and one halft'

m'hours duratlon was glven to each ‘of the 51x day cares prlor to the_

'threefweek_observatlonal”perlod These tra1n1ng S&SSIOHS took place

N
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: from: the end of Apr1l to the mlddle of May, 1984 The‘formatrof-each.ofﬂ

the sessions was as follows R S Y

' Location. The tralning se531ons were held at each of the day cares -

at a convenlent tlme for all staff members 1nvolved in- the study.: For‘

'five“day'cares this process,was completed durlng the chlldrenkrnap time

"and.for.one,~it“was‘during.anfeVeningystaff*meeting. s
- P ! N e : - o X - L

0

'Materials{ Each staff member pece1ved a copy of the ObServatlonal"

:Gu1de11nes, the Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Rat1ng Scale and 1ts%-'

‘ffInstructlons whlch they kept and could use for reference durlng the;

'-obserwat;onal_perlod.

"Presentation;. Each se331on opened w1th a . dlscu5310n of theu .

.,Observatlonal Guldellnes 1n order to clarlfy them. U31ng the Preschoolv‘;

' _fPlayground Motor Sk1lls Ratlng Scale s headlngs as a gulde,.each:'-

N presentat1on started w1th Headlng 1 and preceded on to. number 4

e

A sllde presentat1on of all the playground equ1pment lmsted under.J‘

;:1Head1ng 1 Equlpment Avallablllty, was shown. Thls enabled all raters:

fto 1earn the names of the d1fferent pleCes of playground equlpment._,lt~‘

’ also prov;ded an opportunlty to d1scu3s the equlpment varlatlons that,'

- were unlque to each of the day ‘care’ centres C1ty of Edmonton playground' .

'and how they f1tted 1nto thlS headlng.,

For Head1ng 3 Does the Chlld ChooSe to, there were two stages in,

»the presentatlon. Flrstlyy a sllde presentatlon of the Frequency anda’

- I I
Equlpment Avallablllty Tra1n1ng Qu1z was, shown and dlscussed (Appendlx

’D): A copy: of it was dlstrlbuted to everyone bel:rehand_so-that they:

[
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‘*dcould readfly follow the presentatlon and Jot down notes 1f‘necessaryr3
:Secondly, everyone answered the Frequency and - Equipment Avallablllty{
Qu1z (Appendlx D) on. the1r own referrlng to. the mater1als if, they felt~

T necessary. (Results of these qulzzes averaged 12 7 out of 15 of . 85%| A

ffor the 31x day cares w1th the range beang 11 3. to 14. 5) f After -

' ompletlon of the qulz answers were orally glven and problems d1scussed. o

A twenty mlnute v1deotape made by the researcher, of three— and-'

“four-year—old day care chlldren playlng on. a C1ty of Edmonton playground' -

was also shown;- It was: de31gned to 1llustrate the cues used in. Headlng

4, Is the Chlld s Performance on the. Dlscu581on throughout the fllm
,helped to further clarlfy them L
After the researcher was satlsfled that all questlons pertalnlng to’

the Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale s use had been

‘V;‘answered each of the stafflnembers was glven a. llSt w1th the names of

the Children that he and.she°was to\observeﬁdurlng the observatlonal"
',per1od
It should be noted that at no tlme were the day care staff aware~

that the 1nformat10n obtalned from the Preschool Playground Wotor Sk1lls
":Rat1ng Scale mlght be .used- 1n the screenang of phy51cal awkwardness in
uxthree— and four year—old preschoolers. ‘Thls was,to'mlnlmlze obseryer\

.eXpectanc;es (Kazd1n3'1977).

" " Observational Period’

'rbilowiﬁg each day care's training session a‘three—week(
- observational period ook place. This was based on Thorndike'and”
Hagenfs (1977) recommendation for improving the rating;process. It was

\
\
L
\
N \
\
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4 _to prov1de raters with a reasonable opportunlty to observe the.ratees
;fafter the tra1n1ng se851on. Itwvas.also benef1c1a1 to the rat1ng
.processas Uuachlldrenhadrun:playedexten31vely onthe playground.
eince‘the prevlous fall., Thus, the thnee week observat1onal perlod,
:,alloved the presChOOlers'to practlse-thelr playground gross motor skllls»“
:land to.also learn new ones before they were rated Staff were to follow.
. ;lthe Observatlonal Guldellnes (see Append1x C), observlng for the flrst'('
.dtwenty mlnutes "thelr chlldren playlng at‘thelr_Clty of Edmonton
/playground When the~observat10nal perlod was flnlshed the raters were
,glven a packet contalnlng the Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Rating
iScale w1th all thelr chlldren s names llsted on each page (the rankt-
1order'changed on’ each page), the Instructlons for the Use of the Ratlng
'JScale, Ind1v1dual Playground Proflle Sheets w1th each chlld.s ‘name . onf
ithem (rank order changed for each rater ratlng the same chlldren), and a:'
:,Ratlng Scale, Evaluatlon Questlonnalres. Day care staff ‘were requested‘;
'to flll out all the forms by themselves and to promptly return them 1nd

the envelope prov1ded to the1r day care Dlrector

Post-observation JInterviews

Prior to statistical analyéis,.anecdotal data Weré collettedvby_

_tape recorder dur1ng open ended group 1nterv1ews w1th the day care -

<\‘professlonals who had~ 1ndxcated that some of the1r chlldren mlght have.4

\

»'gross motor dlfflCUltleS by rat1ng them‘as He31tant or Fearful, and

'l,tBelow Average or Well Below Average on the Indlv&dual Playground

7;Prof11e., The ma1n purpose’was to gather more 1nformat10n about these
S Y ‘



' l_ speclflc chlldren as qu1ckly as,bossible after the'observatlonal per1odI;
for the summer . hol1days were\fast approach1ng,:a~t1me when thehir
attendance of both chlldren and staff fluctuates. i secondary puroose;.
was to. obtaln an understand1ng of how the raters had rated Interv1ewsr'
‘took place at each day care approxlmately one. week after all the data,'

'had been collected Only the day care profe381onals who" had rated these

' chlldren were 1nterv1ewed A~general outllne_llstlngAquestions ‘about - -

o the ch11d s body 31ze, gross motor, fine _motor, Soclal and verbalb'

,skllls, -and home env1ronment was used to gulde 1n the collectlon of. the

data. A total of 21 chlldren were dlscussed by a total of 32 staff.‘

. members. The age ‘anid sex of thejsubjects about whom post—observatlonalf‘

data were collected are shown in Table 3L

Table 3

© Age and Sex of "Interv1ew" SubgectS»

:Male '3‘1‘ - ,‘Female C ".l“LTotal

3 years’ . L 7;8- o H 4“ o j;*“,- .12

. . ». L. . ‘ - v . . | R . - ‘ ) - ‘ R , R
4 years - - .0 - 3 . T ST N ‘ -9

Total P S S |

When the data from the Preschool Playground Motor Sk1lls Ratlng -

f,Scale and the Ind1v1dUa1 Playground Proflle were analyzed the two -
'“'marker preschoolérs were lncluded in the sample, 1ncrea51ng the number‘ '

tO. 235,'



;CHAPTER v .

*'RESULTS" AND DISCUSSION
The following"four instruments Were used to'collect information-on,

the gross motor development -of- prhschool chlldren in: playground{

settlngs Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale, Ratlng Scale~

‘.Evaluatlon Questlonnalre, lnd1v1dual Playground Proflle and Post—

observational Interv1ews.' In thls chapter, the data collected by each‘(

" of these 1nstruments are presented and d1scussed in response to the
'spec1f1c sub—problem questlons posed in Chapter I Also, thé concludlng
sectlon, PreSchoolers Requ1r1ng Further Assessment presents 1nformat10n- a

~on: preschoolers who seem to be "at rlsk" w1th1n the gross, motor domaln.

Preschool.Playground MotorfSkills;Rating;SCale v:,'

. . * . .- L . . .} -. o, . - . N ) ) )
What playground-equipment is most available and most used by -

" preschoolers?

. Table 4 shows‘the'general‘ayailabillty of thell4'pieces of

- playground equ1pment upon wh1ch the day care profe331onals rated the

'gross motor: performances of the chlldren.. The equlpment is rank ordered

accordlng to those whlch‘Were most avallable to all the day cares. 3The

equ1pment that was avallable to most preschoolers in thls study was the

,‘wooden c11mber, hlgh sllde and lOW'Sllde whlle the tube sllde, tube'

o cllmber’and horrzontal_tlre swings were the least avallable..

-

53



| :/\.’* - ,

54

L

Table 4

«

Use of "Equ1pment Not Avallable Rating.

Equipment'. __" | | - R
' - S ' o
“Wooden Climber o 11
> High Slide. S N U
» Low Slide . ' : S .21
" Tires ‘ o 33
‘Standard Sw1ngs_ IR S
Wooden Planks R . 35
Baby Swings ‘ o 35
Metal Frame’ . B 36
Sw1ng1ng Bridge S .49
~Vertical Tire Swings - - . 56
‘Spiral Slide. o o 60.
* Tube Slide . .78
Tube Climber =~ - . - 80
. Horizontal Tire Swings . .92

: Motor Skills Ratlﬂé Scale are presented 1n Appendlx H.

—

Note. )Zq55séd on the total number of ratings by raters.’
fote. p-raseq ' ratings arers

4

\

~Comp‘lete information on the results of the'ratings‘made:on

;frequénty and confidente scele seétions of the'Preschool Playgr.

o .
To obta1n a more representatlve measure of the use of the children

‘made of the equlpment when it was avallable to them, the total number of

ratlngs for the cues Almost Alwaxs and FrEquently were summed and the‘

-

-percentage-of‘use calculated-for each p1ece of eQulpment. Thls

SR - f
1nformat10n on the most selected and used playground equ1pment is,

reported in Table S The chlldren played most often on the wooden -

cllmber; splral sl;de, swlnging bridge and standard swings. Upon'closer

_inspection, it is_ noted that these pieces of playground equipment seem .

)



55

to facilitate exploration, testlng of oneself and creatlve play the,

_three main”facefs of pleyground play\(Sutton—Smlthp 1970). Their appeal

‘,seems*to liefin.tbe fact that the_ohildren'can perform a widevvarlety of -

' play activities on ;hese\pieces of'equipment.

Table 5~ . - o :

Equipment Most Selected by the Preschoolers‘ .‘ . o ‘ ‘ %f
Equipment :" , Co o 7 ‘ ”H' -
’ v " . s - : ‘\:,7 .
. Wooden .Climber .~ ' 53
Spiral Slide L 46
Swinging Bridge- : ) 44
" .Standard Swings. - . . 4l
‘Metal Frame . f, B S S Lo
Low Slide. =~ =~ ' . co .30 - oo
Tube Climber =~ - . .29 '
- Horizontal Tire Swings . 28 '
Tllbe Slide . ,‘ o o 27 .. o \ F
o High Slide - . \) 25 ; o
Baby Swings - o .24 ‘
Vertical T1re Sw1ngs . 20 L R
" Tires - - o D .20 AR
.Wooden Planks v e e 13. .

In summary, it 1s concluded from the above 1nformat10n on-. the

{7av311ab111ty and frequency of playground equlpment use that the A

R

“

'preschoolers in thlS study used a wlde range of equlpmeht. ThlS'/

yequ1pmen;, also, requlred them to’ use a number of dlfferent grossxmotor'5

q', ”\1

skllls. As a result, when their gross motor behav1our was ratea on?‘

these 1tems,»1t was assumed that a falrly broad plcture of thelr ;

motorfprofic1ency wascbelng obtalned;

i

~
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‘Are there dlfferences in the accuracy of the ratings on the different

pleces of;playground equipment7 Can day care professionals accurately

rate the gross ‘motor performances oprreschoolers7

3‘As~reported"in.Chapter,Ill, 1l6 preséhoolichygdren were rated by 36
different day care professionals. A report on their educational

d quallflcatlons and profe351onal exper1ence is 1ncluded in the next

3
i\

_ sectlon.‘ In some cases the preschoolers were rated by more than two

»

raters, in, fact, 39 chlldren were. rated by thrse raters and seven by
four raters. =HoWever, only the data from the\ flrst two randomly
a831gned raters for each chlld were 1ncluded in the follow1ng analysis.

The extent to whlchﬁpalrs of raters agreed on thelr observatlons
\

was determlned by completlng a Pearson Product—moment Correlat1on on the
results obtalned from the Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Rating

Scale.'_,.,z "‘ .:"g h" o ~‘y 8

As noted in Tables 4 ‘and 5 the chlldren used a wlde varlety of

\

playground equlpment durlng th1s study ‘As-expected ‘the ava1lab111ty

. and frequency of use of the equlpment by the chlldren seemed to

1nfluence the day care profess1onals rat1ng agreements. _
: ..

f@% o As Table 6 shows, the 1nterrater agreement &oeff1c1ents were
% N
. vg,g‘- : 4 -

%‘hnerally h1gher for the chlldren 3 performances on those pieces of

*@
equ1ment<Qh1ch they most often used Only in one case, the high slide,

was thls trend not followed. Perhaps the most strlklng feature of Table

6 1s the clear dlfference between p1eces of equipment whlch encouraged

".raters;to agreeﬁonfthe;r ratlngs-of the preschoolers' gross.motor skills

’
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Table & | A - , Y

Compariéon of the Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Raters 1 and 2 on

'the'Frequency and Confidence Scales and the Equipment Most Selected by

Preschoolers

Item ¢ J % .. Frequency Confidénce
Lo b ¢
Wooden Climber * - g 53 , .79 .84
Spiral Slide * = | : 46 - . .83 - .88
Swinging- Bridge ¥ — 44 . W73 .83
" "Standard Swing%ft o f 41 ) YA .70
Metal Frame * \ S S A .75
Low Slide = - ' 30 : 24 .21
Tube Climber v 29 . .21 .27
Horizontal Tire Swings ‘ 28 -.07 -.05 e
Tube Slide - . 27 .46 ‘ .68
High Slide * = 25 CW72 .69
~ 'Baby Swings o 24" _ Y - 436
Vertical TiteSwings 20 AT Y S Y
Tires™ ' : 20 . W34 : Y

- Wooden Planks .~ 13 " S .26 .36

. Note. * =:Best Items

,and those which did not. Also, tﬁélpieces of equipmeﬁt”ﬁbon;;hiqh tﬂe*
ratefs.hadkthe'highest agreemeﬁtsﬁon the éhiidrén's performances, did s0o
on boﬁ? the Frequenﬁy andlgﬁnfidencé Scaléé. I£ sh0uld be qgted that
the’inQe£;afernagreeﬁentycoefficients for both the.Freiﬁéﬁ;y_énﬁ,_
anfidence Scales were almost alﬁayé‘tﬁé same..-Thebchildren;s”

/]perfofmgdceé on the following pieces of playground'equipmenf'feéeived
the ﬁighest in;grratef agreements:u the high slide, spiral slide, waod;n

‘climber,‘métal framé climber, standard swings and swinging bridge. -

- ‘ L N . . .
These piecés -of playground equipment were categorized as "Best Items."



.!‘ » st ﬁ 58

»
e

Itlis noted'that three of the six Best Items were pieces of equipment
that are typlcaély 1nc1uded on traditional’ playgrounds while the
remainlng three are usually found on creative playgrounds.

Upon further examlnatlon.of the Best Items, the following details

" are noted. Firstlﬁé in this study, the wooden climbeg X he most °

frequently available playground equipment and the m
preschoolers. The children's performances on it also received the’
second highest interreter‘;éreement for both ‘the Frequency'and
Confidence Scaies.' Secondly, the spiral slide was available to less
than half the,preschoolers in this study. However, when-it was present,

not only d1d the children choose -to play on it but interrater agreement.

coefficients:’ were high, Thls suggests that the sp1ral silde provides

~raters with extra opportunities to observe the preschoolers and

therefore, increases the agreement of their ratlngs. Thirdly, the high
slide was avallable to most of the preschoolers and the chlldren s

performances on it obtained a relatively high interrater agreement.
Nevertheless, many of the preschoolers did not choose to use it.

There are a number of factors which appear to contribute to the

L]
.

high agreement ratings obtained when the children used the Best Items.
y :
T ‘some@%xtent, these factors all 1nvolve the ease with whlch a

relatively novice rater can observé the subtleties of gross motor

skills. Consideration of these factors may assist in modifying the

e

~Preschool Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale.

o

Thorndike and Hagen (1977), as reported in Chapter III, recommend

that raters have an opportunity to observe before rating. The three-



week observational period met this criterioﬁ;.uﬁg;ever, upon éloéer
scrutiny of the‘data and as mentioned aﬁove, it is on the equipmerit that
the préschodlérs most frequently used tpat the higﬂtr.intéfrater
agreements were obtained (Table.6L In fact, when@thé e%Pipmen; was

available, five of the six Best Items were also the mostfpbpular with

the preschoolers of this study. As a result, more opportunity to

observe the preschoolers was afforded the raters by these particular .

pieces of playground equipment and the raters.were able to observe more
than "initial performance," a previously mentioned screening concern of

! s

Lewko's (1977). - '.
Aﬂbther important factor is that some playground gross motor skiils

“have more obvious obsérvable features than others anq thué, are easier

to raté. As previously mentioped in Chapter iII, Guilfo%d (1954)

recommends that only overt traits should be rated in order to encourage

effective ratings. The Best Items required the preschoolers to use four

L

basic blayground gross motor skills:  swinging, climbing, sliding and

balancing. Each Bf'theée skisl 1s has relatively clear, observable
features that the dgyycare professionals were able to identify; thus,
they could rate the children's performances more easily on these skills.

For example, it 'was easier for the raters to dbserve and rate the

performances of the preschoolefgwbh the standard s#@%%s than the

e

vertical tire swings as they knew what to expect and look for when the:

oL L
T i I3 . ’
children were swinging.
=Y

~ Another key factor underlying these Best Items is the fact that the

children required a fairly high degree of skill to use these pieces of

equipment. As a result, the day care professionéls were able to

S



Eﬁﬁdewit easier'for the raters to be more objectivé in their ratings.

n

~ high interrater agreements on the,pfeschooleg§' performances and<thoéé

60

. ‘ ol . .
- identify the preschoolers who were better performers by noting who used

thése itéms and by judging whether their pef%ormances were skilléd or
not.

The relative'étandardizagion of the equipment for the Best Items
was also a possible reason for the higher interrater agreements on the
preschoolers' performances. The day care proféssionais did not have’to
make édjuétmenté for the variability in the playgfouhd,equ?pment. In
City of Edmontonvplaygrounds, there is only one éype of spiral slide,
swinging bridge and metal frame climber; the high slide and the standard
'swingé have two types. The wooden climber”was the only plgyground

~

equipment to have several tjbes. This degree of uniformity may have

In considering the differences between those items that encouraged

i

that did not, there are three plausible reasons: the-differences

‘between the children, the raters and’the equipment. Firstly, as

expécféd,‘the mést hoticeable factor is the variability in behaviour

.amongst’ the preschbolérs. For example, they can vary in their

proficiency of gross mofpr skilis, their enjoyment of playground play, -

.their readiness to learn new gross motor playgrohnd skills and their

:.gocial skills. . Secondly, the differences in the obgervationai'skillsv

and training of the day care professionals as well as their individual

rating tendencies can explain-some of the variability among the raters.

‘
“ .

Thirdly, equipment variability getween the playgréﬁnds’as a fact&f.in'

o

low rater agreement is exemplifiedvby the woodé&'ﬁ*$ﬁks and low‘slidé.
f;f i g ’

L3 hd

5}7 : . /
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IWOoden planksg@ n all be the same height or at varying ones; most wooden

“u

pladké are- ﬂiaced at the periphery of the playground some are not.
- Some low slldes are very wide while othprs are narrow; some have steps
to climb up while others have wooden posts or\plenks. Although .
‘Herkowiﬁz (1978), Hill (1978), Sisk (1979) and Wuelluer (1979) all

'recomme&d variety and ch01ces in playground equipment, it was the-

t
Varlabllaty of thls equipment among the playgrounds that makes it

L

difficult to obtain high interrater agreement for'the children's
“ ‘ :
performanceﬁ on these 1tems—*e»

As reported in Table 7, the 1uterrater agreements for the overall
‘assessment retings were generally very low. For;theee ratings, the
playground eouipment was grouped according to the‘primary gross.motor

skill needed to use it a?diﬁummary ratings on the specific. gross motor

skills of preschoolers.were made by the day care profe381onals. The

g
e

purpose of these ratings was to acquire an overview of the chlldren ]

playground groSs~motor skills., However, as the results indicate, this

A .
was difficult to-obtain.

It should_be noteo that’balancing,gwith only two items in its
e : : ' »

‘group, and runugug, a single item, required less observational
: ) , ‘
information to be'generalizeggl This made it much easier for the raters
to reduce their ooservatione into one overali assessment ratingr As a
result, the iﬁ;errater agreement,foruthese two'OVerall assessment -
ﬂratéﬁgs was higher than the others. As Gurlford (1954) and Thorndike
~ and Hagen,(1977)3recommendvrating only overt traits,.it was contrary to

their recommend%tion to incorporate, this type of rating into the

N ki
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Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Raters 1 and 2 on Overall Ratings

Items Frequency Confidence
Running - oL .60 .50
Balancing | o .56 .56
Swinging | .28 .19
Sliding - .23 .08
Climbing . .17 .27

.\.‘

Preschool Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale. The results from these

questions are evidence that their advice should be followed.

Abcorrelation coefficient of above .80 is recommended by"

Fraﬂﬁ%nburg (1975) as gcceptable reliability'for a screening test. If

the feliability is lower, he suggests modifying the screening test to
. : s

achieve higher reliability. Therefore, the Pneséh&bl Playground Motor

Skills Rating Scale needs improvement to meet this criterion.

Ih‘summary, the playground equipment most available ;to the

preSchoolers in this study was the wooden climber, high slide and low

slide. The pieces of equipment that they most frequently played on were

the wooden climber,_gpiral slide, swinging bridée and standard swings.

Day care professionals, as novice observers of gross motor skills, were

able to rate the performances of three and four year olds.

»
However,

there were differences in the rating agreements of the preschoolers'

performances on thé different pieces of playground equipment. The

v

g4
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childrey's performances on the high slide, spiral slide, wooden climber,
metal frame climber, standard swings and swinging‘bridge had the higher

interrater agreement results.
-Rating Scale Evaluation Questionnaire

How do the day care professionals assess the use of the Preschool

! Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale?

Thirty—three day care profe331onals, from a total of 36‘ completed
the Rating Scale Evaluation Questlonnalre, one other only partlally
completed it. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, .the majority of them haq at
least an Early Childhood ﬁiploma (32 of 53) and three yeats or less of
day care working experience (22 of 33) " The educational qualifications
of these day care professionals is well above Alberta s requ1rements
}Wanpower plannlng unit, 1982). This result suggests that~they are able ~
to prov1de very good child care to the preschoolers of their respective
day cares (Snow, 1983). = Thus, it must be recognized that the training
qualifications of these day care professionals wouid positively
influence the results of this study. ¢

The Preschool Piayground‘Moter Skills Rating Scale is easy to use
as 31 of the 34 day care professionais rated it's use asaeither Eagx or
Very Fasy (Table 10). When. questioned as to the cla;&ty of tae

a

frequency and confidence categories and the instrictions for the rating
: ) :
scale, 28 to 30 day care professionals rated them as easily understood

(Tables 11, 12 and 13). -As reported in Table 14 and 15, the majority of

raters (20 - 21), firstly, took five to ten minutes per page to fiLl out .

t

'V

; L et
. ‘ﬁghn -



Table 8

Staff Training
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Tréiriing Frequ'ency' ‘ 4
Non—-Some Iv~2.f . _ 6
ECD 21 65
Degree : 5 15
Degree and EC 4 12 ©
ECD and other 1 3
N Total ‘ 33 *
{
Table 9 5
Staff Experience ;\
Experience Frequency %
1 year or less 9 Y | 26
2 years 5 [ 15
3 years 8 - 23
4 years 3 ‘ 9
5 years , 4 ' 12
Kindergarten/Nursery 1 3
: 6-10 2 6
11-15 2 6
Total 34
P \\
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‘Table 10

How Easy was it to Use the Rating Scale?

User Ease Frequency ‘.Z
Very difficult = 0 0
Difficult 3 . 9
Easy , \ 27 79
Very easy | 4 12
Total ' 34

Table 11 - , :

How Easy was it to Understand the Frequency Scale Descriptors?

Frequency Ratings Frequency %
Very difficult 0 ’0
Difficult 3 ‘ 9
Easy 27 79
Very easy - 4 12

Total 34




Table 12

How Fasy was it to Understand the Confidence Scale Descfiptors?

Confidence Ratings Frequency " R4
Very difficult | o 0
Wifficult S 0 0
Easy T 28 : 85
Very easy = C 5 15
Total - "33

Table 13 5

How Easy was it to Understand the Instructions to Use the Rating Scale?

)

Instructions Frequency VZ -
A 7
Very difficult 0 0
Difficult ‘ 0o 0
- Easy . 30 88
. Very easy 4 12
Total . | 34 )




Table 14

What was the Average Length of Time per Page You Spent Rating?

Time Per Page Frequehcy Z

Over 30 minutes 2 6
30 1 3
25 3 9
20 2 6
15 4 12
10 10 30
5 11 33

*
Total 33

Table 15

Did the Total Time Spent Filling Out the Rating,Stale Seeml. . .

Total Time ‘ Frequency 4
Too long ’ 1 3
Long s 10 30
About right ’ 20 , 61
Short 2 6
Too short : 0 0
Total 33
L
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the rating scale and, secondly, thought that the total time spent
completing the rating scale Qaé.About Right.~ There was a large minority
(li - 13 raters) who féund the time required to complete the rating
scale as légyg Twenty—nine day care professionals rated the training
session as at least Beneficiél; no one considered it to have been
Detrimental (T?blev16). As Iablg;17 indicates, the majority of raters
(30 of 33) wére confident in their own ratings of the preschoolers that:
they had observed. |
Table 16

Was the Training Session . . . ‘ v

Training Session Frequency %

Very detrimental 0 0
Detrimental 0 0
Unnecessary . 4 12
Beneficial 22 67
Very beneficial 7 21
Total . 33

Table 17

How Confident are You that Your Ratings are Accurate?

Confidence in Ratings Frequency - "%
Very unsure 0 0
Unsure .3 9
Confident 29 88

Very confident - 1 , 3

Total 33




instructions. The raters found the tralnlng session beneficial as lt

provided an opportunity for them to discuss any difficulties that they

had. Although the Preschool Playground:Motor Skills Rating Scale wés

easy to use, the results indicate that it took a lohg’timé to complete.
However, this did not seem to be a concern for the majority of the
raters. Unlike some of;the teachers who refused to participate in
GilBergget al.'s study (1982), due to the lack of time for thorough
observation, the-day care professionals of this study, having observed
"theirﬁ4breschoolers for'tﬁ;ee weeks, had considerable confidence in

their ratings.
Individual Playground Profile

’
Can a supplementary screening device provide additional information that

is useful to the screening process?

Prior to discussing the results, it should be noted that the raters
had not beén given én opportunity to view the Individual Playground
Profile until after the observational period was finished. Although the
raters were "untraineﬁ," they had had an opportunity to observe "their"
children during the observational period required by the Preschool
Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale. Asva result, this observationai
period should have made it easier for the raters ko rate these

preschoolers on .the Individual Playground Profile,
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.f) Y

Mngy’(On the playground, ‘this child's gross motor

performance 1@E;§ had the hlghest interrater agreement coefficient at

.60. This question related more specifically to the Presc‘hol.

Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale than the other two, (How much fun

o

does this chidd appear to have on the plbyground7), an"(ln comparison

f tgwthe othex children in your day care, thls child's gross motor

performance on the playground isd?.'.?) which had interrater agreenents
of .43 and .48 respec;ivelw. These subjective ratings certainly had
much lower interrater agreements than the Best Itens and the information
collected by them should be used with care. Complete information on the
results-of the ﬁgﬁings for these three questions is found in Appendii.l.

—_ .
Questlon Four, [What word(s) would you use to describe the gross

motor perfofﬁence of this child?], is open-ended and thus, only’

frequency data on the descriptors chosen is reported in Table 18.
/ ‘ LA

Although the results thained are a function of this study's sample, a

, - PR
review of some of these\desorip#prs may be beneficial. "Co-ordinated"
o & FOR :
énd'konfidenﬁ‘yerelﬁérm5§tvfreﬁuently selected descriptors used to
. , - E

describe the'groséﬁmotb:iperformancesuof the preschoolers in this study.

e

It should bé noted that ‘the word "confident" was used elsewhere in this

e e .
¢ 3
{

study. As a Vérylgenbral level the high pércentage of use of these

3
§

words' reflects a pos&tlve*assessment of these children's gross motor
s ‘? . ‘ 1 -

playground Sklllﬁ. ”Very‘pOQr " and uncontrolled" were the least chosen-

3
R 2

descrlptors. As these two words 1 were 1nfrequent1y selected, when raters

;).‘
il

chose to use them, they were 1nd1cat1ng a real concern for a particular

PN

child's grpss motprgskmlls. ﬁThe,meximum number of descriptors‘selected

by one rater. to déséribe one child's gross motor performance was 12,
e e .

709
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Table 18- : , ¢

Frequenc1es and Percentages of Descrlptor Selectlons

T
- Descriptors ‘w No.( L % .
Co-ofdinated - . 160 8.9
Confident oo 153 8.6 ‘
Ener%ftic : - T 136 7.6 "
'~ Controlled o 111 6,2 k
- Average ) . 107 - . 6y0 :
Relaxed . : ) - 100 . .5.6
Acceptable! - 99 . 5.5 -
: Skd1¥edn ‘ . . "9§' _5.4f.
" Cautious I o 87 4.9
Inventive ~ . . 86 4.8 ‘
“Good -, . - 81 4.5
Flowing = = = SRS O 4.0
Very good - . 68 - - 3.8
Daring , -~ ™ : B 67 3.7 0 N
Above average o S 51 . 2.9 .
~ Nervous R ¢ Y A R 2.6
Unsteady . - 38 ) 2.1
- Tense - : o - 36 : 2.0 '
. Passable = =, , : 34, 1.9 :
"Awkward. A - 33 1.8 o :
Egcellent" ' o 26. 1.5 - .
Unco-ordinated e 022 - 1.2
Clumsy o 22 1.2
Jerky o L i 1.1~ :
Highly skilled - Te 0.9 "
Poor . , : - .15 0.8
. !very poor E 1 ‘ u » . | 5 'V . / ."0,.3 . g», s
1uv.Uncontrolled R : 73 : 0.2 L
. - . N — - - : ‘ \‘J, - ; E2
. - g e N o ) ‘_\;.’
‘V‘Note. Frequency data based on 1789 responses. Pl . ’-_ CoA
LT R o

In summary,'how much ‘fun: the chlld appeared to have on the

playground (Questlon One) and a comparlson of ‘the th]xﬁs gross motor .

! "l

perfqrmance on the playground to hls/her peers (Questlon Three) appears

» . -':
o e i ) ) o
- -

o X
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ease the subjectiJeness{of the ratings. Ae a result, they were
accurate.v Consequentlyl these;questiong"do not provide ver%
meaningful'information for the screening process. Howeyer; the over:ll
‘rating of the child's confid%gce whdl;‘performing on the playground

le

(Questlon Two) and the ch01ce of descriptors used by the raters to -
describe the child's gross motor performance on the playground (Questlon
‘Four) enabled raters to indicater in a more»general and accurate way how

a child was .performing on the playground. This additional information

collected by the, Individual Playground Piagfile wouldpbefuseful'CO'the‘
ented by the, Individual Playground PiGfile S,
screening process, ' 2 R ¥
B | | g
‘g_ﬂ
. Post-observational Interviews’

L, e

X ¥ ,
from 1nterv1eWs w1th day care profes31ona137

s

Cag\the~1dent1f1cat10n process be enhanEéd by anecdotal data collected

2

.As discdSéed’in'Chapter~III,-the Poet—observationaf Interviews were

conducted in order Eo~acduire additionalrinformation on the preschoolers

who obtalned low ratlngS»on(the ‘Prescho ‘Pl ground “Motor Skllls Ratlng
By

l?m et N .;
»Scale. The 1nformat10n collected od’égéﬁ of these ch1ldren was on the1r

G
\

family background, birth ogder, body 31ze,lplay‘skills, ethnic oriéins,.

- gross motor and fine motor skills., One of the reasons. for conducting

w . . v
.

# these interviews was to examine more closely the decision processgs used -

3

_by the raters. - The ﬁhterviezs generaped’ a number of important?®
shne, = N . :

e

obseryations;about these children. As eported in’Chapten/I&I,
. . ) . . > B . A
preschoolers were in this group and their day care profeigionals

interviewed. Inclusion in this group did not mean that thé children. -
L ome e

- . - -
b . R . o - . N Yo
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b

were "at risk;" however, their low performance ratings suggested that
’ > s e .

further study of them was ;equired.'#bue to the time constraints of this
study, these interviews were held prior to statistical analysis.
Therefore, it'would be expeqted that several’children who were, in fact,

n
v

not "at risk" would be included .in this group. Thus, these false
qu?itlvgﬁayould influEhce'the findings. In this section, the results of
the anecdotal data collected during the Post-observational Interviews

. ! . ) i J\A"‘ . “ . ¢ \ -
are presented and discussed.

The overall results indicate that the.21 childrehuselected'for

o

Post-observational Interviews were a heterogeneous group. As reported
in Table 19, they varied in respect to their home backgrounds as well as
to bodyesize, health,‘and'the specific gross motor, fine motor, and play

skills that they useu.,'rhe demographic.-results show that over 507 of
. . - ‘
‘the children were from immigrant families. Thus,jthe culturally- -

normative activities that these children participate in at home, might
~be quite differént from those activities of non-immigrant children.

kg

However, during the interviews, a more extensive picture of whatisome of
these 1mmlgrant preschoolers were d01ng, emerged Often these chlldren'
played @themselves but in partlcular they spent a large amount of =

time observing the othe{ children in the»day care; The day care.

profe531onals interviewed expressed the ‘opinion that Egls observatlonal
sprocess helped these preschoolers learn aboyt some of the 1ntr1cac1eé of |
s

. Canadian culture;(namely, new;foodﬁ, new eating utensils, néw language,

and new activities.- In conclusion, no other or seemed to have as

greaﬁian 1nfluence as-the. cultural backgroun of the chlldren. Thus,
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Table 19 S '
Interview Data .
Ethnic Background  Family Status Physical Problems yHealgp .
Canadian 10  One Parent 7  Yes 3 Healthy 14
"~ Non-Canadian 11 Two Parents 14 No 18 - Sickly 7
. ;
Birth Order Height Weight = - . Tricycles,
Only 10 Over 6 . Over 7 Yes . 15
Youngest 7 Average. 11 Average .8 No ° 2
Other b Under = 4~ Under 6 Not known 5
; A K
Play Fine Motor - ™ - Language Delay '
Solitary 12 -~ Gencern . '> B Yes 5 - _
Group 9 ’ No Epncern 1 No 16 .
P T . : ) p .
S N o ‘,4\\-\. - -
. Jumping 1 Rebounder = - Stairs .
Yes 7 Often 5 Marking time . 8
Cautiously 4. Seldoy 7 * Alternating feet " 6
No v e 20 No 3 " Not, known 7.7
Not known® 8 Not known 6 ' - -
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the birth order, body size, health, andhgross motor, fine motor, and

LY \ [

play skills of these'preschooiers were not highly correlated with their"
gross motor playgrouno'skillsvas rated by the :kndividual Playground
Profile.

‘There were other flndlngs and observatlons collected during the
interv1§WS which 1nf1uenced the resultsi The additional information“
collected was helpful‘ln-understandlng the observational and rating
processes; employed by the raters in this;stndy}

First, preschoolers in four of the six day cares had access to
school gymna31ums and thus, the day care staff had had an op ortunlty to
observe the chlldren in, another gross motor setting. This may have

" enabled them to glve more knowledgeable answers to téﬁahro%d range of

4

the question3
: N ¥
Second the’ 1nterv1ew qgestlon%epertalnlng to stair cllmblng ‘and

“n

d dqung the 1nterv1ews.‘ .

r1d1ng trlcycles were 1mposslb1e for%iome day care profes31onals to

<

answer .as the equ1pmént was not available.® However, on@plece of gross

«

motor equipment that was ava11able~to all chlldreg was the rebounder.

s

This was due,to its size, helght and cost. It also had been new&y
’ 3

acquired by all of the day cares. As a result, a question about the

. pt . : N
"children's use of this piece of, equipment was included in these
L N o e SR %
interviews. . ° v

S
4
+

Third,nthe day care professionais in this study Were'wiliing to

identify childrda on the Individual Playground Profile as being

g -

"awkwar@'and."clumsy" because they did not consider these words to be

pejorative descrlptors for three— and four-year-old preschoolers. (Thls
i‘ 2

is in contrast to the ‘teachers of school—agéd children in the studies of

-
P )
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g K i
Henderson & Hall, 1982;-Keogh et al., 1979). Preschoolers, who were
described as "awkward" or "clumsy," were perceived to simply be at an’
early stage of skill acquisition rather than have a Lryg gross motor

development problem. This wider bandwidth of acceptability is a

sensible s;feguard ageinst prematufely labelling preschoolers as

7+ physically awkward; howeJﬁr, it must be considered when evaluating the

oy

‘period ‘enabled the- day care professiog

’

opinions of day care professionals.

i
.

Fourth, it should be noted that.d&l of the day cares had "quiet"

rooms where mainly fine motor activities took place, and "noisy" rooms

oo
RN

where gross motor activities were prevalent. Inasmuch as the yhere .
: ) ';v..""!\ o

The only oppogtunlty for the day care profe331onals tdcr;
s L, =
children was at the playgrodnd. "Thus,

accurately. ¢

- | . . Ll 4 e, »
- Fi ' a beneficial side effect had:ooéurred. The use of the
B : * - - '

,Playgrouhd'Preschool Motor Skills Rating Scale had increased the day

care profe531onals sen31t1v1ty to gross motor skill development.

Comments, similar to those made during the pllot &l\y (see Chapter'

w - .
III) yere expressed

Although the overall results show that @he "interview" chlldren had

very ittle in common with ea&h other, the add1t1onal 1nformatlon«'

&%;9 Alx} . .

collected was helpful in understanding’the observatlonal and rating’
‘ &

processés uséd by the day care profes31onals in thlS study

-~

X s ‘
R L. . : '
. - - ». | v B - ,
. . RS .
oAl - o T .
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Preschoolers Requiring Further Assesspght
’ ) /u“) ‘

Can a_group of preschool children bevidentified as requiring;further

gross motor assessment based on the’ ratlngs of thelr performances on the

Ind1v1dua1 Playground Profile and the Preschool Playground Motor Skills

Ratlngg§cale?

-« . : -
A final step in the development, 1mplementat10n and evaluatlon of .

’]"\-

the Preschool Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale and Ind1v1dua1 o

Playgrbuﬁd Profile was to determine whether they could be used to :
R4 . ) . )
_identify preschoolers who were not performing adequately on the

T ) .
playground. The selection process was ihitiated by using the results

obtained froleuestion;Two on the Individual Playgrounanrdfile, ‘Thisl

T~

htqg performance'

question esked' On the playground thlS chlld's gross

is: confldemsiwadequate, hesitant or fearful As pre 1gps1y mentioned,

AL

the interrater agreement for this questii? was only 60 ho%%ver, it had

the highest agreement of the three questions posed in the Individual,
. 4 . v . [ o

Playground Profile, Using t;hbe results of this question as e‘m'initw
/

screening test, preschoolers who were rated as being Hesitant-and/o

Fearful by all their raters were categorized as a low skill -group who
: - [ ) e

might requiredfurther assessment. It was found that of'the 116
subjects, 10 less-skilled children were identified bytjus procedure.gﬁ

For the purposes\gﬁ this study, these subjects were 1abelled as Sklll
)i &

Group Two, whlle the remaining 106 ,Subjects %ige called, Skill Group

’ £

::One. The age and sex distributions of the less skllled children are

o

shown in.Table 20.
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Table 20

Age and‘Séx of Skill Grgup Two

Male - Female
; o v
' 3 years f/ ~ 3 1
‘ N\ -~ -
4 years ' o3 ~3,‘« H
’ 5 . . L] o c
Total " ) _ 4
. : : ,,
;& n

s \
S

It should be noted that of the two preschoolers who were included -
0

as marke@rsﬁ’é”ohiy th‘e ﬁerﬁale was identified by this selection process. :

o tﬁlthough the nale marker was con51dered a. spec1al needs" ch;}d his

dlsabllltleS did- not greatly affect hlS gross motor‘@ergprmance on EMe

.

* playground. As a regult, he” was correctlyrnet selected by this process.

Tables 21 an& 22 summarizekthe ﬁreheency‘end confidence scale

ratings assigned to the preschoolers in the two skill groups. Due to

{

the fact that the 1ess-skilled children often did not use some of the

o equiﬁment; the cells in their eections are often unfilled. Thus,
fegular cht gquare statisticalttechniques c0ul§ nnt be_useﬁ. However, a’

o frequency dnalysis of the Congidence Scale results §hows thatdthe

hﬁm_jo‘rity‘ o%. children in’ the higﬁer' skilled group were per;;"ming

0 ' ‘{' A ‘ ) [
adequately or' confidently on the six pieces of equipment./ In contrast,

Al

Fearful. ' The same pattern a
—_—t——'—' . w3 ) .

Frequency Scale data.

the less-skilled preschoolers were predominatily rat?d as Hesitant or

emerged m an analysis of the

Ve
Ve

N
N
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Rd

These results Yrom Tables 21 and 22 provide some indication of the
value of the Preschool Playgrbund Motor Skills Rating Scale as an
initial screening device., The preschoolers rated as Hesitant and/or ,

Fearful on Question Two of the Individual Playground Profile, who also

[

obtain low ratings on the Preschool Playground Motor Skills Rating Scale v}
should be referred for further g}oss’motor assessment. : |
Additional information in support of this view was obtained from an
analysis of the descriptors used by the day care professionals in
describing the gra@é motor performances of the preschoolers in the two
skill groups. The most frequently selected Aescriptors for each group

are listed in Table 23. //

' £
Table 23 . ,/ o

' The Frequenc1es”hﬁd Percenuiges of tﬂ% Top Five Descrlptors for Skill

;//
/

Groups land 2 ./ 3 .

... ‘ .? ’

o . Rank Order No. B 4

Skill Group 1 3 o | ‘
',“ ) . v ) ] &dg? . m . P
Co~ordinated 1 154 9.4
Confident 2 152 , 9.3

+ Energetic 3 136 8.3
Ceatrolled 4 109 4 6.7
Aﬁzrage 5 -102 6.3

Skill Group 2 R .
Cautious 1 22 : 13.8
Unsteady 2 s 17 10.7
Nervous 3 ' 16 - 10,1
Tgnse 4 15 9.4

: <Awkward N 75 S 13 , ‘ 8.2 "

L" ! b ! -

A

: i ’
Note. Sk111 group 1 frequencies based on 1630 responses; Sklll group 2
fre enc1es‘beseﬂ'on 159 responses.

~N - '\

*



' 82

The words used to describe Skill erup One and Two suggesE that the
gross motor confidence of these“children on the playground was very
different; The use of the words cautious, unsteady, nervous,“teﬁse and
awkward demonstrated that the gross motor performances of these'cﬁild?en
was of concern to the raters. It should be noted that the day care
professionals in this study rarely used these terms to describe the
preschoolers in Skill Group One. This suggests thaththere are very
clear differences in the gross motar performances of these two groups of
children, '

Post-observational Interview data were available on eight of the
ten less-skilled preschoolers (there was no interview Qata collected for
one subject, the other was a "marker"). As reported in Table 24,‘the
majority of these children were from immigrant families, played by
themselves and climbed stairs by marking time. - From the interviews, it
appears that there were no other common factors which may have
influenced the gross motor playground perfbrmances of thezless—skilled
pgeschoolérs. : &

In summafy, the following picture of ;ﬁe less-skilled preschodlers
emerged. They infrequently used the high s{iﬂe, spiral slide, standard

. swings, yooden cLimbert metal frame climbér and swinging bridge.
However, when they'djd choose to play on these pieces of plg%érounﬁp :
equipment, their cogfidence was predominantly rated as ?ea;ful or

VHesitanE.f The degcriptors selected by.the\ratérs‘Ao descrigé these
less—skil%ed preschoolers' gross motor performances reveal thag-these

1 »

" _children were very‘appreﬁénsive. Anecdotal information collected by the

~ ) .
Post-observational Interviews points to the fact that not orly ‘were the

¥

“ » N
. v
: L. r,‘
A\ , ‘ . " v,



. “
R g M

a2 M

‘%‘v "‘,\ '\ "‘31 ' . ;\ 83
. ' ')\ ";. (
Q&. .- Table 24 ’%% .
R T A
%jrdﬁgtV@éw Data for Skill Group Two
M ENRAES B .
Eﬁhnic backgfound Family Séatus Physical Problems Health
A RS a
& . L .
Canadian”, . 2" . One Parent 3 Yes 1 Healthy 7
Non-Canadian™ 6.  Two Parents 5 No 7 Sickly 1
".Birth Order Height Weight Tricycles
Only 4 "Over 0. Over 3 Yes 5
Youngest 2 Average 7 Average 4 No 1
Other 2 Bg Not known 2~

der 1

-Under 1

Play S RN

‘Fine Motor

Language Delay

3
h%{ﬂ o B
- 'y ‘a ’ *
Solit?ry 7 Qpncern' Yes 3
N " Group ' . 1 No Concern No 5
>
" ‘ i QaJT
Jumping, Rebounder Stairs
* 4
Yes 0 Often 2 Marking time 6
" Cautiously{ 4 Seldom 4 Altergating feet O
) No ' 1 ) No 0 ., ¥ot known .2
Not known i Not known 2 2 :
4 v . e
_ 3 %
V' - : ' o A
, ! » » L
i ’ ‘[‘ : 5’ ' rﬁi - ) - ‘J' #'; ' t"i‘q‘l ®
A \/‘\\» :,l‘. S SO LI
o W
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.stage of skill atquisition.

84

»majority of these preschoolers from immigrant families but that they

ofwen played alone, Also when Cli%P%HS stairs, -they were at an early

Even though the interrater agreémentiresult on the initial

screening question was low,/;t still was quite ef%'lpive in ideﬂtlfying

'preschoolers who require further assessmeat. Thg'reSUIts from the

EiPreschool Playground Motor Skllls Ratlng Scale and the Post-

observational Interviews support the conclusion that these children

would benefit from further assessment.
- ' Summary Discussion

As the puroose of this study was to develop, implement and evaluate
a screenin¥ device, the findings have aided in the eveluation of‘the
Preschool Plafground Motor Skills Rating Scale. The Individual
Playground Profile, the Post-observational ¥nterviews and the Rating
Scale Evaluetion Questionnaire all collected data»that were also useful
for th&s e{almat1on.~ Their findings have been reported and discussed
separately in’ thlS chdpter. .

In conclusion, as noted ln the above results and discussions, the
rating of the gross motor playground skills of preschoolers has a number
of 1nherent problems attached to it. The variety®of playground
equipment the children usgse, the wide diversity of the preschoolers'
gross motor proficiency, the tariability igqth; recoguizable features
that tan be observed bet;eeﬁ differéd&yglexgaound skills and thgﬂ

traifing and experience of the day care professionalsirating them are
< . ¥

3
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ali fectors“ehat influence the rating process. By improving ﬁhe rating

'process, Ehé acturacy.of,tme,screening results will also improve.

Thus, the abo;; results and discussions have 111usr;eted that there
are certaln criteria required to de51gn a good ratlng scale that screens
for physically awkward preschool;f% \Flrst .an ecologlcally valld‘
rating scale helps. to overcome the unique problems in screenlng
preschoolers. "As the skills are performed within the playground
bcontext the results are close to true performance levels (Gallahue,,
1983). Second, it 13\1mportant that the\playground 1tems included in
the rating soale are ones which most three ahd fourfyear olde select’emd
use over long periods of time. Third, the rating ecale ehould_contain a
iimited number of items.- This would ailoW'retersthbe specificelly
tralned to recognize the key features of each skill and the child' s
degree of control while executlng each skill. By follow1ng these
shggestions, the Preschool Playground MororySkills Ratinngcalelcould,be

substantially improved; it is hoped that more accurate screening for

. physically awkward three- and four—yeer-old preschodlers would result,
v . ‘ : \ [
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‘conc1u51ons are made.

CHAPTER V

" CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
[ 3 | ‘\

Conclusions _— . S
\/ . . ST

5

-

. . . . , . s . "«. s Y »
. As a result of developiﬁg;-implementiqg'and evaluating the

.PreschooliPlayground Motor Skiils,Rating Scaley the following

P . ' /‘,

The Preschool Playground Motor Skllls Rating Scale with the aid of |

the Indlvydual Playground Profile, wére able to select_a group of three-~

and four—year-old preschoolers who were not adequately performlng gross .

motor playground skills and were considered to requlre further

assessment., This was a heterogeneous group WitQ§poth,ages and séxes
: /

represented. The number of preschoolers~selected by this process fell

- within the expected 1nc1déhce range for phy31cal awkwardness(Gubbay,b

1975; Keogh et al., 1979; Stott et al., 1972).

It is concluded that the training/Sessioﬁ and the observational
'period are essential to the use of the Preschool Playground Motor Skills

"Reting Scale and the Individual Piayground Profile., The training’

session enabled the raters to -familiarize themselveé with the screening

‘devices and also provided them with the_opportunity‘tofclarify any of

their problems or concerns. Thé observational period was necessary as
) > ¥ LA

R
x

it provided raters with the opportunity to observe "their" pr#schoolers

4
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before rating took place.- This is a key factor in-écuuiring accurate

. . -

ratings (Thorndike & Hagen, 1977).
i Wp
It is also concluded that the design of the Preschool Playground

1
&

Motor Skills Rating Scale was' beneficial to‘the‘screening‘proceSSa

Based on the research done by Griffin and keogh (1982), both frequency

and confidence scales were included for each skill. ~I§'is important to

3 ¥ .

include both these scales as more detailed'&nformation is collected on
i, . =

the gross motor playground SklllS of the chlldren. This is advantageous
" to the screenlng of preschoolers as. the more information obtalned the
less likelihood of misidentification (Kamuer & Jedrysek, 1982; Solnit,

r

- Conclusions based .upoarthe findings of the Best Items suggested

"that there are cefrtain aspects ‘of gryésﬂmotor”skills‘which enable

relatively untrained observers

o rate more accutately. Firstly, the
raters need plenty of time to observe\the skillg- Thus, hn observational

period before rating is nece sar&.- Hpwever, playground equipment that

idé§>vggitional observational time.

This is advantageous for the faters. Secondly, the raters requ1re an

‘preschoolers frequently use pro

easi:dy observable and recognizable sk1ll in order to fac111tate accurate

o

ratlng. ' , .

The cbncluslons made, based upon the findings from the Rating Scalev
Evaluation‘Questionnaire, are that the Preschool Playground Motor Skills
Ratlng Scaler is easy to understand and use. However, it cannot be
completed qulckly. The ratlng scale requlres a reasonable amount of

v

tlme to f111 it out. The ratlng process would benefit from a shortened"

ratlng scale u31ng the Best Items as the quantity of ratlngs would be



skill levels, ¢
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reduced. *Also, the raters would be encouraged to‘be more "interested"

»

)
in their ratlngs and this would result in more accurate ratings

' (Guilford, 1954). The tralnlng session and observational period were
also beneficial to the rating process: raters felt confident in their

ratings. A final conclusion is that in the day care professionals-in.

. 1 :
this study were a highly trained and qualified group, especially for

' Alberta (Pr1ce Waterhouse Assoc1ates, 1982).

F1nd1ngs from the Ind1v1dua1 Playground Proflle 1nd1cate that the

descrlptors can be a useful tool in the evaluaxlon of preschoolers
X A

gross motor ski}%s. They can assist the screening process as, firstly,

“the number of descriptors is‘not restricted, and therefore, a more.

globai picfure of the child's skill level is ascertained. Secondly, the

descriptors can be used as an indicator of a child's gross motor skill
Ve .

level as the raters appear to select certain words to describe specific

7

Even though they use similar e&uipment, ensure ready accessibility

u

and are used by many day cares, playgrounds were st111 a 11m1t1ng factor

for thls study. The variations within each type of equipment and the:«

differences amoog playgrounds made it more difficult to obtain high

Al
| . ® . -

interrater agreements. However, some conclusions are drawn about the -

~ features that appear to make some pieces of playground equipment better

.to. choose than others when obServingﬂ&he gross motor skills of three and

four year olds. First, the skill required to use the equipment, must be

. recognizable to novice observers (e.g. swiﬁéing). Second,_the equipment

should encourage preschoolers of varying skill levels to use it. Thus,
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~a wide range of skill levels will be seen by the raters. Third, the

children‘can'exert some measure of control o&er their performances on
the equipment(e g.slowing their sliding by sticking4nn:their legs). |

Fourth that there- is ¥n opportﬁnity to observe the preschooler using

t

the equipment* i.e. their performance is not finished too quidkly or
«
their performance is repeated often.

g

Some suggestions can be made about the development of an effective
rating scale based on the findings of this-study. When designing a
rat1ng scale, 1ts purpose to detect children performing at the "bottom

end, con31deration should be given to ceiling effects. Attention was

first drawn to. this fact by the day ‘care profe881onals themselves during

-

'post—observatlonal interviews with the researcher. They had noted that

some children Qere not being challenged by the playground‘equipment and

l . b

!
thus, these childjen opted for. playlng eisewhere on the playground The

concern;expressed by the day care profe331onals was that these

‘{

preschoolers did not appear on the Preschool Playground Motor Skills

Rating Scale to be as skilled as they actually were. Thus, ceiling

effects had occurred and therefore,(some of the highly skilled children
) N A :

could not be accurately rated.. Provision for a wider range in the

rating scale so that the ratings could be spread out would allow these

- \“F‘//

Recommendations to the Study *

¥

There are specific recommendations for modifications to the

preschoolers to_be more precisiiy rated. A = g

individual'data collection instruments used by this study and they are

r--

listed below.
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Ereééhool Playground Motor Skills;geting'SCale

1'

«

* ]

In order to make the rating.sCale a short—forh screening device it

should be shortened ro only include the Bes; Items. As-
preschoolers frequently select ehd use these pieceskof‘playground

equipment, raters will be given plenty of-opporrunity‘to obserreu
the philoren's gross moto£ skills.' As a result, ;his will

encourage more accurate ratings. |

The descriptive phrases for Fearful on the confldence scale need to

be changed. Some raters tooks the second phrase, "D1d not complete

skill on own," out of context. As e result, if assist%hce was
. oo

required, the child was rated Fearful. Therefore, the second
phrase should be deleted and ;eplaced by "Cannot complete the
skill,"” Also, a dlscu331on of this concern should be entered into
the Instructlons for the Use 3f the Ratlng Scale 'so that raters
would be informed. '

As previousfly discossed in Chapter III, the results of Simpson

. J
(1963) and Stone and Johnson (1959) research into the use of

-frequency words were used as éuidelines for the selection of the

cues for the frequehcy scale, Also»mentioned in Chapter 'III, was
the recommendation of Champrey (cited in.Guilford,A1954)vto vary
the cues udged at the different positions on the rating scale. Due

to a printi&g~e§%or, this did not occur. Almost Always should have

been Practically Always on the frequency scale. Although there

were no rating difficulties in using Almost Always, changing it to

R S

i(i:’/», .; | “?
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the original, Practically Always, would meet the criteria stated by

\
the above researchers.

ﬂ-" . <‘ .

Individual Plgyground Profile AN

1. Qhestion One, (How tﬁuch fun does t;hié c®ild appear to\ha‘v«e while
playing on the playground?), should be deleted and replaced by a
v .

question ﬁertaiﬁing to play sk}lls. The new Questiqn should be
. - ‘ 1
designed as' fgllows: '

-

When playing on the playground, does this child usually .play with

5 ] T
4 or more ' 2 -3 1 cpild alone
children . children ’ ’

&

Lo
%jThis recommendation is based Qﬁ post-observationa} interview data
fgrithe less-skilled preéchoélers‘(Skill Groué Two) wgich show’ a
general tendency to playing alone. ' In additiom, Keogh (1982)
suggeéts,that the assessmentyof’;hildren with movement problems
should begin with their personal-social comfort in‘ movement
sifﬁations; This revision would help witp this assessment; Also,
| whether"é child is playing alone or in a group is a more observable
itrait than how much fun s/he is having. An overt tfait is one of
the recommendations,of Gronlund‘(1971), Guilfofd (1954), and
Thorndike and Hagen (1977) to encourageNeffective ratings.
Therefore, this new question can be more objectively and ac;urately

P
rated. .

o

- .
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The a@ale for Question Two, (On the playground this child's gross

motor performance is), should be extended after Confident to

include lhe cue Very Confident. Ceiling effects would be reduced

by implementing this change.

" Question Three (In comparison to the children in your Day Care this

childfs gross motor performance on the playgrouns is ?) should be
deleted and another question about how the child cli;bed'stairs
should be added to the profile. Post:observational/data revealed

that stalr climﬁt;ﬁ appeared to be one SkllA whlch the less—skllled

preschoolers (SkiIl Group Two) were not as proflcient at as the}/ »w

peers. Silva (1981) developed a quick two-item screening. tesé7?€§f§

three year olds; stair ¢limbing was one of the items. The child

had to be able to walk up five stairs alone although could hold.

onto a bannistef and/or take two steps per stair (marking time).

Thus, the qgestion is phrased so that information on foot placement
, _ ' c-

and whether adult assistance is required can be obtained.

S J -

Does this child. climb stairs alone, by placing

| T | 1 @

" 1 foot 1 foot 2 feet ’ 2 feet needs to
pe‘stair per stair and per stair per stair and - hold adult
uses railing / uses railing \ " hand

4. ' The-Individual Playground Profile should not be used@alone but in

4

conjunction with the Preschool Playground Motor Skills Rating/ \

Scale. The training session and the observational period required

by the rating scale provided the faterq with the opportunity to

»
o

e

\
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observe the children. This process aided the raters in making the

more generalized fatings fequired by the profile.

Post-observational Interviews

2 {

1. The interviews were based upon the ratings by the day care
professionals and therefore, the preéchoolefs discussed were not
® independently selected. This was done in erder to understand how
and what the ﬂaters had.fated at the "bottom" end of the scale.
However, to pfovide more data that could increase the internal
'validity of the rating scale, post-observational interviewing could

be done by eitger rén@omly sampling the subjects or including all:

N~ J
J . s W

of them.
2, If time is availablé, interviewing should be conducted after some
exploratory statistical analysis has been done, This woqld remove
the subjectivity of selection and therefore, eliminate some false

positives. Also this would be a cost-efficient measure.

Implications from the Study

» : ,
1. At three and four years of age, not all children are motorically

L)

active. This ‘study found that there are some who do not adequately

perform gross motor playground skills aﬁd who, fherefore, requife

further assessment. ’

2. . vDescriptive graphic {ating scales can be employed for preschool
gross moto£ screening. However, a training session and an
observational peridd are neéessary to increase the accuracy of the

ratings (Thorndi&é’& Hagen, 1977).
/

LY
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AN

3. nglified day care professionals are'able to recognize certain
aspects of\gross motor skills,whi;h allow them to administer short-
form screening devices. However, more formal training on breschool
gross éotor development would increase their sensitivity to the
subtleties of gross mo.tor skills. This, i;ﬂturn, would increase
the accuracy of/their ratings. \

- :

4, Day care professionals are a.resource which researchers? have not
tapped extensively (Snow, 1983). heir close, daily contact with
preschoolers during varied sit atiéns (e.g. eating, sleeping,
playing, dr;ssing), puts them in-an advantageousrposition'to~
obse&ve many aspects of child development. Their first—hand

knowledge could be very helpful to researchers interested in child

d%velopment.

Recommendations for Further Study

Wilson, (cited in Frankenburg, 1975), defines the validity of a
screening test as "the frequency with wﬁich the result of the tést is
confirmed by the diagnosis" (p.26). As the incidence of physical
awkwardness is only_kgoﬁn fgr school-aged children and there are tests
aQailable for this age group, a longitudinal st?dy of th subjec@é, in
particular, Skill Er?hp‘Two, would enable the predicﬁive validity of
this study to be assegsed. |

Another reéson for a longitudinal study are-the findings of Silva
and Ross (1980). They expressed concern about the risks of early

labelling of prescﬁbolers with gross motor delays. From their research

h

J
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they found two types ofﬁdelays: childreniwhose groésumotof‘skills
. . '

"caught up" by five.years of age (transitory) and those whose did not

(stable). A longitud;nal study’bf Skill Group:Two ;ould confirm if

these findings could be generalized to all prescho§iers.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE OF THE

PRESCHOOL PLAYGROUND MOTOR SKILLS RATING SCALE
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE USE OF THE RATING SCALE -

£
The puxpose of this rating scale is to formulate an evaluation of a
child's gro motor performamee during free play on the Ci%! of
Edmonton's plhyground equipment. As indoor equipment.and facilities
vary tremendogsly between day cares, the City of Edmonton playgrounds
were g&zﬁﬁnw s they are "free" and accessible to all day cares.
. H
fﬂ:ydies have shown that young children find it difficult to perform
for&%}‘angers. Also their gross motor performances -are closer to their
true ‘performance level, if they are observed and rated in their natural
settings. As a child care worker, .you are part of the children's daily
surroundings. Furthermore, you can observe unobtrusively and therefore;
give a more agcurate rating of their gross motor skills. -Consequently,
this rating scale has been devised so that children's gross motor skills
during free play at the playground <an be easily rated by you.

To help with thta_task, follow the guidelines listed below when
using the rating scale, “Please make sure that you have the rating scale
in front of you while reading the following instructions.

The definitions associated with each heading on the rating scale
are as follows, reading from left to right on the scale:

o -

Heading 1 EQUIPMENT AVAILABILITY

a. Please indicate which pieces of playground equiﬁment are available
at Tyour" city playground. :

b. If available, place an X in the YES box and broceed to evaluate
' egch child.
Ny

C. If 4 ¥ Table, plaqewan“X“in the NO box and proceed to the next
listed skill. 7

NOTE: Only evaluate thé;phild's gross motor performance on the listed
skill if the equipment is present at yourtlocal playground. :

Heading 2 NAMES OF CHILDREN

Please rate the children in the order listed on each page.



S
i

 OCCASTONALLY

~ ALMOST NEVER

A abs ces o -

obe _exceptmonal'circumstances K -

. 126

-

"7Head1ng,3 - DOES THE CHILD CHOOSE TO?

Indlcate how frequently you think the child chooses to use the
listed sk111 at the C1ty playground.  Check only one of the following
ratings: ‘ o ‘ D

AIMOST ALWAYS = almost every or every day plays on this equipment

FREQUENTLY f most days plays on this equipment

;ASVOFTEN AS NOT -some days does or does not play on_ thlS equ1pment

li

few“days plays ron this eguipmentu'

-very few or no days plays on this equipment

E

'\Almost Never——should be used:

J : . !

Ca. when a chlld plays for very few or no days on a’ piece of equlpment.

i L4 g

b _when a’ chlld 31mply gets onto a piece of equlpment but does not’
‘perfbrm the Sklll : } B

‘¢. when a’ chlld asks for and/or needs help from day care staff to
perform the listed skill. You should only rate-those skills that a .

., child chooses and performs dur1ng free play time on the City
_playground . :

0

d. ~when a Chlld does not;ySTSorm the llsted gross ‘motor skille but

plays in the sand, watghes/ others, helps others on the equipment,
etc, “These are not grosgs motor performances. Therefore, the
p1eces of equipment that are available to the child would be rated -
as "Almost Never" belng used. by him/her. :

No opporépnlty to observe-should be used for:

S

If a chlld is absent for the whole ratlng perlod wrlte an a under
no opportunlty to observe. :

You  should only rate ch11dren whom you have seén on the playground
a minimum of two timés. If a child does not. meet thls crlterlon,.
;wrlte an a under. No opportunity to observe,

o

[

‘

~ When you feel ‘very uncomfortable and/or uncertain about making. a”
"~ judgment about -a child's performance, place a question mark (? 2
" under No opportunity to observe.

Y
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IS m w S PERFORMANCE ON?

Please indicate how confidently you thlnk the child typlcally :
performs the listed playground skill for his/her age. Check only one of
the- follow1ng ratings: . : -

'CONFIDENT performsdthe skill\ea31ly and with assurance for age

A ADEQUATE performs ‘the sklll satisfactorily for age

HESITANT

performs-cautiously and/or carefnllj but completes the skill
FEARFUL = freezes and/or cries. Does not complete the skill en own .

GENERAL GUIDELINES-

1. Rate only one skill at a time. Proceed to the next'subsequent
- skill -only “when all of the children have been rated on that listed
skill. When ratlng,,con31der each child and decide:

, e how often the child chooses to use the sklll on dlfferent -

playground apparatus by checking one of the ratings in Heading
3. - B K2 \

b. what the child's typical performance of the skill”'is by
checking one of the ratings in Heading 4. o

2. Fill out the- ratlng scale by yourself Do. not compare .or discuss
your ratings with your colleagues as an.independent ratlng of - the
children is essential.

3. -Overall Assessment of Slld1ng, Cllmblng, Swinging,: Balanc1ng,
Runnlng ; ‘ , o o

These ratings are based on your overall general impression of the
child's frequency of choosing these basic playground skllls and how
-well these motor performances are executed according to-age level

i

i

CIf you have any d1ff1cult1es or questlons in using the rating scale,
please do not hesitate to call me at 483-""%5 (after 3:30 me).

Thank you, ; L : ‘ . -

Barhata Paul ' : : v o : ' : : -@5’
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OBSERVATIONAL GUIDELINES

As child care profe831onals, you have a great deal of knowledge and
experience in observ1ng young -children. Consequently the rating" scale

has been designed to ‘take this into account and is to be used as a tool L

to refine and gulde your ex1st1ng observat1ona1 skllls.

The purpose of the rating scale is to help you record the general
impression of each child's gross motor performance that you have
developed frompbserving them over an extended period of time,. The
impressions thmlgyou have developed prior to the formal observational
period can certainly be taken into account, but careful observatlon of

~“the children may. well sharpen your rating. of ‘them.

In grossxmotor free play, chlldren s performances are often
executed quickly. - They run and dart from one piece of equipment to
another. This can make observing frustratlng and difficult. Below are
a few key guldellnes to help you overcome some of these problems.. '

‘flf "Observe only for the first twenty ninutes on the‘Cityrplayground.

' 2. For the first few minutes, try to locate where your children "are,
Then begin to observe. and get a general ‘impression of thelr overall
motor performances. :

3. _.Make a conscious effort to carefully obserue all "your" children
. each trip to the Clty playground maklng sure that no Chlld has .

“been 1nadvertently overlooked

4, Each time you are at ‘the C1ty playgfbund be aware of what ..
' " equipment "your" children use and generally jgow often they use 1t.,m

You should also’ carefully watch them when they ‘are actively playing.
on a- piece ‘of equipment; this will better enable you to more
‘ accurately rate thelr quality of performance on it. ' :

-

5. Do not change your "normal® playground behav1or. If a child needs
~help, a hug, praise and encouragement, please give it, as you
" should not become a passive or recording observer due to the use of

the ratlng scale i.e. .you are to be yourself

3,



~
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FREQUENCY AND EQUIPMENT AVAILABILITY TRAINING QﬁIZ

Please 1nd1cate the EQUIPMENT AVAILABILITY category for the follow1ng
playground equipment for the City playground that you have used for the.
three week period. S =3 ‘

1. We have a- metal cllmblng frame at our day care.' At the City.
playground there was not one present. ‘ : :

.2.* On the City's playground that you used there were baby swings, .
: standard swings, a low slide, swinging brldge and. wooden cllmber.‘
What equipment can you rate your chlldren on? : : :

S 3. ‘At the City playground that you have been u31ng for the three week -
- period, there were no swings. Can you rate "your" chlldren on -
thelr sw1ng1ng sk1117

4, ,There is-a h1gh sllde at’ the C1ty playground but it is very
' ~ unstable. Therefore the day care has made a rule that no chlldren
' may use it. Can you rate "your" chlldren on it?

[

 Please indicate the FREQUENCchategory for the following gross motor
. free play situations that have occurred over a three week per1od on the
City" playground - ‘ - : :

1. . Each ‘time you arrived at the- playground John rushed over and
' played on the hlgh sllde. .

2. Sarah was absent for several of your trips to the playground. ' The
times when she was present, you observed her playing on the baby
swings. - :

3. You observed Mary some days playing on the wooden planks at the
Clty playground

4, There is one day when you are not sure if Paul played on the tire
cllmber but the other days. you are sure he ‘did.

5.. Most days Judy- used the vertlcal tire sw1ngs and the standard
'swings.,

-



10.

11.

12,

13,
14,

15 L]

L132

When I think back over the three week period I cannot remember

’Jennifer using the horizontal tire swings.

On trips to the playground Ross played some days on the tube sllde '/;'
~and other days_on the spiral sllde. _ t N

For approximately half of the total days spend on the playground,-

Kim played on the h1gh slide, "

i

Q-Some days Sara chose to/play,on the‘tubeiclimber,

Mark was.abSent'for thefthreefweek~period.s

:Dav1d ‘was present “for only one trlp to the playground' he was away'
- the restof the tlme.p : : ‘

Mary would ask for help to. mount and be pushed on: the standard
sw1ngs.‘ : » :

Ne11 sat on the platform of’ the wooden cllmber and watched the
others play each tlme you went to, the playground. ' Co

‘Julie”always;played:in»the'sandfunderneath the wooden climber.;" ‘

Anne 1oved to push others on the baby sw1ngs but she did not swing .

.on them. herself She did thls every time you went to - the
playground o ‘ : :



* FREQUENCY AND EQUIPMENT AVAILABILITY TEST QUIZ

Please answer the questlons below.

when your day care used a City playground.
1lsted to help you when answerlng questlons 3—16

133

. .

They cover a three week period
‘The freguency categorles are

o »ment

1.

o Judy has been away for the whole three week perlod
‘jbe rated7 ' _ ,

'Mlchael was only present for one trip to the C1ty playground
ot shou}d he be rated? .

: Iy T LI ; ) T -
ALMOST = FRE- ,AS‘OFTEN ‘;OCCASION— ;. ALMOST
ALWAYS ~ QUENTLY . AS NOT =~ =~ ALLY “NEVER . NO
almost ~ . most . . some days: ‘few days - very: . oppor- -
_every/ days' - - does/ ~ plays - few/no tunity
every plays. . ‘does not on ‘this. . days - . to
day ~ on this . play on . . equip- . plays - observe
plays " equip- " this < - ment ~‘on this ‘
on this ment . equip- SR ‘equip~
equip-'. R ment ment
Your day care has an out51de 1ow sllde whlch ‘the: chlldren use v

daily. There is not one ‘at the Clty playground

Can you rate
"your" chlldren on the 1ow sllde7

“'ANS:r

_"At the City playground that you have been using for the three week .
. 'period, there is no metal cllmbing frame nor. standard swlngs.
fyou rate "your" children on ‘these?

Can

4

:‘AﬁS:‘

‘How shoUld she..

: t”ANS :

. How

RN
i

'l ANS;'"'

Each tr1p to'the playground Sarah stood by the horlzontal t1rek

swings and watched the other children playing on them. How should
“her frequency on the horizontal tire swings be rated?

: ANS*
Dan1e1 chose to " ‘play most days on the swinging brldge. How ehould

his frequency_on the swinging bridge be rated?

“ANS: _ . v
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15.
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On all the trips to the City'pleyground,,Anne chose to play on the
tube slide. How should her frequency on the tube slide be rated?

-ANS:

Some days Jack played on the tire climber; other days he did not.

~ How should his frequency on the tire climber be rated?

ANS:

There are very few days that you can remember Janet playing on the

spiral slide. How should her frequency on the $piral slide be

rated?

©  ANS:

Adrian aluays asked for help to mount and dismount the wooden
climber. - How should his frequency on the wooden climber be rated?

ANS ¢

"Maryyelways played in the saud‘undefneath the high slide but did

not slide on it. How should her frequency on the high slide be
rated? ‘ -

ANS:

On your trips to the‘C1ty playground there were few days that
Trevor played on the swinging bridge and the wooden planks. How

;should his balancing frequency be rated.

ANS:.,

You remember Cheryl using the baby swings at your day care's

‘playground but not at the City playground. How -should her

frequency on the baby swings be rated?

ANS :

On’ your trlps to" the Clty playground you never saw Bruce run., How

should his runnlng frequency be rated?

ANS:

Jonathan played one day on the swinging brldge,‘low slide and

- wooden climber. The next day, he played on the swﬂhglng bridge,

high slide @and wooden climber; The other days; he played on the
high slide, baby swings and wooden climber, How should his

frequency on the wooden climber be rated?

ANS:
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INDIVIDUAL PLAYGROUND PROFILE

NAME:. A

1. How much fun does this child appear to have while playing on the
playground?
4
r T : T !
lots of fun some fun little fun very little fun

2. On the playground this child's gross motor performance is

— i Al !
confident adequate hesitant . fearful

3. In comparison to the other children in your Day Care this chlld s
gross motor performance on the playground is

r | T T 1
well above abeye average . below well abaove
average avera average-". . average

4, What word(s) would you use to describe the gross motor performance
of this child? (Circle as many words as are applicable.)

awkward acceptable ~ skilled . tense
clumsy :  passable | exceilent confident
poor very poor.; average . good

very gbod . above averaée. highly skilled = daring
uncontrolled . nervous " relaxed - unéteady
,inventivé controlled * flowing R jerky

. ’ v k] : - . v ‘ - \\
co—ordinated unco-ordinated energetic cautious
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RATING SCALE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

How many times during the week do you take the children to the City
playgrouﬁ& during the month of:

April 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
May 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
June 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
July 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
August 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
September 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times

0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times

October

-

'Please circle the number that corresponds with each month.

COMMENTS ;

1
L

How many times during -the observational period of the rating scale
did you take the chilfiren to the City Playground?

1st week: 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
*2nd week: 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
3rd week: 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
4th week: 0 1 2 3 4 5 over 5 times
Sth week: " 0 1 2 3 4 S over 5 times

Please circle the number that corresponds witR each: week.
‘ -
COMMENTS:

Do you use.other facilities where the children can play on outdoor’
playground equipment? If yes, please explain.

YES ‘ - NO

COMMENTS:
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4. What training and how many years of working experience have you had
in early childhood education?

.

- 7 v

5. How easy was it to use the rating scale?

r T ; T 1
very easy easy difficult very difficult
COMMENTS:

ategory descriptdrs (e.g.
B\ on "does the child choose

6. How easy was it to understand thg
"Frequently") in the rating scale sé

to?"
r T !
very easy easy . dife very difficult

COMMENTS

7. How easy was it to understand the category descriptors (e, g.
"Confident") in the rating scale section "is the child’'s
performance on the?"

LI | 1 1
very easy easy difficult - very difficult

COMMENTS :



| <

9*

© - COMMENTS: _ -

@ N :
140
s ' ' 9
:8, How easy was it to understand the instructlons on how to use the
' ratlng scale’
L — v ST 1 enl]
" yery easy .. easy difficult ~ very difficult
. x M -’Q" .

What was the average length of time (1n minutes) it took you to

"rate all the children on one of the free play playground skills

(eg. low sllde)7

. ‘\ ‘ ) ° ‘ . .
‘5+f 4.3;10, .15 20 © 25 7 30 . over 30 minutes
: \ [ ‘.\. - .
¥
vtlfo, .Didﬁthéltotalbtime spent.filling out the rating scale seem ..
": - — ‘, - T S - T 7 , T - . ] .
“;too’long« long ~about right ° ,short too shortv
COMMENTS: | .
+
11, Was the tralning session held several weeks prior to fllling out

the rating scale e e

* b
, — T T T : !
very - beneficial unnecessary detrimental very
- 'beneficial ., A S ' -~ detrimental
L N - - . N I

 COMMENTS:

FC I
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12. How éonfident are you that your ratiﬁgs are accurate?

Te

oo > : o N T —
very confident . ' confident - unsure . very unsure

 COMMENTS:

13%  What were the key cues that you used to rat® the children's groSs
motor performances? e.g. speed (slides down the slide quickly).

>

14, Please add any addltlonal comments or ‘questions that you feel would |
help me g\ de81gn a better rating scale, writing on the back if

necessary. \_

< =

Al

THANK YOU.
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Letter to Parents

’

February 17, 1984

A et e i e

v

Dear'Parents:

As part of ‘their dally work, day care profe331onals routinely
observe and assess the'children in their care. At the present time,
however, there are no observational guidelines of playground skills to
further assist them in observing and ‘assessing three and four year olds.

L, R

Your child's day care has \eenxg'%bgﬁed to participate in a study
of the free play gross motor* pla3g $ wﬁ;skllls of three and four year
old preschoolers. - The staff w1'l he dbserv1ng and assessing these
children as part of their standard assessment procedures. Helping to -
establish guidelines will enable the’ day care professionals to provide
you with a more detalled and accurate observatlon and assessment of your

~— child. :

As part of this day care's spring and summer routine of regularly

-using the playground, the staff will aid in the development and

verification of the observational assessment scale. No program changes

- are reguired and no. children will be required to do anything but "free

, the playground during their regular visits. ~ All information

held in strict confidence with students and staff. remalnlng
Your day care Dlrector has approved this project.,

A& I'If you do not wish your chlld to part1c1pate in thls study, please
t1‘y your Director.

Jhenk you fof.your‘coopefation.

Sincerely, S _." ) - " - Y,

 Barbara Paul
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. " ‘Letter to Day Care Directors

.“ | Qz h

Dear .
Enclosed please f1nd one copy of each of the follow1ng
| * The”Playground Rating Scale
o Instructlons for the Use of the Ratlng Scale
* Observatlohal Guldellnes
Please encoursge your staff to reed through thls material prior to
the training session which will be held on .. at’ p.au

W
%

I would also appreciate it if you would ask your staff to brlng a
pen or pencil to. the training session.

Thank you very much for the llst of. chlldren and sta{f and your
continued support for this study

" Sincerely,

v’

Barbara Paul
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First Letter to Day Care Staff

Dear

Enclosed below is a list of the children that you are being asked3:“
to observe and later rate, i.e. "your" children. These are children -
that you care for daily and’therefore, know well“ ‘ ' R L

I w111 be. returnlng in approxlmately three: weeks t1me wlth more
' copies of the rating scales. On them will be listed "your" children's

names. You are to rate these children's gross motor playground skills =

‘and return the fllled out scales to your D1rector as soon. as. p0331b1e.‘- o

, Thank you for your part1c1pat10n and help in- thls study. If: you
«, have any concerns and/or questions please contact ‘me t 483—3245 (after
s 3 30 p. m.) T

/
;-

Slncerely,-

Barbara Paul
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g Seeond Letter to Day Care Staff

S Q

Enclosed please flnd a copy of each of the follow1ng

\*‘*f* *

When

¥

Ratlng Scale——complete w1th your children's names on it
Instructions for the Use:of the Rating. Scale

‘Individual Playground Profile

Rating Scale Evaluatlon Questlonnalre.

‘fllllng out the rating scale please try to do the follow1ng

Read through the instructions again especially notlng how to.

_correctly use "the categories Almost Never and No opportunity to '

"observe. As a general guideline the category No opportunity to
.observe is only used for absences and exceptional circumstances;

oall other gross motor playground skllls can -be. rated by the

vscale. . , . o ‘ S

Rate each Chlld in the order that they are llsted on each page.

L]
Fill out the ratlng scale by y0urself 1 e.do not consult with
other staff members.

Try to fill out the rating scale, individual playground prefile
and evaluation questionnaire as soon.as possible and hand them in
to. your Director using-the brown envelope prov1ded

I*cannot thank you enough for all the time and effort that you'have put
into- thls research project. I could not have managed without your
" support ‘and that of your Director's. Your enthusiastic response has

made my work so much easier and very pleasant. THANK YOU., /

A

- Yours sincerely,

' , Barbara Paulfiyx ‘ e . p o 5

L

: A-“/'
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Table I-1

‘

Frequency of "Fun" Ratings by Raters 1 and 2

151

" Rater 1

115

" Question 1 Rater 2

Lots 68 72
~ Some 38 38

- Little v 7 3
Very Little 2 2
Total 115 115
Table I-2
Frequency of "Gross‘Motor Confidence on the Playground” Ratings by
Raters l—and 2 }
Quesﬁion 2 Rater 1 . Rater.2
Confident 54 . 56
Adequate 41 42
Hesitant 13 - 15 ,
Fearful . 5 2 o
Total 113




152

Table I-3

Ferequency of "Comparison of Gross Motor -Performance" Ratings by Raters

1 and 2 o *
) ‘ ) ) ]

Question 3 - Rater 1 © Rater 2
Well above average 4 8 : 4. »
Above average : 28 30 ‘ £
Average , 59 66 ‘ .
Below average 15 10
Well below average ‘ 4 . 5

" Total | 114 £115




