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* ABSTRACT

During recent years, the contribution of‘the'child's play to his
“total dévelopment has received wideryrecognition.- ﬁolonger is play
regarded as a simple "time—filler" for the pre:school child, untillthe |
serious business" of formal education begdns at age six years. Play is/(/’f
. an. important educational process, providing the child with the oppor—.d
tunity to acquire understanding of -the environment in which he lives and

&

of his own competencies and inadequacies. ' . . h
‘ If play is important to development concern should be felt forr'_'g'L
| those children who do not play, and for those whose play behavior is so;;:
-Jsimple,‘so chaotic or so 1imited in range that they do not appear to be »

' profiting from their play experiences., Such children are often engoun—,
.'ftered among mentally retarded groups. »; i 7V'..‘;“ .x“- o
4 This study involved ‘the development and demonstration of an.l

. observational instrument to assess’ the sensori—motor play of pre-school .

jvitrainable mentally retarded children. |

| Us1ng videotaping procedures, the instrument attempted to assess:_i-f
how a child spends his play—time in terms of the quantity and quality of
:his play.. The five qualitative categories of behavior included non—play
' and four hierarchical levels of play. The levels relate to the six
sequential stages of sensori—motor development described by Piaget.
;;Quantitatively, the instrument measures how the child distributes his ﬁiﬁi*
| play—time between the five categories of behavior.\ g'.ff. e
Suggestions were made for graphically representing the stream of

'.play behavior during the 100 second observational periods Meand for 1-: |

B P R R



expressing data from'play‘obsérvationsnwere also presented '

| “An’ integral part of the study involvediobtaining information on

s_dintra—subgect variability asia basis for validating the instrument | ale”'
}tidity was tested by’ comparing data from the instrumaﬁt With the play

_-assesSments ‘obtained from seven Judges assisting with the conduc“of the‘_-

o program in which the subJects were involved Thp mean correlation coef-

SN - v
- ficient obtained Was T = 70, .',T - : 1} o L m.t.‘,.

Tests for intra——and inter—observer reliability Were conducted

| -using videotaped recordings of 48 fifty second samples of the subgects' S
°F .
-play behavior. lntra—observer reliability was found to be T = 99.,and L

¥ . _- ' >

'inter—observer reliability T 98.;
- Informa.tion was presented on the subJects' play behaviors. The )

| _subJects' play indices obtained from the instrument ranged 48 5 to 223 7.fl
i The mean wé& found to be 1&6 amdtthe standard deviation was 48 L
It Was \fc‘oncluded tha,t the instrument provided a sensitive reli—-
'f‘able and valid means for aSSessing the sensori—motor play of trainable ‘417

.:'mentally retarded children.
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INTRODUCTION S L
£ \

-Pla.y 1s considered\to be a most natural 'learning process, through
! ‘,_ e
which the child explores the struertures of the environment in which he :

' livbs, and comes to know he forces acting within it. In the sa.ma pro-" '

LA

ment and which is: fundamental to the development of l{is self e#em.

Mlchelma51 (1971) expressed these ideas as: followsx o .. £l oy

Q‘ €t

e aay Is an essent A1 element of human behavior._ It '1s also the m@tf“f’)

vital activity of childhood. . No other activity enables.the child to |
acquire*a similar sense of mastery and competence over himself as - o
Nl as’ his human and non human environment. (ps 285) el e

- lHuman play is a.n enf’gma.; however. ‘ It is such. a common phenom-:;-
. enon': everybody has exPerienced the energy, the satisfaction andotr(fe fun
it generates.;, Usually, it is easily distinguisha.ble i‘rom othpr beha.viors,

- .»even when the same physica.l actions are. involved (as for exa.mple in

: romping and fighting) ,And yet So F‘ttle is known a.'bout it! Evidence e

"\

Y -._' of this is seen when pmsent definitions. explanationa 91' theories of ’

' 'v_":pla examined—-considerable controversy exists. ‘,‘-‘; _
' &’} No doubt this is due more than a.nything else t. the fact that

}huma.n Play does not refer to one y but td a grea.t ma.ny different beha.v- . |

" iors, as is seen, for exa.mple, when we speak ef a baby "playing" with a |

RTIT TR N



'and' 35 meatings as a verb. Sldbin (1964) wrote

'Scarfe would gain supzzjt from most modern students of play. Meier

: (1968). for example, scribed it as "a way to knaw, "’ Ebbeck and Ebj

| functions of developing competenc% in dealing with the environment.".;

r%xtle, saqme six‘year olds "playing" “Mothers and Fathers," or some‘boys

. "pliying" football’ Furtherlevidence of the diffusagyature of play is

%)
&
seen in the fact that The Shorter Oxford English Dictiona:y“%l964) found

, 1t necessary to.give more than A5 meani/gs of the/ngd "play" as"a noun,

;
- e when we examine a set of behaviors as outstanding as that of :

‘play, we find ourselves face to, face with hundreds: of years of . N

s attempts 0 understand human behavior. (p. 61) : ; .

While the literature indicates a variety of inttrpretations of

play, there are no doub;s as to its significance in con ributing to:

"4human development. Scarfe (1963), wrote of play as having " A all the ‘

characteristics of a fine and complete educational process." (p. 119) '

-

/

(1974) as "a therapeutic agent " 2 a "socializer" and as "an age“:‘~'

e. o

fcognitive development." Weiniger (1973) referred to play as a "vehiclle‘
for- learning" and .,J;. “not the simple time filler 1t was,once considered |
to be." (p. 64),,wh11e Stallibrass (1974) suggested that play ".ff,;_can g

. be the means whereby children develop their basically human potentials.

0 (p. 18) White (1971) wrote of play as having DU the basic

/ B "\"I.BR hd

The oasual observer of children at play frequentiy gains a global

/

)

N mpmss\icyf mass involvement and intensive activity. Close observation
"however, may reveal vast 1ndividuel differenoes in both the quantity and
ffthe‘quality of the play activity. In terms of quantity, for example,

. /child may sﬁend an undue proportign of his time daydreaming, or perhaps

¢




‘ bang it %n the. table: still later he may throw it fr%m his high chair.|

one, indicating the slow emergence of‘higher levels of

‘ A o ,‘ , N ' - ' <
. . . ) | A - . . (. ) . 3-
gaining vicarious enjoyment’from the play of otherSJ-'By contrast, another

child may seem - to Be - highly active, A more elusive property of play is

'fthe quality or sophistication of the. child s interaction with -the . obJects f‘

1

in the environment. ObJects including the child s own body, may be used

“in a simple or complex manner.x To illustrate an infant of six months

'may hold a toy block and mouth it a few months 1ater he.may repeatedly

5 i

for Just as long.as his mother is prepared to replace it.‘ later again,\
he may use it with other blocks to construct towers of gradually increas-

ing height and complexity. Perhaps, at about age two, he may use-the

'same block symbolically as a. car or ship.p The sequence is a hierarchical

’°

interaction with}

-

lthe toy.

K

This s?udy considers the play of mentally retarded children.'

Kult (1967) reported: '.;‘xli'ﬂ v .jel_L : 7 o | Co

The very severe mentally subnormal child hardly plays.v-Th’ is a : Af'.g;
ig.difference in play not only in quantity .but also in quZ?it§ o

between the play of the flormal child and the very severe menta 1y o
subnormal child, His _play is very simple... e A=great deal of his e

play—activities are taken up xith his on body.w (po 64) - ¥ R
Takata (1971) made similar obSerVations of handicapped chil‘ren: '7',,9;”

e

L PlaY'iS (often) nOnSPontaneous, in a state. of regression, ory,ifr.i,:ixﬂ
in a state of very fr&gile existence. (p. 28#) L

.

Newcomer and Morrison-(l974) pointed/out that: 'f‘ff'ii ':/de';ff”

. . : . b B
. .f. retarded children frequLntly have deficiencies thaﬂ migvéplay

blvl"vdifficult. (p. 227) [ TR (/’.,.,:”

‘s

Certainly,gthe play behavior of a group of mentally retarded

. Children appears to be different from that of normal children of the sane. _ﬁ?ﬁ=“ '



;, 1!iormally learn so ‘much through play, as the literature strongly suggests

T

R

e
€

;. o T4

age, and tends to'reveal a far widcr range of within- group difierences.ﬁ ;

Indeed it\COuld be sald that a relatively large proportion of retarded o

'children displaﬂ what are: best described as pathological play patterns

To illustrate these points reference is made to two studies. In~.e

;her study of free play amon/*normal nursery school children, Ros;nthal

(l973}-observed a mean of 3 minutes."idle“time"\per hour, gnd 20 activity

changes per hour. However, in a prellmhnary study with pre—school traina .

able mental retardates (using a different play setting from Rpsenthal s),
the investigator found idle time to be much greater, approaching 80% in

one case. Also in contrast to Rosenthal' the investigator noted that

i,another child was always extremely buSy; interacting with obJects at the

<@

rate of one every 15 seconds during the observation period’ but séem-

;‘ingly gaining little from each exchange. Yet another bizzare play Patf ,.vecL

ftern was seen in the case of the retarded child yho perseverated over

: this case, randomly SWinging a. plastic hockey stick.__ﬁ-ff '}' a .ﬁ;,‘

e

exténded periods using the one play obJect in thessame simple way: in-

The guestion raised by these observations is that if childrenj

X4

how ‘much retardation isa direct outcome of unsatisfactory play habits" .

- v

L

Could it e, that the inadequacies Sﬁen in the school-age mentally re- yﬁif»”""

tarded child are significantly due to the cumulative effects of many

years of inadequate play? The available evidence ondthese questions will

D ©

be considered in Chapter II.,' gd-;fj__f': : 'flf!.;hg hfﬂﬂf°,y}7:‘

@".

- Undoubtedly, the solution to these kinds of questions lies in the s

\\

' ~'development of an adequate instrument with which‘to assess play. ,This'.ﬁ

o study attempted, in a 1imited way, to produce\suzh an instrument.' In f:

d‘ Je

doing so. it entered a field described by FeiteISon and Rpss (1973) as

o

Al

rd

-~



{
. : ¢, ’ ' ' Lo -
one of poorly defined and elusive constructs, (ps 217) which has largely

b?en ignored by behavioral researchers, An important’reasan for doing
the study was to examine hore closely certain qualitative aspects of the

. phy31cal behavior of mentally retarded children.

PROBLEM

Y/ The present research investigated the development of a valid and

3
reliable instrument for assessing the: sensori—motor play behavior of

W

pre-school trainable mentally retarded chilgren.

ks

1. Validity
Validity of the instrument was baSed on, the fact that the chosen

categories of qualitative play were related to the six higrarchically

ey
-

'

~developed stages of sensori—motdr behavior first described by Piaget/»
(1953). These have been widely recegnised in‘subsequent literaturegl Th;
quantitative component of the instrument s readings, requiring the timing
. of the subgects‘ involve*nt in va.rious play activities, obviously had a .
high degree of validity. | ‘ -
It was assumed that the teacherSgand'assistants involved.in
teaching the subJects used in this study kneh them well enough to accu— :
rately assess their play behavior. These asséssments were compared with
’play indices obtained from4the instrument in order to provhd{Liurther
o evidence of the. instrument s va.lidity. o
2. Reliability . o B
"~ The instrunent vas tested for intra-and inter-observer reliabil- %

The following hypothesis were suggested, o “

There would ‘be close agreement betxeen play assessment séores of the

e



-

5udges and indices obtained from the instrumeat.
be Replicated assessment of the same behavior by an observer trained in
the use of“the instrument would result id-a high level of‘intra-
observer reliability.
Cs Assessments of the same behavior by two or more observers trained in
the use of the instrument would result in a high level of inter—

observer reliahility,

" SUB-PROBLEM

A sub—problem involved examining means for observing, recording

1
and’ graphically presenting data on the play behavior of the subJects._

&

JUST]FICATION OF THE STUDY |

\" &

. Mittler (1973) wrote. ,
The need for alternative approaches to assessment springs on the one
hand from the failure of the intelligence test to provide information .
which can be positively harnesséd to the design of a programme of
education or habilitation, Bit also .arises from the need for assess-
.ment techniques which a}low for an idiocratic -approach to the wide

1ndividu?l differences found. within mentally handicapped popula-;
tions, “{p. 12) - o .

It was considered that the instrumept would provide the kind of infor—t .
mation on trainable mental retardates which Mittler WOuld regard as vn&u-f-
able..f R ,.‘ - f'tf- '..({,‘ . .

To examine this point further, »Cla.rke and Gla.rke (1973) indicated
_that assessment has four main funetions, three of which have direct
'.implications for this stu.d-ii‘j These arez 'dﬂe“#"‘~ | _ A .‘ ) -
1. "To describe the individual as. he 1s at a particular point in time. -

(p. 23) . : : i o

It was. considered that the instrument would provide informe_ion on, how

K4



the child is currently'coping_with,the normal'play environment in which

| he spends much of his. time,*and the extent to which he is ", .. . engaging .‘ ‘
on (his) own in those kinds of behavior deemed eSpecially conducive to
(his) future development." (Feitelson and Ros's 1973, Pe 221) ‘:ff“?‘. |
2, "To provide a behavioural profile of assets and deficits as a starting
- point for remedial programmes." (ps 23)

. Frank. (1957) believed that . .+ . "when a child cannot play, we should be
as troubled as when he refuses to eat or sleep.“ (p. viii) Feitelson
and Ross (1973) cited a number of studies which suggest that play therapy
is required when thematic play does not emerge naturally. These stress_;/p/4%
' the learned aspects of such play and the need for modelling. Some mentgl ‘

’ etaxdates would ‘seem to require "therapy to learn how to sensori—motor

play. It, was considered that’ the instrument would assist in identifying
‘these children and point clearly to the kind of therapy required

| 3.' "To provide an obJective means of checking progress of an individual

.‘. " (p. 23)

fneguiar application of an ef{;,tive instrument would give obJectiVe 1nfor-"-;ff
‘ mation oon ‘the developing play behavior of the child As such,'it could o
" be argued from the werune of Piaget (1951), Hunt (1961). Hoodward (1959)”»
and others that valuable inferences could be drayn regarding the child' ‘.‘;

.

- cognitive development.

, LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS f

LIMITATIONS o L -
'.l. Data from the instrument mus t be regarded as being specific to the y,-
'play setting in which it was obtained._ . ’ :

vhé. The study prod 'e& an- instrument which provided information on only

Uy e



some aspects of ‘sensori-motor play.

CDELMITATIONS . . x e

" 1., The instrument was developed from observations of 16 subJects. Hence, -
.: this sample may not represent the population of retarded children of .
comparable age. o |
-2, Some facets of play, such as territorial range, Social and anti—l
social actions, specific play obJects used and activity rate Within a e
particular action unit, were not measured by the instrument. However, l
the measures chosen were considered to be the most decisive indicators of
.>the play of these subJects. | | ,
3. Only limited observations were made on each subgect. Observations
ceased when the addition of data from a new obsérwationcmade no signifi- .

' cant difference to the mean scores previously accumulated

DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. Sensori;motor period ofidevelopment: The pre-symbolic period of

human development during which intellectual structures develop through

' motbr behavior ahd’ sensory input.» ~ﬂ T_f: _'_{hf.; ;'*'-

,2.1 1ay: intrinsically motivated action on human and non-human obJects. -;

k %3, Play obserxationz ‘a sequence of non-play behavior and action units

t

recorded during a 1oo second observabtion of free play, : o

4 Play settingz the free play area used for the study, including the

- q obJects available for play. o

5. Action unitz the child's focusing of attention ona particular kind

of play, with respect to a particular play object(s) Note:. this en-»

o compassed not only involvement in the activity, but also certain non-play & "'

'“..A behavior such as waiting for a turn., The important feature was that the j;:t L



9
focus of. attention was on a particula.r kind of axitivity. The action unit ‘
began with physical involvement in the activity,iand ended witL a. shift

_of attention. h

- . . : . : D AP -



- y.be no. general consensus as to what it is and so it is hardly surprising

"lfl views of play with thoggiof Piageix

CHAP'I'E::R II o . . . ..':o:. ' . . . S
EEVIEW OF THE LTTERATURE . )

| THE PLAX PHENOMENON
\ ! SRR - SR
Play is a difficult phenomenon to u:xlerste.nd There appears to R

V57that most of the theories of play account for only some play behavior.-‘r
. Much of the confusion for the reader of play literatuxe stems from this:
' the term "play" is used by different writers to denote different types

. of behavior.- For example, while Cass (1971) wroteg_p;f:

b; :

‘ Children s play involves the solving of problems and the making of
‘ deCiSj.OnSo '.»_.'. S (p. 70) . : . . :

,;and Reilly (19?4) has recently published a text, ”Play as Exploratory
"Learning," Sutton-Smith (1970) indicated that both he and Piaget would /

'_';;not consider this kind of activity to be play. He wrotes‘_1;~;'_?;s_y
. :
7 Ve must thank the Genevan psychologist Piaget for (teaching us)

;- much of what'we ‘had called ‘play_is really the activity of intelli-n =

- gence.-i . .u ﬂhen the child is- actively exploring his world, that

l'.‘f'should not. be called plav either. (p. i)_a,,_ i ..u--«.»,.,,.u-

.';t:Stallibrass (1974) indicated the difficulties she had in match1n8 her 4k?<'5

‘:'. ‘. for inetanoe, he gh trasts play with imitation and some--'i:iiflgfi-;;
. times--when describing-the dctivity of" children over about eighteen L
| months——with 1earning activity.. (p. 117) o bt D

This is ‘mot to suggest that any of the writings of the authors mentioned JluiiEQ;Q

4" above 1ack internal consietencyl' it simply points to the difficulties

' ,v'llO;;Qafff-ﬁ_f{”" et



e

associated with understanding the play literature._~'

The wide range of definitions and theories of play which have o
: Vbeen proposed over the years have been cloeely exa.mined ‘by ’Ellis (19?3)
F‘rom ‘them he proposed: '_ o T »:' \ o
“ The most satisfying explanation of play seems to involve an integra-
" &5 .. tion of threei. play as arousal—seeking, pla’ as learning, a.nd -the -
U developmentalist view of the child,. (p. 119 » L

. Briefly stated this suggests that man has 1nherited a pre— Q
| | disposition to find pleasune in ,emitting ne‘w responses a.nd could be de- o
. ;‘scribed as a stimulus-seeking ofganism., Not content to rest (as would |
say a sna.ke) once his basic :iological needs have heen satisfied, man
; '_'continually probes his environment for a stinmlus which will produce a |
‘movement of- his arousal state to an optimal 1eve1 for him. _ As the result,.
: of the pleasure which comes from his excha.nge with stimuli, this stimulus--.,‘ B
‘“seeking kind of activity is lea.rned and becomes part of his pla.y reper— :
.v“ This .explanation accounts for much of the dynamics and educationa.l
| value of play. As a biproduct of his 1ntimate interaction Yithin the play ;}f
. situation, there is a great flow of infomation /to the player. But 1n

' the same process ; the pla.y situa.tion itself becomes 1ess novel less dis--.‘y".'v{_

g 'sona.nt or 1ess complex. Therefore, the player must regularly seek out
S | new ‘means of optimizing his a.rousal (eg. by finding new ways to play with"“_--v'

Wmm@ ﬁmmmmmummmmmumwmnan

R S

VT"that play situation to seek another.

IR Considering now the educa.tj.gna.l Significame of play, the views
o g ;of two leading authorities on pJ@y s’eem to summa.rize the very broad mn :'
Lo of highly positi’(e statements found in the li'beratu:ne. Fra.nk (1957) o

‘.-.




~ wrote: : o ' o . :S\_

";-f:(p. WO) e e e

; Play, as we are beginning to understand is the way the child learns
~ vwhatt-no one can’ teach him. It is the way he explores and orien- ‘
“tates himself to the actual world of space and time, of things, o
animals, structures and people.  Through play he learns to live in
our symbolic world’ of meanings and values, of progresssive striving
* for deferred goals, at, the .same time exploring and eéxperimenting -

‘practices and rehearses endlessly- the complicated and subtle patterns
~ of ‘human 1iving and communication which he. must master. if he 1is to .
become a participating adult in-our social life., (p. vii) ‘ :

. Scarfe (1963) Wrote°:zi .
A child's play is his way of exploring and experimenting while he .
. builds up relations with the’ world and with himself. ‘In play he is
'.“learning to learn._ (p- 119) * T

Later he added: y.‘?,57”i}1;lt’l';:',:Eunlﬁny;'”i_ffigfifyh}.»-f”n_tf‘

}Play’has, in fact, all the characteristics of a fine and complete
: ‘neducational process. - It secures. concentration for a great length: of
- time, . IZ develops initiative, imagination and ‘intense interest,

" There- is tremendous intellectual ferment, as well as complete. emo.'f gf;f'

N -tional’ involvement. "No ‘other activity motivates repetition more .

R S
thoroughly., No othér activity improves the ‘personality so. markedly. o

No_other activity calls so fully on:the resources of effort and-

.-energy which lie latent in the “humarn: being.’ Play is “the - most completa

elA'of all educational’processes for it influences the" intellect, the
'1emotions and “the body of the child. ‘It is the only activity in which

‘induces - learning and learning produces wisdom and character.;

This brief examination of the play phenomenon, and in particular.

“tﬁ,its educational significance is intended as a'basis for the following

\ l'children. Other sections of thisé{iterature revtew coﬂsidenlthe classi-’«

'finstruments._f”:‘h

“-':Treview of the literature on the pl%y behavior of mentally retarded ’

. 7wlfication and assessment of play and tne characteriatics di observational

R

»u:"

and learning in his own individualized way. 'Through play the child ;“7'

B

EICILIAR

the whole educational prbcess is- fully consummated, when experience v‘.5«’



‘THE PLAY oF MENTALLY RETARDED CHILDREN

Introduction l'

'criteria used. “to clinically diagnose moderate to seveFe mental suusQ;_,j

/A

13 .

_ . o L
The llterature indicates that the play of mental ratardates is '

~~'quant1tative1y and qualitatively inferior to that of normal children.,;'-'

In a disaussion of the behavior of retarded infants Illingworth f .

_ (19?2) referred to the excessive inactivity observed. In outlining the

-

: normality during the first few weeks after birth he Hrote:

- Some of his recorded statements of mothers of retarded children are illu— f.

~Jminating.. For example- _.g“;'“

“He (the retardate) is. relatively more re ed in the amount of

"'finterest which he shows in his surrgundin in concentration,.A

;-alertness, and promptness of response. AR The excessive tendency 3 -
: to sleep may persist for several months (p. 287) R

~"He didn t movb much when a baby.*'Hejdidn‘tlseemitoflivefuhtilfhe”‘7

o

© . wWas 8 months old s fr-

,}"He Just lay in his without moving for 6 months. He used to

L 'f}sleep nearly all the tZPe L ~j R : ;,_unj,“d.fV' 't'f‘i‘;;

'_3"Hef? ike a cabbage for the first 2 years., He would Just sit in ;_f-“’"

'_ ) (-_‘_ '.‘~ . . . \ R

""1'"He was a very good baby, and no trouble at all his brother was 2

g lot more trouble.f (The older brother was normal)- (P- 288)

I traze‘ing the developmental history of the reta.rdate, Illingworth

s : : ¥ : e L ",_"N‘. o ..

. §Ther'e is a notable lack of interest in surroundingS.~ . S w

:7¥5{‘ R s ‘;'7l.ii:.‘,. Q;T;;f*§§;;

_;:}There is a fleeting 1 terest in toys or else he does not seém to
.. notice them at all, given a toy . ;'. it does not hold his ‘
_attention. (pﬁ 2@7, 288) A TR

ERE Francis (1970) provided further évidence that the kind of diag—f,-:' L

e
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" nostic apfribufés-described by Illithorth‘persist'into'the retardate's

later years The subJects for her study Were 112 low grade mongoloids

or new toys., A most significa.nt observation was the lack of i_maginati:ve

- year olds,: Other features were the great amount of time spent in Hatching

kinds of behaviors as a function of age; She-observed: -

’and dramatic play: these are conspicuous in the play of normal four

' rangingfin age up to 57 years.l Francis noted the occurrence of certain

RN

‘The. behavior of ‘severely retarded individuals, like that of an’
‘infant consists largely of simple physical activities which dre
limited in range,,variabilit and speed of performance, and are
frequently repeated. (p. 93 S S

Knox - (1968) observed the. natural play behavior of 12 four year

| fold mentally retarded children.l She noted an apparent lack of curiosity

'i'and COncentration.. The maJority showed little interest in new experiences

‘others play, a lower level of participation in parallel play than wqpld

T'be expected of normal children of this age, and relative passivity when

' toys were,. snatched or grabbed by others. f; ',*,7;f_f[i.ji

Whitaker (1972) studied the effects of a- therapeutic recreational

o f{l program on. the free play patterns of mentally retarded boys aged nine to'

-nineteen years. The free play behavior was described as "ede languish—

,A‘tive.ﬂ' (p. 2)

'.:jfound that the handicapped children had significantly less play time.

- \

o

I ' study comparing the play behavior of 10 multihandicdppea

‘giwith ll néhhandicapped children 31 to 58 months old Gralewioz (19739

F_lThe mean total play time for the nonhandicapped was 480 minutes per day,‘

k)

]

{;ing 1n idleness, abusing equipment, Just passive or generally unpreduc-_v'l":l”

s as compared with 350 minutes for the handicapped AISo, she found that Lol I

'"anonhandicapped children had significantly more play—fellows and spent over s
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twice as long per day playing with others as did the handdcapped children.

| Kuiper (1967) wrote: -

e .

The very severe mentally subn al child hardly ﬁlays. There is a
" wplg difference in play not onl in‘quantity but also in quality
between the play of~the normal child .and’ the very severe mentally
subnormal child, His play is.very simple.. The child often.repeats

his‘ectivity. A great deal ‘of his play’activities are taken up with . .

Wn bodye e e When handling new’and ‘unkrown toys, stereotyped

-ae 1o ns.are used again and again:’ (PP- 64 65) ""L-

It can be seen from this evidence that there are differences
between the play behaviorﬂof normal and retarded children in terms of
both quantity and quality. Signs of future deficit play behavior are -

A often discernible in the pre-play‘stage of the retardate s early infancy,

. 'suggesting that it nay be a direct outcome of his menta.l impairment. How— ;
"’ever, it is ergued that both inherent and environment factors contribute
‘-to the inferior play obseIVed among mental retardates. Evidence relating N

S possible reasons for play difTerences will now be coneidered :"

_‘:Inherent factors leading ato deﬂicit play

Play has been described as intrinsically motivated action on

| '_fobJects in the environment.- Piaget (1953) gave many illustrations of the:

ikinstrinsically motivated activity of his own children. For example, his

’f-observation of Laurent at the age of three months, 10 days: E fflﬂ\ifffffj}‘

h ’ ER N

B placed the string, which’ s atta.ched to the ra.ttle, in-his

="better. .For a.moment nothing happens but, . at’ the first shake due Sl
" ‘o -chance" movements of his ‘hand, the reaction is immediatet’ Laure' o

. starts when looking at: the rattle and -then violently strikes ‘his

-, 'right hand alone, as if’ he : felt the resistance and ‘the. effect.. The

" -operation lasts fully-a quarter of an_ hour: ‘during’ which Laurent

... "emits peels of laughter. - The phenomenon is all the nqre clear

. because, the. string. being slack; the child mustStreteh his arm -

. _,?sufficiently a.nd put the right amount of eﬁ'ort 1into it. , (p. 162)

’ 1*.fright.hand, merely unrolling. 1t a1itlle 80 ‘that he may-grasp it L" lt,f?
t

The circular chain of response patterns is the most significant feature iff:
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of. this simple play episode. ‘Actions and reactions are integrated.into

L a meaningful sequence, the end of one sequence being the cue for its _
: ' - o
repetition. Glencross (1973) wrotex -,

+ + o« a large proportion ‘of the’ infants play activ/ity is coneemed
with trying to recognise and :neproduce patterns of sensation and
hence patterns of movement. (p., 2 L |
Vv e
According to White (1973), the motivating factor in such ple.y
=)

“

o activity is "a: feeling of effica.cy" or deep }éatisfa.ction from being able ‘
to affect the’ environment. _ He said that in much of wha.t we ca.ll pl%y, S |
~chiadren are "."v‘. . trying out their own pogers“to ma.kp things happen "

a

' Considering now the’ play of mental retardates, it ca.n be. seen

-

- that the)inherent deficiencies of these child.ren reported by D.lingworth

s SN

. . : 5N :
'would effectively block the developme of circular pla.y sequences which ;

4 ~norma11y form a substa.ntia.l proportion of total play activity for infa.nts. RS b

a The chances of a 3 month old reta.rded infa,nt enJoy:Lng exlv__chi.nd-of ._play*'j o

experience described by Piag'et would be very remote inde' 1,

Iy

TS lllingworth, there would be 1ttle. cha.nce of him p il e {'" hance

'movements " beca.use of his inertness and tendency to sleep excessively. ENI

i But it a movement did occur a.nd a noise resulted, there Would be little ~.

B cha.nce o:f 2 reta.rdate responding to either the noise or the movement of

o ‘the. rattle, because of his. 1acxl of interest in. his’ surroundings.'_., Also,

L Af the striking of the right hand vere repeated, 1 wouid be unlikely to

b suniatigd be"a“se of his 1”‘1’“"1 attentﬂwn span» Involvement n this T

= simple play episode, which o'bviously brought great delight to Le,urent

-' :’;would hardly be likely to do the same for a mentally mtazded child

Some support for this expfa.nation comes fr‘om Florey (1971), Auho . .'i
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‘ : . | - o Lo ' SR
suggestedwthat "conStitutional factors may affect the degree tobwhich-a.'
_child is able to experience geelings of satisfaction as a result of his
sctive efforts,” (p. 277) '~ She cited White (1963) as stating that -
"this could be the case if ;ctivity level were low and effort uncomfort-

. able, or if coordination were poor so that the effects produced on. the ..

» environment were: not regular and repeatablp." _Z - v

Michelman (1971;) wrote: ° ,
Unlike the healthy child he (the de‘ficit child) cannot be stimu--
lated by sight, sound and smell and.thus discover pleasure in his
own body movements. The preconditions for. sensory motor play or,
practice games are'blocked. The pleasurable exercise of ‘such.

S .. rudimeptary skills as ‘banging, shaking, 1earning to roll over or creep :

. = do not -generalizé through the sheer enjoyment of the activity itself._
R ‘Hepetition does not lead to learning and random action does. not re- :
\zfiﬁ - osult in understanding 3aﬁse and effectg (pp. 160 161) ‘

» . o1 »7 ' 7 A' : ! ' ’ N ' ) - ' ‘—\ o N .
v Lo 3: -1’ - To summarize, the evidence presented indicates the importance of '

inherent factors "as contributing towards the low degree of play involve- ‘

LY

w

vention, play time is far less likely to be used for play by mental retar—ifd
dates than by normal children. SR RS ; ;;- R ¥ S
Inherent faotors are also considered toise important in explain—

' %
ing the limited emergence of guality play among mentally retarded chil— g

ment améng menta.lly reta.rded children. Left to themselves uithout inter— e

dren. To understand the term "quality" when it is applied to play, somef]f"”

knowledge 15 required of the hierarchical-stage model of human deveIop»

Aﬁ{v ment of whioh Piaget was the principle architect.- The\essential fea-~€.-f77inu

tures of this modeL, have been described by Sergiovanni anﬁmnott (1975) -

and are summarized as’ follows:)ﬁﬁ_~;ffv}.‘i ""?\ ,fT;,

l Development proceeds through distinct hierarchical or qualitative

l stages which occur in 1n$griant order.‘il{fif



“f-igntational and concrete operations), correspond respectively with his

- g; ymbolic games, 2 years to 7 yé&rs:;aﬂd ‘f'l;[;>!7”"'.

3, games with rules, 7 years to 11 years. 53";];;fdfﬂi .
R o
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2. Each stage ;L a pre-requis‘ite for, and is subsumed b'y‘ the next higher

stage Houever, ‘behaviors aSSOCiated with a lower stage may reappear

-v

-under certain conditionsz gertainly, the individual does not operate at

his upper level all the time, - - - - :' ‘E

3 Development does not necessarily proceed to the hidtre stages. Ale

tholgh obviously based in inherent factors, the limits and rate of devel-

opmgnt ; affected by environmental factors. '

Originally, Pilaget. used this model to explain cognitive deve op—

Rd \

- ment but because.he considered that play avior reflects the growth of

"the child! 's mental ‘structures, it follows tha;wplay development also

A

'confoms o the model. The relationship Between cognitivé a.nd play

. ¥ :
development is best understood from the writings of Ellis (1973); :

e e children play (or behave) in certain Wways because’ that kind of '
‘behavior is determined by the staucture of .the thinking or cognitive

' processes of the child, The structure of the thinking is presumed
- to be inherited e : c . oL

i_;;._. . Play takes place in the mind with the body involved in. process
v as aéproducer of effect@ or. inputs for further thinking._ (p- &)

e Pl

Thus Piaget s first stages of cognitive development. incorpe- ,

_..rating three different forms of intelligence (viz. sensori—motor, repre- o

. three stages of play development. These arez

-

1. practice games, which normally pre%ominate from the age of 2 months

'to 2 years,

Weininger (1973) interpreted,Piaget as followsz

3

<

/.

/_

o embodies and“signifies cer%ainﬁessentials in human mental and 'thi--_,
intelf_ctual growth by watching a child play we see at what level BN
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he -i1s currently most able to function in terms of the continuum of
development from sensorimotor to full use of symbolic and finally
verbal, reflective, intellectual processesg (p. 66)

It could be argued that the evidence presented establishes
' gs?rly the inherent reasons for the low quality of play observed among
mental retardates. By definition, retardates ‘have limited cognition and
rtﬁsnit could be expected that there would be a correspondingly limited
lay quality. However, this assumes that retardates conform to the same
%del of development as normal children, Evidence that this is so'comes.
L

o ,
from WoodWard (1959) who studied the sensdri—motor behavior of 14?

severely mentally retarded children up to/the age of 16 years. She ob-

.

Served that many of their mannerisms and much of their seemingly purpose-

less’ behavior are ‘no more than the abnormally late persistence of the

.actions of nornal infants up to 2 years olds The_detailed enquiry con-

~cluded that: - - —_— o

e

- sensori-motor responses, ranked in the order in which mental defec-
- tives show ‘them, in decreasing order of frequency, agree closely with
those” observed by Piaget to appear in normal infants at successive
. agés. Furthermore, most of the idiots showing the responses of .. -
 Plaget's later stages also exhibited those of earlier stages. This
 suggests that the sensori-motor development of severe mental defec—

. tives follows the, same sequence. described by Piaget. (p. 70)

_The'gignificance of the’evideﬁCe,preSented may be,summarized as

yl. Cognitive development is rooted primarily in inhaieqplfactors;j: .

Qualitative limits of’play are set by cognitive stgtctures.f" |
} Retardates iollow the normal sequence of maturatfon, but at a slower -
Tate than for the normal child. Therefore, 1t may e concluded that the B
low quality of play reported among mentally retarded children is likely

to be related to inherent factors. Lo fﬁi l‘f_ o ':filyi'.‘



Environmental factors leading to deficit play e '\\\ xl

Consideration has been given to the inherent/factors which result

'in mental retardateS'making«less use of their play time for play activi—

' ties than normal children. It is now suggestedehat environmental factors .

also 1imit play participation for these children.
Most of the literature .on this topic indicates: that retardates g

are play-deprived. For example Austin (1969) wrote'

‘ r
« + o+ play is PO gg?nndamental human right ol.eVery individual
although it appears that we have denied this right to the mentally Co

retarded. (p, 14) - N
.. Benoit‘(1955)\conside19dxu

v e it is undeniable that retarded children e have leSs than -
their fair measure of play._ (p. MZ) . .

’: Zigler (1967) indicated that many, of the reported behavioral

| differences between normal and retarded greups, even normals and retar—f

& .
dates of the same mental age,, reflect a myriad of environmental influences'.

which adversely affect the development of the retardate. He wrotes '

.o

.s + o Many of the reported behavioral differences between normals and.
retardates of the same mental age are Seen as products of motiva-
 tional and experiential differences between these groups, rather -than
- as the result of an inherent cognitive deficiency 1n the retardates.

(p- 298)

Ross (1969) used this viewpoint to explain why retardates play

i
. l

; -‘i_ less than normal children. She»wrotexv"n
Av, They have restricted early play . efperience seldom attend nursery or
_ pre-schools, and are subject to extreme adfilt surveillance.q,They
- usually attend school outside the neighbourhood a. further restric—
'.tion on play with neighbourhood peere.;;(p. 9125 C o

_['to which she later addeda
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Jbecause of preconceptions about the children's abilities, parents and

‘teachers fend to 1imit demands that ate made, antitipate consequences,
and protect the children from the results of many of their actions.

(p. 912)

Ross (1970) discussed the "failure—-expectancy of failure-—per-
- formance failure" syndrome asra limitation to the play ‘of reta.rda{es.

- She illustrated her a.rgument with the remarks frOm some retarded children:i’.‘

s "I never‘ can play a.nd then the oth'er kids don't -like it o " Lo )

9T always do so bad I spoil the game and Billy (brother) says why
_does he alwa.ys have to play with me. _

"Games are too ha.rd I like to watch and hold - the money." (p. '524)

Ta.kata (1971) saw four environmental influences on play. These
are human, non-human. qualitative and quantitative aspects. She inter-
viewed parents of mul‘tihandicapped children to determi_ne the presence,
 absence ‘or linitation of these’ four conditions. Takata found evidence of'ri'
play deprivation: that is, a high involvement in sedentary passive .
. experiences (usually television), limited play materials, lack of appro— .
priate models and too- high or too low pa.rental expectation. However, the N '- .
criteria for these Jud.gements were not stated. / .' o ERRT
| In his consideration of the rea.sons for low play involvement by
. retarded children, Benott (1955) mentioned the lack of literature and the{f{if
general misunderstanding of how to stimulate such children in play. Playffgﬁ

materials suited to the interests of retarded children are often unsafe, 5.-'

. . beca.use they were q,esigned for younger children with lees strength

Benoit /noted the prevailing o0 "attitude of hopelessness towa:r.ds the
tea.ching of play activities to retaxded children.'f ' (p. ’44) In training»,:‘f,-
o institutions limitations .on play developnent seen by Benoit included

insufficient sta.ff inadequate facilities ) scarcity of play equipnent, Lo : :
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and the need,. expressed by staff,.to keep activity level low to prexent
accidents.‘ ("Big bodies governed by little minds can be. very unwieldy"
o hS) "Like Ross Benoit considered that those who work with retardates'«
are too accident conscious., He suggested that these children lack ini~
tiative and aggressiveness because they are over protected in play. “Het
'wrote: S N ST N - R |

Clearlg retarded children are cheated when they are over protected. :
(pe. 47 o _

hBenoit also referred 1o’ the amount of time institutionalized retardates h

Ty

f,spend ?._. . in the abnormal condition of - remaining seated and quiet "o

(py7h)

White's (19?1) views on competence and self esteem seem highly I
re_evant to the pla of retarded children. In his view, much of chil—
dren's: play is Canerned with developing competence., He discussed the T

'importance of social rewards in fostering play behavior.: He wrote: ;.7”

In- many situations, “of course( social réwards are added to those"7>~

.. 'arising from-one's sense of competence,- When'one intends to influ- -
-ence other people the human response is the proof of one's efficacyﬁ;;,
' or. inefficacy.- (p. 273) e o . o

'-thite felt that self esteem is based in competence= B

R Level of self esteem depends upon one s confidence based qp experi-,, rj
Vf-,‘ ence, that one can make desired things happen, together withan o
- appreciative recognition of this competence by others.. (p. 273)

| The implications of White s thinking to the play of retardates 1? :

"may be seen in the following passage from Michelman (197#):_,_

Launched on. the right traJectory, the child is likely to accumulatein'i"

- successes that. strengthen the effectiveness of his orientation to
. the-world while at the. same . time he acquires the. knowledge and - = - -
. skills that make his further success Tiore . probable. His environ-.-jlfj:;
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mental- involvements generally lead to gratification and tl increased
_competence and favourable development L

She then’referred to‘the."vicious;cycle'of incompetence":_f' S
~ Off to a bad start on the other hand he. soon encounters failures _

" that make him hesitant to try. -What to others are challenges appear’
to him as threats; he becomes precccupied with defense of his small
claims on 1life at the experise of energies to invest in constructive

- coping. . And he falls increasingly behind his fellows in acquiring

" the knowledge.and skills that are needed for ‘success oh those occa-
sions when he does try. (pp. 164, 165) :

In summaryr evidence from the literature suggests that excessive :
environmental restrictions are placed on the play engaged in by mentally '
retarded children. However, most of this evidence appears to be opinion,

| based on subJective observations. The restrictions described could e

‘ ‘considered as ranging from ignorance on the. part of those people (adults :lﬁfj

and Children) who. have dealinss with retardates, through circumstances S

E _ Which cannot be controlled to downright inhuman neglect.;_ &:‘:A”
L - e B U RS
7'OBSERVATIONAL‘RESEARCH METHGDOLOGY:'fCLASSIFICATIONiANDTASSESSMENT'OE LAY

"Observational Research Methodoiogy .
The observation of human behavior in a natural setting is an
- ,important form of basic research. Connolly (1973) referred to “.f;-. the:7;

'Lresurgence of interest in the direct observation of behaviour,“ (p. 219)

",after a period of some forty years during which empirical studies claimed37hn

.'.the attention of researchers.A He pointed to the need for a balance be-'
ivtween empirical and observational studies in the development of an under- ;5;55
ggstanding of béhavior., d l';f;'f'fsly “"?: {? »f ___v’_' S

Observational research is based on use of a system, or instrument,‘;

e ~\7 R
'“._through which the various dimensions of the phenomena under consideration ;,3_

.\.', B
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o Observatdonal instruments have been investigated by Simon and

| Boyer (Qg7k), Robbins (1973), French (1959), Gonnolly (1973) and
i Rosenthal (1973) The pertinent points made were: o |

'l, The researcher should establish\a rational theoretical framework for ;]A:A

l the categories of behavior to be recorded. (Connolly)

' 2. Ideally, an instrument should represent ) "sets of mutually exclu—' o

‘ '"],ﬁ’sive, all inclusive behaviors."- (Simon and Boyer, P 11) This means

e

o
B M

that in observations of a stream of behavior, there is a category fqr

\

every. behavior seen, and every behavior fits only ox{e category. ;
3.‘ With due consideration fcr brevity, (in view of prob;ems associated

, _,kl_ii_with training observers in the usq. of the instrument) each ca‘(,egory mus t R

" be clea.rly a.nd obJectively defineﬁ/. Connolly wrote: o .’ -

'-"Hhen the observer«has/to frequently ma.ke Judgements regardins /
whether a-given behayiour belongs to a certain. category then it is

ol ':1nevitablq that mtm--nnd\ inter-—.'mdividual consistency Hill be
' 'reduced ” (p. 226) el R

"4‘. A compromise must be reached between a) a la.rge num'ber of categories, s

. making for fine distinctions -betWeen observe/d behaviors, but creating

' f"fdifficulties i‘or the tra.ining of observers, and b) a small number of cat-

[

Qegories, tending to make the instrument easy to learn but at the same

| __time decreasing thfdefinition of the categories. Connolly suggestedx

o -f-‘. L the, reliability of the data tends to vary inversely with the |
e _12umber6§>f categories to be distinguished and independently noted "
- (ps 22 R

5. In time sampling procedures' French (1959? Wrotex DRV

S "There has been some evidence presented favoring a.n accumulatio_nof
* ' a large. number of . very. brief observations over a ‘few continuous
o observations, but o & 7, logie: should ‘be used in. sett up the study

with the purpose kept clearly in mind."‘ (pp. 10!&, 105




S 2 - - :A o V.-25;.'
The - length and frequency of observations should be sufficient to reveal
‘ Jthe facts and for a’ reasonably stable ratio to be established between the_
Avarious categories. | : | | o - _ |
6. The use of video-tape recording was considered byJRosenthal (1973).
Connolly (19?3) and Robbins\£l973).f Rqﬁenthal desoribed video—taping
‘.Apas providing a e COmple -and multi-variable picture of molar and
- :overt behavior and situation" P (p. 39) The advantages include '
_a.)b scope for repeated observations ‘ ' .
' b.) ease of training observers o _. ) "
) ease of testing inter——and intra-observer J;eliability LA
i_ d ) the tapes provide a permanent means of storing informati&?r)from"iuj i
ﬂ«which other detail may be obtained later- “.sAu L

"ﬂThe main disadvantages relate to carrying and operating the camera. the ;h§ 3

.&' .‘ / S
;'Tglimited field of vision of the camera and the possible distracting effects L

,_] of the presenee of the operator and the equipment in the observational

"i‘“fClassification and Assessment of Pl_x

L '_‘,kinds of play activities children enga.ge in from birth to 11 years

'i;Jects were also given 3 categories;’ffi;ffgi{“

e

'area. ,] '

.

Several attempts have been made to develop instrumentg for the SO

L 'classification and assessment of play..;A" _ L e
Florey (1971) attempted to establish a format for many of'the

'tifobgects were considered a8’ parents, peers and eelf.'while non—hunan ob—

- hLType l: Creative or. unstructuxed p135t1° materials suchxasppaints

'}Jwater. sand and clay-,,_wV"f:?l':’»;A' A

; f‘fvape II:




‘.iexample wooden blocks, beads. S o E— ;‘;p
Type III ‘ obJects such as dolls and balls which do not change when manip—
‘."ulated. . o o

-'Florey prepared charts including the various ways the child acts on. the ;,.

'-,-human and non—human obJects in his environment as he develops., She con-

h.sidered that this model would provide a useful perspective from which to 1‘§H
study play. ‘ . _ SO } t . 1. |

' Takata (197@) described the diagnostic-prescriptive model of play |
Hshe uses - in her role as an occupational therapist The diagnosis is |
determined from answers to a wide range of questions asked with respect

to. the child's play history and present play patterns. Fom example, howlt
:f.did the child play when he was 12 months old’ Was he noisy. active, etc ? |

"7Did he play with many or few toys° Does the child play with many or a

' u.~feu peerSV' What is his normal posture during play7 eg. Does he spend

~ :..}i'.‘.'."havior could be diagnosed an

o | "'/a large proportion of his play .’m sedentary actiﬂties" HO“ 1°n8 d°°s :

- the child play" F'rom the An oI‘mation received Ta.ka.ta felt that play he-
| E suitable pla,y activities prescribed. o

Whitaker (1972) studied the e-ffects of a. therapeutic recreation

'f’:program on the responses of a group of ten institutionalized male nental

i bliretardates (ages 9 to 19: .Q.'s zo to 50) to 16 different play o'b-

' 5tthects--blocks, car, puzzle, hammer and pounding bench etc.. A similar

Vl‘lgroup of retardates acted as a control group. Whitaker devised.an obser-; fp

fﬂj'vational instrument to assess the play activity. This had lh categories:

"ﬂf:combination, imaginative, transportation, structural, manipulative, ;j’di:

auditory, creative, inspection, non-i_nteractive, :oepetitive, oral, random,

iv"v'destructive and inactivity.' Tﬂc observaticns Of 10 minutes were made °f

'I-:’..'. c
v B
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- each subject. Data collected included the toy selected time spent per—. L
forming specific acts time Spent in the activity categories and frequency )
‘ with which the activity categories occurred ,

- Knox (1968, l9?4) presented a model for observing and assessing

: play behaV1or, her particular interest being the play of mentally retarded B

/'children.‘ She Wrote (1974):

e When the observation is structured the information may be collected
systematically and any planned intervention becomes more predict—
able, and measurable. (p. 247) . _

‘From the play literature, Knox formulated a scale of the year by year B

. ﬁ.play development of normal children. Behaviors were categorized under -

'-'four headings.. | S . o | N
..g:l.‘ Space management: the way a. child explores and experiments in the j;~:5“
'i-fuse of his body and the space about him. vA‘ | '_ s

f.2 Material management: the manner in which materials are used.-j
Jl(:j Imitation:” the way the child gains an. understanding of the social |
'::world in which“he lives. ; - v ;.:'7"."': : > g ' _b R
‘“7s14. Participation: the amount and manner of interaction with other
_'fhhfpersons and the degree of independence demonstrated.lbr ;j.lf_l-;aflet;e';;:i

b .
Knox used these play scale to determine a "play age" for 12

- pre-school mentally retarded subJects who were observed four or more
-:times for periods of 15 to 30 minutes each._ Play behaviors were compared P

Effwith those on the developmental scale., If, for example, a subject dis—f; liﬁ'

gl played space management behaviors of a normal two yeaﬂ old, he was rated

- vf:JeCt'S play age.

"~: at 2., The mean rating from all four categories was regarded as the sub-

None of the instruments described above appeared to effectively



combine ALL the criteria presented in the previous section on observae "l B
tional instrumentation. and at the same time capture the quantitative and |
qualitative components of the play of the subJects used in this study.; i
'_'To obtain a suitable instrument the investigator combine? and modified b.
two- other methods’which ‘Were. used ‘to describe and classifi“pfay behavior.
~These methods were proposed by Rosenthal (1972) and Piaget (1953)
o _ In an ecological study of nursery'school\ghildren. gésenthal used ;
ﬁlvideotaping procedures to obtain data on their play behavior. For her,-”
. play behavior was considered to be a series of action units during which
~ the- child's attention Was directed towards a speeific activity. These _inl
action units were of varying length, sometimes interspersed with periods
:of idleness. Rosenthal's data included the 1ength of the action units
'_;observed together with the idle time. The present instrument uses this :f?;;
basic technique to obtain quantitative data, but it”also attempts to
Trualitatively categorize the action units. The qualitative aspects of
;‘, the instrument were derived from Piaget's theory dealing with the hier»
'. ‘.archica.l development of sensori—motor behaviors to which referenee has 1'?-"5‘:4_‘-'; |
' qibeen made. The relationship between Piaget's six sequential stages and
the instrument's 1evels o:f‘ play is set out in Chapter III. e | s

L




CHAPTER ITI

METHOD'S AND PROCEDURES

" INTRGDUCTION -

This study involved the development a.nd demonstration of an ins-
- trument to assess the sensori—motor beha.vior of pre-school trainable |
) mentally Tetarded children during their free play periods | '; | |
The use of the instrument was demonstrated in obta.ining a repre—
' sentative sample of the subJects' behavior. This Was done through re- ‘-: o
. .- peated systema.tic observations during free play periods. Observations
A were continued to the point where the addition of new data made no signif—_ .
'bca.nt difference to the mea.ns of the accumulated data,. ‘» TS e

The validity of the instrument was i;ooted in the fa.ct that it Was | o

o derived from thp literatu:ne However, va.lidity was tested by comparing~ '

by Rosentha,l (1972) She viewed pu':e-school childlen 8 play as 'being a s

- play indices obtained from the instrument with play assessments made by
C seven Judges who had worked with the subJects in various wa.ys. _ v |
The instrument was also tested for intra--a.nd inter-observer re— _'

__ liability.., e e e e

Quantitatgw\i aspects of the instrument were derived f'rom a study S

R series of a.ction units interspersed with occasional periods of idle time.

o An aetion unit is a, Period during Whieh the child indulges in a P&T-‘tic" &

e ular play activity- | Quantitatively.vv".:

'e instrument required the defini-




kfiwtion, as non-p';

, \!jo

ftion and timing. of both'the aotion}units and the periods of idleness
throughout'the observed stream of behavior. ' h\”"‘.' ' \
The instrument's qualitatiqucomponents were derived from Pi:;Et'
(1953) theory of the sequential emergencé of sensori—motor behaviors in _
normal 1nfants under two yé//’.‘ Woodwand (1959) showed thai much of the'
;,behavior of severely retanied youngsters ranging in age from 7 months :
'»to 16 years, but of mental ages “less than 2 years, was no more than
-'abnormally late manifestation of behaviors nhich occur in- the sensori--
| motor period of normal children.‘ She confirmed that Piaget's postulated
order of emergence of responses Wwas to be found in these children, Just
as Piaget had found 1t fn nommal infants. | T
| | Qualitatively, the instrument required that each action unit be
.4_ appraised in terms of its level of sophistication of sensori—motor play
i.,behavior. However, while Piaget described six stages of sensori—motor -

development the instrument has only five hierarchical categories or. ,;h,;f

/

thleveis,:'- n? result from an attempt to make categorization o
Ih of:behaviod. ;i as obJective as possible. The relationship |
p«betﬁééngfi;Qg f.and the instrument's levels are described as if :'ﬁ
-ﬂfollows.,»' : A " ‘ e

. .

'_“1 Piaget'

f:ﬁbpzl The inst i: ,s’Level I play involved the simplest actions on :t
3 fobJects eg. f‘fi ;i, walking, Such actions were not categorized By
‘iPiaget into a sensori-motor stage There were four reasons far‘in--,h';nf7f'

l‘-tcluding this category. first by definition this was play; seoond, some

h'fc;subaects spent muoh of their time engaged in this way, third, this kind



g as'follows:

l‘ . ‘. : .-lv o ' - . ) . .,. ‘-> . ~ * ! 31 0
Aof béhavior indicates an advance over the gross: unresponsiveness some>
times seen’ among severe mental retardates, and fourth, this category was

seen to’ sharpen the sensitivity of the instrument in the lower levels of

sensori-motor play. . N .
3 hﬁumfwtmimﬁmwﬂsmwlkuemmmwwtowmxe
imate Piaget‘s Stages 3 and b i €. the secondary circular reactionI and
“the intentional coordination of these in different ways. | o
L, The instrument's Ievel III approximated Piaget's Stage 5 and/;g\%
action on obJects he described for Stage 6 o ;,.; - x;w
s,_;5.~ The- instrument s Ievel IV coveredruuasymbolic aotions described far.
Piaget's Stage 6. . ’ ;‘ S v * f._ S ~ft% T
| Note- No s1gnificant bhange was suggested in the hierarchy of sensori—;f.« _i

or behav1ors described by Piaget Further-detaiis on these stages maygno.

-_obtained from Hint (1961)

Therefore, the 1nstrument s categories related to Piaget's stages .

R

cPlaget . . The fnstrumemt. . .
ceeo T T non=play- Y

R, o level Ty
R f St o e bevel T
o Lo stage 4 Vf'f;f S T f'ﬂ:m e ;
stage 5 j*’:.-'l;;fflevel III

zsﬁgéﬂptgjgfsnﬁffhwlﬂ

ComE SUBJECTS 'f_f fi”ffé .

"-55: The 16 subJects for this study were all the students from the two Lfg7

PRI

oy g
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e

pre-school_classeS'at the Winnifred Stewart School for Trainable Retarded
Children. 'Observations were madé during their regular‘participation in

the Pre—school Play Program at the University of Albertas

P
f

L s A,

’»‘None had progressed far beyond the hollophrastic stage of langﬁage devel-;} -

' .opment.° However, some subJects revealed good command of non-verbal modes? TT[

Table‘I indicates the age qnd sex of the subJects.-

CmmE T |
RS AGE AND SEX OF SUBJE’}CTS
o s Age s . Males- _Females;
;3 years - .v 1 ‘
, byears 3. .v{‘iB
.?é :.., . ; | d?- s Yeé£s> . -T'-6 .‘_lf‘ ? 1
6‘vears s ~:_f** i_'l e

e
)

Although most of the subJects had displayed a good 1eVel of ?

comprehension of simple 1nstructions, some had very low comprehension.vjl
. :
]

of communication, for example, by the use. of gestures. .;iig-'

Lt

'THE PROGRAM '

The subgects Were engaged in a special program CQnducted at the

x R

gUniversity of Alberta for 2 sessions per week, each of l— hours Essen; i
‘:tially, “the program is designed to Yalidate curriculum matilials and - o
bd‘teaching strategies for mentally retarded children and to provide clin- :fi.
”itpical experience for students from the Faculty of Physical Education._ Theii}l'

- _ ;program includes structured teaching periods and free play'{eriods.. The e

5 ’ S

..'0 /'.‘v'.‘
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‘ ’ L)

obsérvations forlthis study were obtained from the normal free play .

Those assisting with the conduct of “the program were staff mem-

. .pers and students from the Faculty of Physical Education of the University

of Alberta. They could be described as energetic and highly stimulating.\h

,The normal staff: subJect ratio was approximately 1:3. :

.~ THE PLAY FACILITIES B ,

Cdnthe stady. oo

The area used for the program was approXinately'25O square yards
Play materials present had been specifically chosen for these children. ‘
‘Ttems included various. toys, physical educqtion equipment (eg. balls,

hoops, plastic hockey sticks, bean bags), climbingdﬂpparatus rubber

-mats, a wooden slide, play boxes, tricycles scooténards. Overall there

were Judged to be ample play opportunities and sufficient space. Noj..

g cial precautions were taken by the researcher to manipulate the play

materials" these were. readily available to the subgects Just as they

were in normal play sessions._ One. er#eption was a small playhouse which

Was not available to the subgects due to the videotaping difficulties it

..pIESented. Also. a tranpoline which required supervision was not used

PROGEDURES o R R
. T . N ;»j‘ v ‘ - o e gm ";2 -:

The play patterns bf the subgects were videotaped by the invee— .

tigator using a Sony inch videotape recorder. Each observation was for ‘ ?f

100 seconds. This period was considered *to be the most suitable compro—

Re

'. mise between a large number of short observations and a smaller number




T
studies there are advantages in the former, in that data is more likely
.;to be obtained on the full range of a subJect's behaviors However, in;
this study, there was also the need to accumulate a substantial volume |

of observational data to establish representative samples of the sub-
Jects' play patterns. A maJor advantage of the 100 second observation
» period was that 1t allowed for easy. determination of.percentage distri-
. bution of time between the five categories of behavior. \ .. | | }
The subjects were videotaped;in turn according to a. predetermined
random order which'was changed for each subsequent recording.l.When all
tsubJects were present, this required aPProximately one half hour. -Norgbl
ally, one recording was taken of ‘each subgect é@ery day clasees uere B
held except that when a subJect was absent, a second recording was. taken: |
during a subsequent class. 'No. more than two obServations were taken on
any one day. — | | . v" U_ o |
" Staff nembers vere requested ot 46 initiate activity with s
Vt;subJect being videotaped. However, they were to respond nommally by
lcooperating if a subJect being obSeryed attempted to involve them in an

RN

' factivity.

‘fMeasurements ‘plv;dit“fif;f_}f}jll;b"L~} gif~ f;p | B
o An audio count of 100 seco;;e Hasbdubbed onto each obeervation
and the distrihution of time between non-play and the four qualitative
v~categories of play was determined. Every 100 second play observation

(See Appendix

= was reduced to a simple histogramz time vE, play level..
'i).' This allowed for ease of totalling time distribution between non-playl:f
' _;and the four categories of play, .e. by simply counting the number of

ﬂf" *seconds (1/lOths of an inch) on each of the five levele used ‘on the ver»



‘tical axis to'_repre$ent the five_qualita_tive categories.

’IN'I'ERPRETATIONS OF PLAY CATEGOR]ES*

Introduc tion o

Play hasxlgan defined as "1ntrinsically motivated action on huma.n-‘
and non-huma.n obJects " but this was not adequate for the purpose of this '
| study. As for Rosentha.l (19‘73) ) play behavior was considered to be a
“geries . of action units interspersed with occasional petiods of idle time '
v'(or non- play) Action units WeTe: distinguished. by the child‘s fpcus of
_attention shifting from one kind of pla.y ob;)ect(s), or ‘one. kind of activ- o
ity, %o another. Thus a child waiti_ng for a ba.ll 4o be returned frona
pa.rtner was. still regaxded as| pla.ying and was still involved in the one
action unit, although by definition he was not playing (i e. acting on ‘
the obJect) at that time. An action unit began with physical involve- |
o ‘ment in the activity and ended with a shj.ft of attention. T .' L )
| o A child delibera.tely changing his action on an object was m- e { -
| .ga.rded as being involved in two action units (eg. wa.lkine with a ba.ll a.nd
-‘ .then throwing it) | | ‘_ _ - L ' L : '_ . A_ .
| An important distinction wa.s drawn between play activiﬁies 11ke )

.climbing, sliding and Jumping in which the action was on the child's own

L ',: -'whole body a.nd introverted a.ctions on the body such as shaki,pg the ha.nds o

‘fexample. a child may have °been standing and Watching others, but have

) - or scratching and rubbing, which were categorized a.s non-play. L _“_._'v
| In some instancés, the question of whether there was intent 1n

the action was considered 1mportant, 1n differentiating pla.y. For

S A-‘_ lost bala.nce a.nd fa.llen i.e. non-play. As oppoSed to this , a child ma.y

e ~*S¢e "a'-"-’é’o APIién@'ix‘ ; »deaiir#sf<’*ii.’°'h’7ﬂie trainineofobservers g Al
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‘fjf= a play cube)

o ;. i-, 46 ;A.

.'(V‘li- . T

deliberately play at falling down. Also, carrying an obgect with the:
intention of doing something with it (Level IIiplay) Mas distinguished -

from wandering with an obJect (Level I play)

Non-play | | |
Non—play included the following: idleness (eg. lying down, PR

' staring at the floor) randoﬁ/n:vements (eg. shaking the hands,.f

squirming) introverted actions on the body (eg. shaking the harIdS), R '

: watching others, toileting, responding to, disciplinary action (eg. being

told to sit down: as. the result of a misdemea.ncur) mpetitive, non- :'

functioning, self-stimulating acts (eg. rocking) -__"

' Level I play 5"'; S

Level I play included the followingx the simpleet form of action‘
|

' | on obJects; lding or, carrying an. object without in‘bent: ra.ndomly

swinging or fiddling with an obJect without appearing to be interested in.jv

} itr pulling or. pushing an o’bject without appearing in‘berested. Also. the
| simplest locomotor a.ctivities: walking; cro.wling; shuffling on buttocks._‘._

hands and feet- using the slide conventionally, feet first in the sitting7ftf
Position- being e "passenser" (eg. on a tricycle), but not eontributing 3
to the hovement/or to steering._ Being in g “special" Place (eg._in or °nl,‘5

Level II Bl y' .




: ‘by looking. propelling a tricycle, scoot-board etc.).j Throwing without ¥

_' watching the effect.. Carrying an obJect (usually in a straight path-way)

"with 1ntent (eg. picking up a scoot-board and.walking to the slieeiﬁ#‘w'Jii

| .Locomotor activities involving first order departure from the simple t”'tltﬁ
- locomotion of Level I (eg. running, stepping, Jumping, walking/erawling

i'ﬁ on a slope, sliding with variations) Note" In running and Jumping the"

f body must be air—borne. Also, swinging/hanging from apparatus, with or

' ‘-’:'without the feet on the«*ground. Attention to clothing (eg. taking off

shoes) Acts of affection (eg. hugging), pushing, pulling or! resisting

: lolf"Chasing it): .e. consequenoes of his actions interest him ‘fDefendins 3n'f f

tensively examining an obJect 1nvo1ving prodding_ ith the f

n shaking to hear the effect etc. Building ot aligning obaects “Putting

'_another person.

- G e e s D
fLevel III play "‘, % @'f._'}li :',ﬁ_;.j;;a; e -

Level III play included the followingx action on an object_whichnxf'

‘results in the ob,)ect being removed from the sub;)ect :m 'berlps j:‘c»f_.._ 'ime'or
. _’space, but which still interests the subject (eg. hitting a ball and

?:1ob3eet from another child. Sophisticated locomotion”involvingghighfve'el,{l

“;;Zskill (eg. climbing the apﬁgratus, balance walk up%or down a slope '

7"3ob3ects in or. taking them out of a container."”

r;i .Level IV play ‘lnlizaﬁ',



_ . , , e - .'v15t38'f:v{
person. to obtain a desired goal. For example, pulling another child from ?~_

e

f; a tricycle*ﬁefore §§t¢1ng on- to ride it.‘ This was interpreted as sophis-{ff;

; D et R L S

ticated behavior, in some ways meeting cfiteria for'Level III. However,:jf“'
it was argued that if the esired goal were of a low level, or even ndh—' f”i

play (eg. 1ndica.ting a toiletry need), this action should not be rated

high. Action on another person to obtain a remowed goal Was therefore

| ": rated at the level above that of the goal, exeept in the caSe of a. Level&j}?b

e ,'{ﬁ cycle is at Level 11, therefore the action on the other sub:}ect is Ie

»

III goal there Was no elevation. In the example given. riding the trI;:"if
1_.

STATIST]DAL TREATHENT OF DATA
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S ~ff.‘:"but a.lso most o{nhis play would have to be of a. high qualita*hive 1evel.ij_' '.':'_:"

ar, .
]

1xc+2xn+3xE+axF‘

The play index (B) was considered to have a high deg:ree of valid{_’_x-i‘_;l

" ity w:{th respect to the qﬁantity and qua.lity of the su‘bJects' play within 5
: the play setting where the observations were made. For exa.mple, for a’
"'_'.'subgect to obtain a high 'B' score (eg. over 200) not only would ﬁe need ".‘f‘ s

to be 1nvolved in play activity for the mador part of* the)obsemtion, :

S 2. Obtainingka mgmsentatiw sa.niple of the subjects' behavior ‘
B After every new set of da,ta was derived from ‘_1a_ video-recoming,'bi .

4 'it Was 1ncorporate¢ into the accumulated data andn ¥ ‘me re deter-’ j_’?:. ::;._;

?-_.:ismj,ned for the. time distribution between non-pla and - the : four___categories_

D

et of play. F‘urther observations were‘ ,eemed unnecessa.ry wben-' ﬁ, was on-




. "‘_':sub.)ects' play indices, b.) the subaects' total discrepancies in time

.“distribution be‘Eween the fiVe categories a.nd c ) the group s mean fOl‘ the- Lt

2. .

total discrepencies .m time distribution.
3 Validit £ '. ‘ \' | Sl T
B A correlation coefficient Was detemined between the play index

.B' score) for each subgect and» the mea.n play assessment obtained f‘rom st
Yo .

- (

r‘each of three groups of judges a.ssociated uith the prog:r:am, a.nd also the

e -"mean assessment of all the Judges. See Appendix C '"Play Assessment "’."‘.f".;:

?,xnstructions;."’ 'rhe Judges were a..) Two staff from the Faculty of

.._'V"Physical Education of the university of Alberta. b ) Two cla,ss beachers :;i-'f

who accompanied the sub.)ects from their school a:nd C ) Three senior

g *"-Z,Physical Eduoation students from the University of Alberta. e

ke Intr&-observer relia.b itx

L o‘bservgtions of each subject (1“[

The investigator Produced data from three 50 second video-ta.ped

'\"f_;a. tota.l of ha»'v'bsemtions). and pla‘ e

indices were debermined in every ca.s

[ 'dayS» using the sa.me videwtapeso A correla.tion °°°ffi° t




"7_ The entire program lasted approximately 30 minutes.

- fﬁogiii:“

. ‘7{,§}? The investigator and the observers discussed aspects of interpre‘- A
L:: tation.;;f'fi e v.:‘ | : ..w'l , | ., i i |
Practice in recording data was given by using one video-»taped obser-.;;s}i'i

..:.vetion of 100 seconds, ??_f' o ‘ L T

"'Aff. To test inter—observer reliability, the investigator and the two

"*Liobservers each produced data from three 50 second video—taped ohser—:.~"“' g

s ‘:vations of each subJth. (i.e. a total of h8 observations) Play 1ndices {ﬁi,i

'UVft“[were determined for every observation. A correlation ooefficient was

'lr{determined between scoréé obtained from a.) the investigator and obser— ey

}.‘S:;:ver l,v ) the investigator and observer leand'c-)“bbserver 1Vand °b5°r"'“




r;fqz

{(3). The instrument would proVé unreliable, as indicated by inter- . .

Ty

observer a,ssessme.nts.That ist 0

Thea,ccepta,ble level of signiﬁcance 1neachcasewas setab .05.




. FESUTS AND DISCUSSION
. ]NTRODUCTION L RS DTG

f.l - T e

The present study investigabed the de\nelopment of a valid a,nd

';'relia.ble instrUment with which to assess the sensori-motor play beha.viori

| of pre—school trazlnable mentally reta.rded children.» An .’mstrument was ;' ._af

-j-[.devised from the 11#&@.\ure and its use demonstrated” by the mvestigatoriﬁ N

o _'_':ff"in obtaining data on \

:',ei pl‘% a,ctivities of ; ‘en retarded. subgecta.

The ﬁrst pa.rt of 'qms cha.ptaer- dea.ls wi‘"l‘ an examination of the 'f'.?

““"‘T."‘.":'instrument uith respect ‘to the Probéem a.nd sub—problem"' Posedrinﬁchaptern

o The discussion is developed logically.,
~"-:"'1P1ay data collected and ‘,

s ) ')sample of the sub:}ecté

examining"ﬁzsti_vthe ki_nd of
| In‘esenta.tive

"(‘_ .beha‘fior as a basis '.for validating the 1nstrument. ,: 2

| "I‘he validity of an 1nstru:nent of this kind is usuall__..d"

- 'f,_jfj.festablish a.nd s° this is considered in deta.il. “The. results | f tests for

: ._validi’r,y a.nd reliability a.re Pl‘esented and diSCussed

e "‘“ : : '_ An observationé.l instmment may be valid a.nd reliable but}' unless_'_-"_:;

B -";_fit discriminates between the mem’bers of a; popula.tion:

S ‘little value. Hence ' although 1t was not part_ofﬂth ° :

ey _".'the sensitivity of tie: instrument is a.lso discussed. 0

'-__of the: videotaping pmocedure ame also considered in this part of the,

S The sub-problem was ' concerne?/ 1n part o

.‘ methodology used in the study.‘Therefom, the,,advan‘tages .a.nd limita. _ons'“

B '_chapter dea.ling with the instrlunent. R




CT,:histogram was.{fﬁ

| | | i
The secohd part of this chapter deals with what may be regarded

as an important bi—product-of the study:' an examination of the subjects! - -

play behavior using:‘ ““=§ ned from the instrument., :

N l,, . ) T' ‘v ..‘A . .1
- THE-Iﬁnrqurr. -

.*feA£ w;g demonstrated as foilo;s.' videe-'ﬂffiv'
K .  :”enof4the subJects’ behavior during free play
o [periods.. From 4 fsecond observation, the distribution of time :ii*f7iffl
ulb.between non‘Plai ‘M hierarchical 1evels °f play was determined §
f »ach observation and the data it contained was g{;,??} |

v Fl;incorporated Withg accumulated data. New means were then
- detemnined for the? ax f';bgect distributed his time betweenuthe five

'-5:;categories. The ';

"T.]i .distribution are’ sh f“ ppendix A _;ﬁ;g~f:.f:j'jafgf;.g;ifri}f'

B Figure 1._ The wide

S non-play and the four categories of play are set out in Table II. g““ﬁffff3;ifi

- ;.2,;.

AR f in fluctuations in the mean distribution of'time betwe;_

The effecti 4 ',cts' play indices of progressively incor- ,97177

:"“ porating dataﬁfromii , f_' _‘_"ons into accumulated dats 1s shown in

Dt

uctuations evident after the first few observations

‘>5; became progressively reduced and the play index stabilizad._ . e
The final percentage time distributions fdr_each subject between

Obtainin‘ a reiresentative sam“le_ofhthe sub"otsf'behavior S

Neu data being incorporated into the:accumulated datairesulted

the wive behav—'ﬂft:f:

ioral categories.. These fluctuations were expressed as a 'total discre;h’s?;ff

‘if? ancy , expressed as T D.,on the histograms in Appendix A. Each indi- i;f:i?;if

‘?u
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PERCENTAGE TIME DISTRIBUTION BETWE’EN NON-PLAY AND THE FOUR LEVELS
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: <'cbehaviors from those of the normal sensori-motor infant described by

. _ L7.
' vidual's total discrepancy uaslgraphed as.shown.in Figure 2' The mean |
'of the total discrepancies for all sixteen subgects was als-o graphed as
in Figure 3. This was used to determine when observations would cease, -
A critical value of 10 h?d been set as a criterion Tor this mean. Figure!'
',3 shows that this critical value was redbhed ‘after eight observations. q
.The significance of this operation to the - validity of the instrument is

considered in the next section under Question 2,

3 Validity
[ \q : .
Any measuring device which does not actually measure what it is

Vclaimed to measure is virtually useless. The value of the present instru— o
ment hinges on its validity. Evidence will be presented which indicates
.that valid assessments were. obtained of the subgects' sensori—motor play.
It would seem that the validity of the instrument could be doubt—
_‘ ~ed with reSpect to three questions. These questions will be considered
:in . . . S
fQuestionjl Were the instrument svcategories of- sensori-motor play
| | hierarchically arranged’ - o
| The qualitative aspects of the instrument described in Chapter
111, were derived from Piaget's (1953) theory of the hierarchical emer» B
gence of‘sensori-motor behaviors. This theory has been widely'acclaimed. :lﬁi
However, the five or six year old mental retardate displays different S

(] : :
Piaget. Locomotion, for example. is usually more advanced in the older L

' ' retarded. child than in say n 15 month old normal infant. Logic h&d to be

‘puqed in fitting observed behaviors into the most appropriate of the instru— )
ment‘s categories, guide-lines for which had been taken from Piaget The

1lad3udged level of sophistication of a behavior was used ‘as’ the criterion.,filjf
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- ; ‘
Although there appears to be\ good interna.l consistency in each

hierarchy, intermeshing the sequential emergence of a.ctionS on. obgects, L "

as described by Piaget, with the sequential emergence of actions on one s o

. “'Oﬂn body, i €. locomotion, opens the instrwnent to criticism.; However.

/

| 'decisions were made in th:Ls resard only after extended preliminary obser- :
vations of the subgects' play pa.tterns 1% was decided from these that |
- '-1n non—play there would be no action on obgects, nor- a.ny 1 Ocomotion, Now,_;’
if Level III\f)lay were to 1nclude the most sophisticated foms of b mly
;sensori-motor (i e, \non—symbolic) actions on obJects, then i t Should
,°°n‘°ain also the most sophisticated locomotor activities. Whﬂ@ Piaget' o
L theory gave guidance on the a.lloca,tion of o‘beerved behavj_ors to Levels I R
‘a_nd II actions on objects the normal maturation BBQuencee. (eg. wa.lk,

-

.'-.run, run dovm a slope), were used for locomotion categorization. LR

\\;. Some support for the hierarchye oi‘ ‘behaviors definedlcomes from SR

: the faCt that all Of the subJects displa.ying higher levels of plaf a.lso:'::‘.'.. Coe

- '_'exhibited all of the lovfer levels.. : _There was no gap mlt}m repei'toire

| "of play levels. =

:.-'-._ Question 2 wa.s a. nepresdhtative sample of the sub;)ecte' play‘behavior”’; S

o obtained from the eight obsemtions?

The iﬂVﬁStiGatOI‘ a.rgued tha.t the subjects, a.f'ber. only eight, lOOi e

second observa.tions, had shown how they no@}lly dismbutedlj thelr plaj

'-_, time between the ﬁve beha.vioral categories in the play ‘setting_ ed i
: ' A,diecmpamiee ':,_:'.:,5:;-




e rion would have' involved using the play indices. R

o ’7 ..pla.y behavior was obtained after eight observa.tions. |

»;"stabilized 1t may be reasoned that a representative sample of behavior 1*dl

;s'

'has been obtained . [ . _
. : While the use of the total discrepancy as a criterion for the

‘;cessation of observations proved simple enough, it introduced into the A

| ;Study an unneceSSary complication. An alternative and preferable crite-'- vbﬁ?

A

| Figure l. shows the fluctuations in play indices over repeated
observations. The marked changes after the early obeervaticns should be

f-contrasted with the minor fluctuations after the sixth observation.- The :~i'flf

"[biffinal play indices ranged between 48.5 and 223 7.: The mean change in

, play indices as a result of adding in data from the second observation

st

v“ﬁgwas 41. However, on’ the addition of data from the Bth obeervation, there Eéﬁffﬁ

.-fwas a méan fluctuation of only 5 1 in the subjects' play indice

B provides further evidenee that a representative sample of the 'ubjects"“'”f°”:'




T The range of possible indices is from O to 400. To obtain a high ;_f_:
"score during an observation (say 200+). a S“bJeCt WOUld need t° be in- "i;'lh
;ivolved in plaY ( .. quantity) for all or most of the 1oo seconds of the ieijii
_ observation-L Further. his play behavior would need.to be ratéa at least :i‘L{;

- }at Level II or III (1 e. quality) for most of’the period-, USing the Same'f*iif

. :ﬁisubJeCt were idle (i.e. engaged in non-play) for more than half of the 15_E i

\*3{_observation.. The final play index is therefore very sensitive to two

";j‘,basic questions that could be asked about a subject 'S play behaV1ort Isi[i i?l
'QsmmmmmmmmwwmwMJMRWMmmﬂm@Yﬁ”

;f'fvalid device for assessing the Sensori-motorgplay Of thﬁ B“bJ°°ts ueed
"i~f1n this study._ This gains fuxther support:from the 19801t8 °i i;

f’j*‘ 1ndices obtained from the 1nstrument--

375simp1e or sophisticated* ‘ e SRR
- To summarize, the argument pr%sented SUPPOrts the instrument 35 a ﬁfs:i

Ths results ame set 5’
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as determined by the investigator a.nd the Judges assessments of play
'behavior.- R

_ The two groups of Judges a.ctively involved in the play sectlons e
: of the progra.m (1 e. the Univex‘sity sta.ff members and the student assis—?

ta.nts) produce assessments which showed a high correlation with the in—
.I 'shrument's 1ndices (r _‘_.71 in both cases) These Judges ha.d worked a.t
; ‘fostering play activity among the subJects, twice a. week, over a period

-"of several months: o the ew the su‘bJects well. . Being in\rolved in -'-f._’..': :

o ings., The scores obtained are shown m Ta.ble IV
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"TABIE IV. - Continued."
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: ‘,A 't' best to de'berm{ne wheﬂger there wa.s significance in. the . '

;‘-.‘difference between the means of the Ll-8 pairsd\ scores produced t = .206

| -well below the critica.l value of 2.021 (oc = .05, d. f. - 47)" "
From this evidence, null fxypothesis (2) was regected a.nd it wa.s' L
: concluded\that the instrument was reliable, as indica’oed by intra.— _ ’_f;'-;

observer assessments. : These results are considered furbher in the next

section. & _ e EE o

5 Inter- bserver relia.bility, Snii :

| Pla. indices were determined by the investigator from ue fifty—_?.;{'
second videotaped observations. The sa.me ‘Eapes were a.lso coded b{r tﬂo

observers tra.ined in the use of the instrument. These indices appea.r in

|

T~

Ta.ble V The ’chree sets °f 800138 Were compamd as shoﬂn 1n Table VI. F

;Sig,nifiean‘ ‘ iat-_.u; 08
. éonfidénce d, 3




TAB‘IE.V B
| IN'IER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY

. Pla,y indices determined from 3 fifty second videotaped samples of play
beh,awior of each subgect. . L - )
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"TABIE V - Continued." -
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From this evidence,'null hypothesis (3) was rejected and- it was concluded
"that the instrument was,reliable, as indicated by inter-observer.assess¥
'mentsd

The mean of the correlation coefficients for intra-:a;d\intqgr'.i

'reli ility was‘k Three reasons are suggested for these very highkl_

correlations.

o

(1) Possibly there was a. tendency for the investigator and the - o*

ained observers to interpret the action units of some subgects
Q.

two

S accol ing to. preconceived and previously discussed ideas on the subJects' f Hf.“”

"play habits and general ability., This may have had the effect on all

three observers of uniformly raising‘or depresSing some indices. Perhapsz fg,";.

,1t would have been preferable to have used observers who were not con-t’i“

'tnected with the program

(2) The scores obtained for the 50 second observations used for :’N ‘if

the reliability tests covered the ma.ximum range (i.e. from o to 200)

- l‘Generally there Was little disagreement betkeen obServers on scores at

e ’the upper and lower ends of the ra.nge There was little difficulty for '

‘ example, in identifying non—play. These uniform high and uniform low '

‘ r:scores would have had a maJor influence in Producins a high 'r' ratinsa"vf}'*" :

(3) The videotaped observations made possible repeated viewing

V‘Of the sane play sequence. This WOUld ObViOUS1$ increase the chances of ff,?iﬂuﬁ

I.v

Tky,accurate rating b all observers. The dubbing of an "audio“ second

e count onto the videotape appeared to minimize errors involved in defin— f}ifxf_vﬁ

a-ing, in terms of time, the length of action units. _ :7:
6 ensitivity |
U The subgects used in this study could be regarded s a cross

/

o)

"'lﬁsectional group of pre-school trainable mentally retarded children. They'j;'”fi

.0.



10_) \ - ,k\ o ‘. ///”tg f 6
werc[)ll of Lhe childrPn from the two pre -school classes at the Winnifred j‘.
btewart Schaol., | o - |

LIt was a significant feature of the instrument that a wide range
of play indices was - obtained from these subJects. The range of scores

for one observation of 100 seconds was from 0, when. a. subgect spent the

l

;lwhole observational period at non—play, to 362 in the case of a subgect
who spent a substantial part of an observation engaged in symbolic play
(Level IV) The maximum possible score for an observation would be 400.2 )
_ "The range of final.indices was from 4& 5 to 223 7 with a mean of -
l 146 and a standard deviation of 47 9 This‘indicates thatsthe scores*weze
well scattered throughout the range. Therefore, the instrument appears -
to be sensitive to differences in play behaViors. . '

7. The use ‘of videotaping,procedures

\

The method used for observing the subgects in this study in-.
| volved videotaping each subJect in turn for 100 seconds during successive
play periods Data was derived by repeated observations of the videotape.i
_ The advantages of using this technique were as- follows: | |
(1) The observer had limitless opportunities to decide upon the

o timing of the action units and upon their qualitative categorization.

(2) The procedure had great value for testing the reliability L

-of the instrument.

‘The main disadvantages of using videotaping Were as fOIIOWS:

<

(l) The extraction of data from the tapeS Was a lengthy Proce-{:f" '

.-dure. Initially, the investigator required an average of- appr°ximate1yfi* o

. one houreto process an observation of 100 seconds. With practice, this_'

- Was reduced considerably to approximately 12 minutes.
?

The observe;rs involved in the reliability tests profited :f‘rom the o



o
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62

“experiences of “the investifator and required an average of approximately‘
10 minutes to process a 50 second observation.' Although the time in- ;'
vvolved in processing is seen as a disadvantage of the instrument it

-_should be weighed against the’ reliability of the data produced. In the

-- situation described “the reliability of the instrument was gfing tested
and it s understa.ndable that the o'bservers would ta.ke more time over the -

.lprocessing,than would normally be necessary._ The high reliability coef-;«..

ficients obtained (mean r = .98) testify to the care ta.ken by the Observ. SR

- , O
ers to obtain accuracy of assessment . f, O L ?.'v o

(2) The lack of manoeuvrability of the camera used in the study

fresulted in occasional periods when a- subJect was obscured In these lf\
_cases, the subgect was assumedsto have carried on with the same behavior‘
. engaged in before being obscured. Further, when the subgect was holding
“an obJect but facing away from the,camera. it was sometimes difficult to ; i
:decide whether he was attending to the obJect (Level II) or simply holding

A,it (Level I) However, experience taught that shifts in visual attention

were usually aCcompanied by slight, but characteristic movements of head

.'or limbs,

(3) Any camera has a. 1imited field of vision and some distortion

: of real play sequences sometimes occurred This Was - particularly evident

)

when the subgect Was very close to the camera, or when the telescopic ’__l‘

lens was’ used on full power. Sometimes happenings outside the field of

..Vision of the camera had a’ bearing on ‘the categorization of an action ; _"

. ~»vunit.e The investigator, who had seen the live action. interpreted the :-;;;}:il
..tape differently from the observers inVOlved in checking reliability. For |
'.example, on one occasion, a subJect ceased rolling a ball to a partner,f.

.outs1de the camera s vision, because the ?artner's attention had been SR

KRS . ,




6_3 |
distracted ‘I‘he 1nvestigator, having observed the live action, rated the- .

",SUbJeCt s inaction at’ Level III while the observers, seeing only the

‘inaotivity on the tape, rated it as a laPSe of attention at Level I i.e.fxii.'.V‘

) —_.\) .
° holding the ball._ Generally, a. decision on. the value of using videotape R

E recording in future use of the instrument would depend upon the value

that is attached to obtaining reliable data Certainly, this method has '_Tf._v*

. oy
-decided advantages in this regard R
. ) .

In summary, the evidence suggests that the instrument developed

. during this study is’ va,\lid reliable a.nd sensitive ’ As tested, in its

.’present state however, it requires considerable time to process video- }

- __.,,»‘ R
[ . . - . /

E taped observations to’ obtain data.
'THE SUBJECTS' PLAY BEHAVIOR _ G
Although a child's mode of play refleéts much.that is distinctly.F

'"f'and~unique1y him, it is also a product of many environmental factors'~’=»

the temperatureo the availability and qua.lity of play things. the amount e

1 of space the number and kind of playmates etc._»

J"' o ©

. :J The play setting used in this study would be generally regarded

as. high in qualityt the equipnent a.nd toys had been specifically chosen L

"to suit the subJects. A more elusive but none-mhe-less highly influen- -

V lti' actor present throughout the prqgram was the atmosphere of stim- “y

E ulation and encouragement which was established by those assisting with

bl‘the program._ In Vie" °f these things and the high ratio of assistants:
1 subjects (approximately lz3), the total play envlronmsnt could only be L
| t‘".described as highly stimulating. | | -

' These factors are mentioned so that the true import of the fol-

"1owing diSCUSSiOH 1is appreciated. $e) fhct. the observations made in this'}ijl'l"



. e

study should not be regarded,as being indicative of the normal way these,

subJects play. Rather, it is the way they played within the stimulative: 'f;

lsetting used. - in this study.. For example,fwithout the 'know—how' and the,}
high physical and emotional input of the staff as they Worked with the S
o ';subgects, it is 00nsidered that the deficiencies observed in the play

. patterns would be even greater.;l

- }Q:‘ | Play behavior may be considered in terms of its quantity and

o quality. Reference is made to Table II which gives the mean distribution

'of subgects' time between the various categories of play.A

Consideration is given first to the percentage of time given by

pfthe subgects to play, as opposed to non—play. It will be seen from Table ;f,iff;ﬁ

‘°.II that the mean time spent in non-play was. 20 bj%. In other words, for _j_j"i’ ‘

.f’approximately l/Sth of their play time, the subJects did not engage in
' : any form of locomotion, nor did they interact in any way with play ob-: “":;
.':,VJects : .‘ . | . v' | et ‘, -

l : However, it should be recognised that the behavior described for
lfLevel I play, while serving a purpose with respect to this study, would

l_not normally be recognised as play. For example, a child sitting holding

i'Vf-a ball without attending to it s regarded by the instrument as being

. '_Yf

| ‘:.involved in Level I play._ The reasons for including this categor'y o
.{the hierarchy werex first, it sensitizei the lower end of the hierarchy

'"‘of play behaviors. (Level I play is a marked advance over the gross un-:

_vresponsiveness observed among many Severely retarded Children)x second,-,f"*:

'Zwif the accepted definition of play,'"intrinsically motivated action on

,..-obJects i is applied liberally enough, such activities fit Within the Tfeil B

. ).'- -

The finding of the present study with respect to the time spent



Af(i e. less than 5%)

_‘ ra.nge observed between the ,

5— other significant feature of th' data presented in Teble II. Although
. no obgective da.ta Was found in

'yplay among nomal populations, it is well recognised thet “ma.ke-believe"

in dleness iy be CO“‘Pmd "ith those of Rosenthal (19#) ’Who studied the -

lay cf normal nursery school children. ) However, such 2 comparison i}s

difficult because Rosenthal's definition of "idle time" coveredamuch

",broader range of activ1ties than the present study s "non-play";ﬁﬁpgfihf ST

\

) 'example, Rosenthal included "horse pla.y in idleness, a.nd although she

a1’ not defin\ ‘the term, it 1s evident that it would ot be rated as’ .,7

2

o non—play by the instrument. Any comparison between the present subJects :

: lay and that o _' erved by Rosentha.l in norma.l qhildren would therefore

need ‘to recognise that much of the 32 86% of the tota.l time thet the v
‘.-ffigesent subgects s ‘A,nt in Level I play, was: in fact, idleness. Hence, it Eo

s suggested that R' :'enthal (1972) would probably rege.rd nearly 50% of the

behavior of the subJ__ots in the present study as idleness. -

The striking _eature of the play of the subJects in the present

? study is only seen when this idleness figure which would be apptroximately R

o 50%, is compared with Résenthai's findings., She found that her normal '

_nursery school sfbeects

j“t 1eSS than 3 minutes per hour in "idle—time "

Co?%’idering again ' e non-—play category of' the present study, the R

'dividual subJects was considerable. Subgects SRR

-9 and 14 spent more tha.n 50% 'of their observational time in non-play. : :

Coom the other hand;’ SubJect 5 ever ensased in this Cabe@ry of beha"“r v

The low incidence of s; bolic or: thematic play (Level IV) is the

_e literature on the incidence of such

-




| . 'their future development.. (p. 221) T O

‘i on only 6ﬁe occasion and it accounts for only‘.5% of the total observa-..i;1,;

Accurate comparisons betw”en the play of normal children %89 that; ;;fﬁ
 °f retardates canngt be made. However, there would seem to be sufficientf?;,fT
.,uevidence here to reach similar conclusion to that of Feitelson and Ross ; rn

R; :i(l973) after their study of children s play.«.‘ s o ' s

‘ P.IOur study showed that some present day pre-school pupils are. unequip~f1:f
.ped to show initiative in the use of equipment, ‘and ‘in engaging on-

* their own in those kinds -of behavior deemed especially conducive to e

5

g6



L fj:free play behavior of a group of mentally retarded children appeared quan-

L 5support was found for this subJective opinion. Some writers on the

cHAPmn v :

SUMMARY concwsxons AND mcommmmons S

' SUMMARY

This study emerged from the investigator s observation that the

3 -,_':titatively a.nd qua.litatively inferior to tha.t of norma.l children of the

“same g2 “on consulting the limited li’eeratﬁre on this topic, sone_

'hf:oenvironmental deprivation suffered by mental retardates (notablﬁ Zigler,.j SR

;ff1967)' believed that many retardates do not even behave or Perform in a -
_ st

dimanner commensurate with their mental age R058 (1970). applied many °f
’[athe points raised by Zigler to explain the inadequacies of retardates f{qffff
\\:.

This evidence, plus the support : the literature fbr play Pre at ﬁ:{ff

t‘%'medium for learning, pOSed,a number of ques'_on8- For example, given

_,»that the incompetence observed in mentally reg‘}ied children 18 rooted

L din cognitive inadequacies, could this basic inci;petence be compounded‘by ‘ n



It Was considered that the answers to the kinds of questions gf‘

POuPd would require the use of an adequate technique with which to assess
o &

' ;play behavior in terms of 1ts quantity and quality. However, no appro— B

.fobserved among the subJects whose seemingly inferior play had initiated

' the investigation. Thus, the problem fOCUSed on developing an instrument

I'ftarded children.‘ Re

”'iff;cal levels of sensori-motor play which had been defined. Methv_.j

ru.for presenting data. Also, a play index was suggested which apped'ri

,. ;,of riew data made no significant dii‘ferenoe to the subjects' mee&ist :
| ,iit.bution of their play-time between the di&?erent levels of play. At thzﬁl
i if,:j?point 1t was reasoned that the accumulated observations represented |
_L-f.taedﬁgaﬁbly the play behavior of the SUbJects.ﬂ The final play index f:;

B each subJect was determined at this point from the percentage distribu-

'} The investigator merged and adapted a method which had been used

'u*by Rosenthal (1972) ti obtain quantitative data ‘on children s play with
k"ZIPiaget's well recognised sequential stage theory for the emergence of

*»Lsensori-motor behaviors.

63

-
\

E priate means was found in the literature to assess the sensori—motor play . -;

: f_”which might prove useful in future studies»on the play of mentally re_l‘gr .

The resulting instrument—was demonstrated by being used to obtain

- }?over a number of different play sessions.‘ Thé'data were the\endividual

f,LA;fdetermined for representing the stream of play behavior graphic;ily and

Observations ceased after eight play sessions when the addit‘on

'*ff;tion of their total play-time between the four categories of play. ,11 g

‘,_g:data from videotaped 100 second observations of the subJects play, taken l;jff'

..,:,ffsubJect s distribution of time between non-play and the four h%erarchi- e

Were s

{*lfbe indicative of the quantity and quality of a subject's play. m.-75.*i’ e




S A
Tests were conducted to determine whether the instrument had
LK

g.validity. These involved three groups of Judges who had worked with the
"subJects in various ways; The Judges' play assessment scores for the -
- individual subJects were compared with the play indices determined by the ; g
‘ .investiga»tor using the' instrument. A mean r -'-~__.7O was obtained. | The »j- R

'lower correlation obtained by one of the three groups of Ju%ges was attrib— ‘p‘

 uted to the fact that these were non—participant observers of the play

e program in which the subgects were engaged. The remaining two groups of

%j*:_Judges were involved in fostering play activities and therefore should Jd;

- ’“;have had a’ keener understanding of. the subJects' plaY-

B i'.a_g_ f';
‘ ?**" L
A test was conducted on the intra-observer reliability of the
- ’ o S /5‘y
';finstrument. The investigator coded 48 fifty Second videotaped observa-,fj~""

| *itions of the subJects' play behavior'and determined play indices for

'\“'ﬁeach.- This Was repeated using the same videotapes after a period of one

"week and the two sets of scores were compared An r = 2? was obtained

?[Land a ‘t' test indicated that there Was: no’ siSnificant diffbrence between fffff~

,.

Two observers were instructed in the use of the instrument and

.they and the investigator coded 48 fifty second videotaped observations

'VL}ff]of the subgects' play. A méan r -;.98 was obtained ﬂhen the three sets

' 4iof scores were compared._ The aPPIication °f 5 't' test indicated that e

'”there was o significant difierence between the scores'b B T
The subJeets' play indices obtained from.th iinstrument ranged

}fr°m 48 5 t° 223 7; With a mean of 146 and a standard deviation of 48“ e ",

E.This suSgESted that the instrument was sensitive in that it was able to «.ﬁ'i‘ﬁé

2

v, ,v_-"'bdistinguish ‘between the play behaviors ofthe sub‘]ects. '

L Gonsideration was given to the merits and demerits of using video—,f[bﬁd




| 70
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;Lapinp pxocedures as the basis of the methodology for the instrument ‘In
future ‘use of the instrument the seemingly high reliability would need ton»u'-

_be weighed against the time required to process videotaped observations.jf7_t :

Finally, references were nade to. the observed play behavior of

5the subgects., ComperiSons with normal populations were. difficult because.

yva“of the limited information available and because of problems in equating

»categories of behavior used in different studies.s However, in view of

‘v_the stimulating play setting used for this study, it WQuld seem that the ?:ftf;

fhiplay of the subJects was limited in terms of quantity and quality when

ffcompared with that of normal children. Deficiencies in these two aspectsf}ﬂf[“

' sensori—motor play of pre-school trainable mentally retarded children.;-

. o“riminéte between the Pla_y beha,’ViOI‘S Of the subjects.

* f

- Further, it is considered that reliable Play data could be obtained

":‘thrOjih a large number of instantaneoﬁ‘lobserVations, without the need

: could be spent on the processing without sacrificing too much accurecy*

‘-~i'fof play vere. illustrated respectively by the hieh 1ncidence of n°n'P1ay

,and the low involvement in symbolic play.ic_ f7ldi{gl_t:;njmﬂ'tblfof;i f;,*ﬁ"'

'”;fCONCLUSIONS

This study produced an instrument uith which to asseSs the vihgjf

{1

°~'§From the- results of the limited tests conducted, it appears that the

‘x,;instrument is valid and reliable.. Also, it was sensitive enough to dis-r9157;f

t . s
Methods suggested for graphically representing the stream of

sensori—motor behavior and for presenting data appear to have vﬁlue..jéj?-ff}t3

The likely limitation on the future use of the instrument in its

’:il”ft‘present form is related to the excessiVe time that was required to proces 'bfﬁl

*ﬂf_;uvideotaped observations. However, it seems likely that much less time




_ i.p‘extremely limited play repertoires of the subjects in thjs Study, These fﬁﬁrdfi

._jnumber of” re-views of a videotaped observation.

: to two years. ;_i>»7-o

S !

A.,for videotaping'procedures. If this were possible, the modified instru-

ment could provide uSeful infqrmation on how the sensori-motor child Was

'currently coping with his environment. '

- ° L ’ N M . to N . '

' aRECGMMENDATIONS

» . 1 - . B
As the result«of the informaiion gained in: this study, the fol—

-

’.‘.,lowing recommendations are made. 5 _
i{: Further study is recommended to determine the effect on reliabilityiﬁ ~

- when the existing instrument is tested under conditions which 1imit thep;‘f"'

Crlalt

.‘;\2 It is recommended that a study be amtempted to determine the numberw;{;p“'
i*°f instantaneous observations of "raw" behavior required to obtain datat]f'j;‘f
"‘Which would be representative of a subJect's play behaVior. 'f.iiffﬁC‘lf

.‘:3i It is 3“88ested that the instrument be tested 1n different play set—;gdi_fjf

f;ftings and among different populations, including normal infants ages onefllpﬂ}fv

‘a o

fph?u Although the play index has been widely used in this study, it ie
f{i;suggested that; the true value in using the instrument lies in the direct;jf;,iﬂﬁ
.'3€ﬁanalysis of time distribution between thp five behavioral categories.\,
| jd5. The instrument is suggested as an assessment device in the tests -

it»vftreatment-t retest experimental d3818n to ascertain the effectiveness of;}{ﬁfo”

'-Various Programs. 7f:f1;]‘97fv,"]vi1‘;f '“Ec REPaR
”:'f'gi The strongest recommendation arises from the observations of the

ﬂappeared to owe a great deal to parental ignorance on the value of; and"f_:fflf

o o the procedure for stimulating and fostering play in mentally retarded

'“if{"children-- This observation was supported by numerous comments found in

w-":‘.




‘*f-dates and to educa&e them in the value of early stimulation and play. T

I

1

subjects! persohal records kept et theit schobi- comments by psycho- ‘»ﬁ o

- logists and school counsellors. It is therefore recommended that a suit—,

‘able agency be established to. contact parents of infant mentally retar—»i
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. APPENDIX A

' HISTOGRAMS OE:PLAYHOBSERVATIONS

o



g

Interpretation of histogra.ms :

Each of the following 16 pages represents the second by second
.play 1nvolvement of a different subJect observed during eight 100 second

1

periods.- The X axis. is divided into 100 seconds- the Y axis from O
(non play) to 4 (Level 4 play) o ". L ', '
| Above each histogram on the left side is the datl/ derived from

‘the histogram expressed in the form e . [

C D E F Y
Where A is the percentage of time spent in non-play
C is the percentage of time spent in Level I play |
“_:Duis ‘the percentage of time spent in Level II play ’*
o blv'B’i's"'the' percentage of time spent in Level III play
- F is,' the percentage of time spent in Level IV pla.y
| andBistheplayindex(GC+2xD+3xE+ller) |
| Above each histogram on the right side is the mean distribution
| of the time spent at the various play levels which was deterrgined from
":the accumulated data. ' - o | .' M ' B ’
_ Above the histogz;ams on the extreme right‘gaam side is?e total
v' discrepancy (T D ) betWeen the mean distribution of time between the five )

- 'categor,ies determined after a.ny observation and the mean. distributicn

o which had been determined ,following the previous c/zbservation. F‘or examP]_e'";E

S

e »_in the case of Subgect 1, the mea.n distributions weret l'u-' S L

et

after Observation 1, , zm {:; 12 _-”-':'-*,.'?29-:‘ :15 - ".x',_",' 0»

f _ and after Observation 2 - _g_z_ 2 5 3 9_
G Discrepamies : '2'_2- 14 5 16.5 ::f_;fdi

-

Totel discrepancy therefore was - 73 a.fter Observation 2
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A MANUAL FOR TRAINING OBSERVERS IN THE USE OF AN |
. INSTRUMENT FOR-ASSESSING THE SENSORI-MOTOR PLAY = =
. OF PRE-SCHOOL TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED CHILDREN - -

o




- ",

‘ on—going development of a child's competence is ass..;

""'A:-"Procedures for the use of the instrument
EERE Y AR

;ffsubgect indulges in a particular kind of play. Play is defined as 1_

ﬁ[,{action’on obJects including locomotor acts on one's own body as in

Introduc tion A

{ : ¥ Y L
Phis manual expl ns how the sensori—motor play of pre-schoqf
]

3

1 trainable mentally retarded children may e assessed i quantitative and

qualitative terms, by analys1ng video—taped samples of hi play behavior.

The purpose and value of the asSessment is baSed on the ’

. e
‘a 1argetpropontion of this free time is spent in idle or seemingly

-

tereot d purposeless pursuits, it stands to reaSOn that development

e

. will be less than optirrral. : On the other ha.nd, it ifs_argued hat the

“\dhe actively engages ina broad range of play behaviors revealing spon— ‘e
lataneity in’ exploring theinatmre of the things in the play environment

" and the l:l.mi‘ts of his own physical capacitieS- _'{- o

.

The instrument provides a sensitive and obJective measure of

the way the TMR child interacts with t}z piiy environment in which the _-;‘-_fj-j

Tt has been shown that a valid assessment can be obtained from eight 100.f

second video recordings, randomly taken during eight %ree play sessions.j~
ktheses that play is a most important natural learning process and that .

'.given a sditable plav environment the way a child chooses to spend his ;,

'fgee time is’ highly releWant to his future development. Fdr‘7lample, if D

for as long as’. ‘;?,‘{

\observations were made, and at the same time, provides the assessor with e

- «g;'Z
. 1nformation which points to the kind of play guidance the child needs. S

step I Isolate the téhan units -: i ‘ S
Note: An action unit is a period of time during which the



ore mannerisms 1ike shaking the hands.

-subgect s }olling a ball fb a partner and
, A
-_period to look elsewhere, reco,»

~,j2) Check the list and integrate where possible. For example, if the _;-f

o This may be done by using a stop watch or by dgbbing a 100 second count

~ on thegxideo—tape.‘t’f ;';33*
: ,s‘ III Rate all ‘the- behavior as- followsx :

Non playx ;;i | Nb locomotion--except rocking action (stereotype)

e

n . i ’ -
. ‘ . -, | 97
walking, Jumping or climbing, but not intrqyerted act- 1ike scratching,

@ e,

‘ l) Examine the lOO second video-taped recording of the subgect s° free'd

play, listing the behavior (action units and non-play behaviorf as it
occurs. Include any change of posture with the behavior which imme—.

diately follows. For example, if the subJect. stands up a.nd imnediately _;5

¥ %

‘ﬂllks, include the standing action within the walking action unit.

S

fRecord any shift of attention as a new action unit. For example, if the

then holds the ball for a

3 'separate action units -

‘ "Rolls ball to partner o

_ Holds ball"

<subJect attends to emptying a basketépy throwing out thzeindividual 1:;)_.“.

; l

items, integrate these individual acts as - "Empties basket"- 7-f:
R ot . .

-.1

p 11 Determine the length of‘each action unit

et
T~

v. v

No obJects. - v*?nyi”b Hff,? 3ﬁf; ;;1»3 REIRASS
‘ 3 Nob in a 'special' place.:_, R .;g];~v;‘,_‘ . ,

. - y.:
| ——

“'1Level I play., Locomotion—-of the simplest forms eg. crawling. walking, ;.;}J?

shuffling' iﬁiding'or~p _’:;" :.;ﬁ 7’3'92- ;, fﬁ;i“*ﬁ
' \”&'5‘:- using play slide conveqtionally (seated)




e
ObJects—-holding, carrying, swinging. fiddling, |
L : sucking, but NgT'attending.;_»(nonfpurposefui.)

Looking in the mirror. '.. : , o o
J‘ 1 ‘ Being in a special' place egs sgtting in a ca.r, in a
| o _w." ! play cube on a scoot-boa.rd being pulled or pushed in‘

-a car or on the plastic sheet. *

3 -

Levelv:II play Locdmotion:—rurming, .Jumping, stepping up or down, - a

walking up play Slide- climbin‘é onto pla.tform, rolling

in or on cylinder or bolster- using play slide wiCh
| variatiins eg. | head first. o '? - “?’ | ‘. R
- Obgects~-any action on an. obJect which appears to in, '

| o ‘ terest subJect eg. ba.nging, pushi_ng, pulling, carrying. - '

A N ERR Note: there is d,irect contact so that action produces R "

_ ""ediate effect eg. _riding a tricycle.}-.-_, § 3 I 3\ T
Carrying an obJect with intent (as opposed to non--'fi'.
purposeful wandering with. an obJect--Leyel I)
| '- Throwing, without attending to effect produced., g N

.. ’,..' : .
L Pushing, pulling, resisting another subJectq

' h under apparatus, thh or without S
feet On t.he gl‘o d. _., - R e BN

Atﬁention to othing eg. taking off shoes.

o II play- Locomotion-—high skill eg, balance wa.lk up pla;nk, v

R climbing ladder, rurming dovm slope, scoot—boaxd down
play slide. ‘ e
ObJects——propelling away, but maintaining i;nterest- ‘

building- or aligning ob;]ects; putting them in or taking

X I



oo

: §pecial notes

or motor sophistication required,

AR %\ '\\’- Lo 99
;; . them out of a contaiher, t:;;ively examining, involv-

ing probing or shaking q&c fending'an'obgect,from
o : . . = .
. another subJect. . o ‘_ IR ,

)

. C . ’ AR \ . BN
. '
_ , |
: Le‘eikfv play:, Definite evidence that an‘obséct represents something

else under the action of the imagination i.e. symbolic ‘,'

-or. thematic play.

Human behavior is so complex that 1t is difficult to 1ist

: all possible action, even in generalized terms. In subJective decision—
'-making, it should be remembered that the instrument's various play. level

. are intended to be hierarchical in terms of the intellectual, attentional N

. Action upon another person in order to achieve 2 goal is

regarded as sophisticated behavior. Rate this kind of behavior at the

$ﬂleve1 above that of the goal.l For example,_a subJect pulls another child__év.5

fmmahkwhtoﬂ@itMmdﬁ;mthSwﬂmathmlHILm

/

-one above the normal for tricycli'ng.« The tricycling itself rema.ins at

‘Level II However, such acts on others are never to be rated above “

'%-Level III | e ‘Cp'l.j‘"

Acts of affectiqn, such as hugging and patting may be re—'f '

’*af;Steppivv-Expréssptheidata_ffom-éaoﬁfqbéerVationfin’fhejfeliewihgﬂferm-3}.;,;;,x

e
i

e B.:iiiiigzz’%i._iiel-_-foJ.*jfd.p"Jf



P e el R :

is the percentage of time spent in non-play o F

4

s the percentage of time spent in Level I play

is the pementage .of time spent in Level II play

is the percentage of - time spent Ain Level III play

is the percenta,ge of time épent in. Level v play

‘ .is the play index, cOmputed as follows

xC+2xD+3xE+uF

Y : : . -
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PLAY ASSESSMENT _
‘ i May 1975,

. . ) ’ /
F_?rom your knowledge of the Prep, children, independently

locate them points for their normal free play participation, giVing a.
ma.ximum of 10 points for each of the 5 criteria used.

' When making your atssessment try to ignore such i‘actors as, |
.iwhether the plpy 1s sometimes social or anti—social. »
thow intelligent you believe the child to be. ."

how much untapped potential you feel the child has. (
Criterion 1° relates to idleness in <:e play time. To what extent ) v.

does the child spend his time pur:posefully” Rate fully-occupied as 10

* ~ A :

points and completely idl\e as 0 poj_n-ts : : PR
' S

Criterion 2 'relates to mobility i.e. the extent to which th( hild

L3
- moves about the play area., Also does he/she move by different means

(eg. walk, crawl, pm, climb, slide, Jump)'? .

riterion 2 _relates to the range of play experiences in which the child
engages. Is the child limited to pnly l or Eidifferent pla.y activities "
or has he/she a wide repertoire'? o \ / |

Crlterion L ‘relates to the quali/ty or sophistication of the child'
play as is seen, for,"example, in curiosity, exploratio_, creativity a.nd

imitation. Consider here too that play—things, includin __;;_’

own body, may ‘be used in a simple ora complex manner. ,

ball may- be simply held or it may be deliberately hit to a partner with

- ~a hockey stick. Also, pla.y may provide immediate feedba,ck (\g_ . aﬁg
P

N

~al drum), while more complex play may involve extended time and ]

(eg. climbing along a ladder, or throwing a ball to a partner) Final-\



- U

1y, Symbokic play or make—believg£§:; be ie&érded'asfmo;e sophistiéated' -
_than.sénSQri;motor.actiVity. . o

Criterion 5 focuses on span of attentggn; Does the'chiiq pe£s1st wiﬁh_
a"pgrticular kind of play, or is_ﬁé/éhe-eésily d;strgdtedf- Beéaﬁse soﬁe o
éf'tbe cﬂildfen.eeem to inqﬁlge in stereotypé; selfestimulgtiﬁg and /or :
'randbm;‘puffoéeléés play over long periods, this criteripn also incor-.
pprate; your assessmént pf the'dep#h 6f attention displayed in the

child's chatacteristic play behavior,

‘4

I B



. Please return this aésessment sheet within one week.

[N

~ Assessor

Name of
Subject

(tick one)

Criterion 1 Criterion 2 Criterion 3 Criterion 4 Criterion 5

P

4

" University staff
Class teacher -

University student

Give 0 to'lotpbints for each of the foilowing criteria

N

Degree of

occupation

Mobility

{Range of

iences

1Play exper—’Quality 0
-~ {play

T-:;_

Attention
span and

depth

i

EELT TR

\
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