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ABSTRACT

With rnainstreaming a reality within the publie eduoation system and partieularly
during recess and lunchtime, it .becomes critical to.determine what skrlls and behaviors
demonstrated by’ children with moderate mentai handicaps foster successful?ntegration

' with their nonhandlcapped peers. More specrﬁcally, what are the behavioral correlates
assocrated w1th high levels of social interaction? It has been argued that social SklllS are
_ vital'to mainstreamin g efforts within the educaftion system but have been, for the most
part, overlooked in placement decrslons and training (Gresham 1982). |

‘This investigation involved a field study using nonpa’rncrpant observations. It was
prirnarily descﬁptivq in nature with its main purpose being to obserye and describe the
social interactions of primary school children with moderate mental handicaps within an
integrated, outdoor free play environment., The general‘ level of sociai participation; \
setting effect,’sub-categories of social behavior, and thel target of social interactjons were
the factors examined in the descriptive analyses. i

An initial social skills assegsment indicated that those-children identified as eithers
high or low in social skills in the classroom were the same children observed to be ‘ /
socially active or engaging in little social interaction on the playground, r_espectively'. . /

) ' Observations obtained1 using a time sampling procedure 'indicated that the childrenvin E

this study predorrunantly engaged in very little social behavror on the playg'round
| However when these chlldren did interact wrth peers, it was , for the most part, positive -
in nature. Moreover socml acnv1ty partrcrpanon drd not appear to be affected by the -
" presence of play apparatus in the env1ronment |
Closer. analyses of the most socrally acttve children revealed that verbal mteracuon

whlle ocwrrmg concurrently with other behav1ors was a social sk111 frequently drsplayed

on the playground by the children in the study In addition, socral behaviors of a
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"'cooperauve nature were not engagedm often. Fmally, socxal mteracuon for the maJonty

.. of the ume (89. 7%) was occumng with other chlldren with: mental handwaps from the

same classfoom. I ,' Co S
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PREFACE

There is considerable debate in the area of special education over appropriate
t;;minology relating to individuals who are under the umbrella title of."special needs'.
Terms which have been used within the literature inelude the f_ollowing:- mentally
retarded, multihandic.apped} mentally disabled, mentally handi_éapped,,jntellectually
impaired, mentally deficient, and developmentally disabled. The choice of label is
primarily based on values and becomes a game of semantics.

This investigation makes use of the term 'mentally handlcapped' ThlS term is used
with reservatlon for lack of a better altematlve Ttis used throughout this the51s to
rnaintain con_sxstency and premseness within the literature. Words are symbols which
convey meaning, If we fail to understand these symbols, we' Eannot .hdpe to reach any
degree of understandiag-amor}g ourselves throagh the sharin g of knowledge.

- Considerable knowledge is gained through the traditional category or classification
eystem which enables people to communicate clearly and easily. | |

The term 'mentally handicapped' was selected on the basis of the following rationale:
"The term disability refers to an objective, measurable, organic dysfunction or
impairment.'. .. A hdndicap, by contrast, is the effect a disability has on an individual's
functioning in.specific circumstances” (Ca_nWrigh_t, Cartwright, & Ward‘, 1981, p. 128).
Handieaps, then, a;e s‘ituationv-sp:eciﬁc; that is, they are aependent upon aperson's abiiity
to function in speciﬁe circumstances. For example, a person in a wheelchair may be |
handicapped'when it comes to using the public trarispbrtation aystem be’cause he or she is
unable to walk up and down the stebs of the bq'}’and'the entrance is not'Wide enough to

access a wheelchalr On the other hand this person may be a computer programmer and

is compeLent at thls _]Ob Bemg ina wheelchau' does not necessarily affect a per: on slevel

"\
of performance. There is no correlatlon between a person's use of a wheelchair for



. 'mobility and their abiligy to competently use tfle upper extremities of their body or their .\\_ '
’mental faculties. Acco‘rdingb to Cartwright et al., Lh’erefore,'such a person would not be |
considered handjcapped&'in.'this specific situation because use of the legs is not a necessary
condition for the job. -
_Neverthéless, despite acknowledging the importance of r'nainfaining clarity and
' consistency within the litemtﬁre, 'Iflentally h{m‘dic(appcd', in thi‘s.'writer’s opinion, tends
to continue to ostracize this group of children into a separate category from the general

oreover, it makes these children appear to be 'less' than individuals and

: ally devéloping' childreﬂ and children with mental.handiéaps. This
distinction further servés to alienate the latter group of children. 'In effect, it is counterto~
the whole integration movement. Rather than becoming an integral part of society, théy

‘remain labéled as a distinct gfoup segregated from their péers.

Thus, it should be reit¢rat<;,d that the terms 'mentally handicapped’ and 'normally
,devcloping' children are used with rescwatic;}l. The writer sees the subjects of the study
as children, first and foremost. Thereafter, these children m;y have 'different' needs
which are'vz‘ir'iously met. In the final analysis, each child, regardless of specific need, is

equally significant in an integraicd society. : : {/

El
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CHAPTER I /
INTRODUCTION

Need fdr the Study )_‘ |
In the last decade, there has been a general mov: toward community living for all
individuals, mcludmg ‘tho.seAwit_h physical disabilities and mental handicaps who have
. previously been isolated within segrcgatéd institudons. Consequently, our traditional '
values and f_néthod of service delivery have been challenged. These challénges have
primarily evolved out of the pdnciple of normalization or, what is more recently referred to
ds "social role valprization" (Wolfensbérger, 1983); Wolfensberger (1¢/2) prése‘rit’gd the
concept of normalization to t.he'-people of Nort}; America based upon tae ideolories and |
practices he had observed in various Scandinavian countnes The concept of integration
emanated from the prmmpl . .ormalization. Dunng the last decade, 'integration’ has
. become a "buzz word" within the field of recreation while mainstreaming has been used
'to denote a 51m11ar process w1thm the educatlon system (Lord, 1983, p. 4). The
processes of integration and mamstrearmng represent a growing trend to assist all
individuals in becoming a part of the ' mainstream’ of society. T
With the growing intérest in normallzauon individuals with physical disabilities and
_ menta] handicaps are becoming more and more visiblc within the general community
Services are being provided within genenc programs and children with 'special needs' are
regularly mtegrated into preschool programs and public school classrooms. With the
focus on demsntuuonahzatlon adults with disabilities are moving mto commumty based
- group homes and ﬁndmg employment within the community. Since these individuals are
more in contact with the general public, this movement has placed increased emphasis on

the importance of the social skills of these mainstreamed individuals (Brody & Stbneman,



1977). Wolfensberger (1972), while clarifying the concept of integration, explains that,
"ultlrnately, integration is only meaningful if it is socxal mtcgratlon i.e. if it involves-
soClal interaction and acceptance, ar;d not mcrcly phy51cal prcsencc" (p. 48). Yet,
according to Coyne (1980), there is increasing evidence that md1v1duals with disabilities >
will not necessarily develop social skills sﬁnply by being provided with the opportunity to

‘interact. Hence, placing indiv‘idua,JS in intcgrated',éetlings does not ensure that social
intéraction Qill occur. |

The impoftance of sbcial skillsi to the overall development of the child has beer'; a :

| receyn't trend noted in the literature. The ability to socially interact.with others is
considered to be a critical prereqmsne to much of a child's behav1or maturity. It has been
claimed that w1thout an understandmg of social behaviors, children may be unable to
become competent and adjustel members of their society (Fischer, Hand, Watson, Van
Parys, & Tucker, 1984). Consequently, the concept of social competence has become an
issue in research dealing with the mainstreaming of children into regular classroom
situations. The ability to initiate and respond to positive social interaction seerﬁs tobea
basic prerequisite to success in an integrated program. |

The fields of phy51cal educatlon and recreation have been strong supporters of the

prOCess of i mtcgrauon (W atkmson 1987). Community programs have been established
to meet the needs and 1nterests of those individuals w1t;1 mental handicaps and physical
dlSabllltICS However, accordmg to Watkinson (1987) the majonty of resean:h focusing

on the social i mteracuon and acceptance of mdmdual's with mental handlc_aps and physical
disabilities within iﬁtcéﬁ\ted programs has been conducted within the classroom 'and'
prcSChodl play progréms. Few studies have beén conducted within programs which are

| sp@iﬁcally focused"on physical activity. Yet, students with disabilities are increasingly

being mainstreamed into physical education within the regular school system across the
’ H P . .



country (Watkinson & Bentz, 1985). Furthermore, these children are presently being

integrated with their no,nhanldicapvpe’d‘ peers during recess and lunch times (Watkinson &

- Muloin, 1988). Community recreation agencies are also offering integrated activities to

persons with 'special needs' within their generic programs. Increasingly, the process of

' integration has been included in municipal agencies' policy and mandates.

e

There are a growing number of research articles being published ihat investigate
integration within physical activity settings. Physical ability may affect lthc degree of '
social interaction occumng integrated physical activity programs. According to
Schrrﬁd (1987), thé exisn'ngzterature confirms that physical activity is critical to a child's
overall development; physicaily, socially and cognitively: "PhysAical( fitness is important
in all aspects of every child's development” (p. 79). Yet, the importance of motor skills

has been neglected in the literature. Consequently, the two primary objectiveS of any

 integrated program involving physical aétivity should be an increase in socialization as

well as in activity participation (Titus & Watkinson, 1987). In essence, as Schmid

further notes, "if children or adults do not participate in physical activity, not only may

their health suffer but their quality of life as well” (p 79).

Itis 1mportant then, that researchers i investigate socml interactions in physical .
activity to detemune their nature, and to investi gatg%hat behaviors contribute to posmve
social interactions in 1ntegrate?d free play settings. Thls study was conducted on the
playgrounds of schools located within the city of Edmonton and in the surroundmg areas
to address these issues. The children who partlcxpated m this study attended segregated
classrooms in a regular school enwronment

It was assumed that being isolated from their nonvhandicapped peers would affect

~the level of social interaction of these children. Generally, recess and lunchtime periods

are important times of the day for these children because they offer the only opportunity



) .dun'ng the school day for these. segregafed chi'ldfcn to freely interact with their
nonhandicapped peers. These times represent an unstr ~ red integrated free play setting '
for observing the natural éoéial exchanges occurring between these children and their
peérs. The stddy was designed to identify the repertoire of social behaviors found within
such a setting and to iﬁvésdgate their relationship to successful sociai interacdon in

vigorous play settiﬁgs.

Statement of the Problem

This study is part of a larger research project funded by the Canadian Fitness and
Lifestyle Research Institute. The purpose of this larger investigation was to determme the :
relat]onshlp between motor competence and the levels of physical act1v1ty and 5001a1
participation in integrated physical activity settings. However, the pnmary purpose of
- thls descriptive study was to observe the social interactions of primary school children
classified as moderately mentally handicapped in an integrated outdoor free play settmg.
This central purpose can be defined under three general sub_-problc/n{:v?izh will serve to
guide the interpfetation of the data collected. Specifically, they are as follows: |

1. To examine the relationship betwéen social cdmpetcnce in the'classroom and
social behavior on the playground. ‘

2. To exanﬁné the social behaviors, including positive ahd negative, that are
-demonstrated by those children with moderate mental handicaps in an mtegrated
outdoor frce play setting. -

3. To examine which group of peers (i.e., ‘handicapped' or 'nonhandicapped’)

“these children interact with to a greater extent.



Justification of the Study

The c'oncepts of integration and mainstreaming carry different meanings for different
- people and, as a result, have been subjected to much interpretation and debate.
Subsequently, this has resulted in a barrage of research being carried out on the process
and, more recently, on the outcomes of the integration movement. Finding's\of these
studies generally indi_cate that, despite the 'apparent' progress 1n integrating individuals
with disabilities into the community, there is not consistent support of any presumed
positive beneﬁts of integration. These benefits include an increase in social 1nteract10n
~ skills on the pan of those 1nd1v1duals being mainstreamed int6 the regular setting.

Gresham (1982) propgses that the mainstreaming of children with mental handicaps
into regular classrooms has been based on faulty assumptions. Subsequent to areview of
 the literature , Gresham related that "handlcapped children have been placed mto regular
classrooms w1thout the requisite social skills crucial for peer acceptance" (p. 423). He
suggested that chlldren s social skills, rather than intellectual or academic competenmes,
 should be of primary concern when they enter into the mainstream environment and "are
perhaps the most critical vnh'ables in evaluating the social outcomes of mainstreaming"
- (Gresham, 1983, p. 334). This is further reinfcr"eed by Strain and Shores (1983) in the
.following statement: " ... we view the lack of instructional attention to social skills as
the misguided element in handicapped chiidren's education” (p. 272).

This may also be true in physical activity settings which primarily int/olve tne

"interdependence of participants in both cooperative and competitive physical activities"
(Watkinson & Titus, 1985, p. 49). In order for integmtion to be effective in an

environment which revolves around the participation of a group of people involved in



similar activities, positive social interactions must be experienced by all of the
participants. In other words, the diSplay_ of culturally accepted social skﬂls is crucial to
the success of integration in free play settings, particularly‘gross motor playls_gttings. ‘
Low levels of fitness and motor skills may ‘render it difficult for these children to keep at
an even pace with their nonhandicapped peers (Titus & Watkinson, 1987). Hence, in
such a fast-paced environment, adequate social skills may enable these integrated children
to become more easily involved resulting in greater physical activity and impfdvcd social
and motor comf)etence. '

The majority of research on integration has focused oﬁ mainstreaming in academic
and preschool play programs and not physical activity settmgs (W atkmson 1987).
However since the fields of phy51cal education and recreation are committed to the
development of social and motor skills through the enhancement of social interactions, _
free play settings deserve closer attent-ion‘ (Karper & Martinek,1985). Pléy has long been
recognized as an effective medium in the promotion of social interaction, therefore, it
seerr s appropriate to conduct research in such a natural, unstructured setting as playing
(Coyne, 1980; Honig & McCarron, 1987; Wehman, 1977) . vParten's (1932) early study
on the social behavior of preschool éhildren during free play has provided a: framework
for more recent research-on the play skills of children with mental handicaps and their

relatlonshlp to succcssful social integration (Beckman, 1983; Guralnick, 1986). Inafree .

&

play environment, the children may feel less inhibited, exhibiting social behaviors that
occur spontaheously. Furtherﬁibre, as Gresham (1983) notes, "Observations of a child's
social behavior in the environment is perhaps the most face-validgmethod of assessi..p
children's social skills" (p. 333). The irhportance of the behavi;,:bservation lies in its

ability to capture the natural expression of behavior without the aftiﬁciality of

nianipulat'ng vériables. ObserVational met,hods’ca_.n‘ be used fo address both basic

N
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research questions and w‘assi_st in solving practical problems. Itis an effective
. methodology for establishing the framework for future intervention studies. |
Consequently, in order to accurately record these social interactions, unobtrusive
observation was employed in this study. ' |
As Dunn and Craft (1985) conclude, there is a deﬁnilte need for further research in
the area of integration in settings involving gross-motor activity: "Much of the research -
for determining the appropnate and best strategies for mainstreamin g in physical
educatlon has yet to be conducted" (p. 276). This is further supported by Watkinson

(1987) in the following statement:

In summary, while the field of physical education appears to be committed to
normalization and integration, this commitment has not been reflected in research =
that can answer the key questions concernin g the motor and social outcomes of

integration in physical activity.A (p. 19)

Moreover, the few studies that have focused on the social interaction and social |
acceptance of children with mental handicaps in programs involving physical activity
indicate that social interactions do not occur frequently and spontaneously between the
chlldren being integrated and thelr pecrs

The acquisition and demonsuation of culturally-accepted social behaviors, then, may
detenrrine the success of integr':&tion within‘a free play setting. This, in turn, may affect
the acceptance of the mainstreamed child by his or her nonhandicapped peers and teachers .
and his or her subsequent long-term adjustment and : Success in such an environment. » -
Documented research of the explicit nature of social interactions on the playground may Y
further support the need for more enriched social skﬂl obscrvatlon, assessment, and

‘ : ' "



training. The know\ledgc gal/ncd from this research may assist in the identification of
specific social behaviors that require attention before children with mental handicaps can
be successfully integrated into educational or conim‘unity recreation programs. Without

such information, the quality of\integratcd programs is not likely to improve.

Operational Definition of Terms

To ensure clarity and consistency throughout the study, the following terms warrant

further explanation:

1. Normalizatibn;;“A concept de.veloped by Wolfensberger (1972) based on the
philosophy of providing services to individuals with disabilities which are as
similar as possible to those experiences offercd to the general population.
Speéiﬁcally, it is defined as fol;?lws: "Utilization of means¢'which are as

culturally normative as possible, in order to establish and/or maintzin personal

behaviors and characteristics which are as culturally normative as possible” (p.

28).

2. Integration: The process whereby all individuals, regardless of théir 'special
needs', participate.and share in the same experiénces as their nondisabled peers
* (Hutchison & Lord, 1979). It_ involves more than the physicgl placement of
persons with physical disébilities and/or mental handicaps into community
programs. Its primary goal is to create an atmosphere of underStaﬁding, social

acceptance, and respect of individual differences.



3. Mainstreaming: The placement of children with physical disabilities and/or
mental handicaps into regular education settings and programs. This doés nbt ,
necessarily imply that all children will be integrated into a regular classroom. It
involves placing childncn into the "least restrictive environment"” based upon
individual needs (Cartwright et al., 1981). For some, this could mean a
segregated class.room‘within the public school system. | Hence, mainstreaming

involves a continuum of placement choices.

4. MMQILMQ@)I_HM According to the American Psychiatric
Association (1987), this classification includes those individuals with an'IQ
ranging from 35 to 55 who are capabl_é of basic self-help ski_llS; This group.
constitutes approximately 10% of the population of pebple with mental
handicaps. Thése if]djviduals can achieve a certain degree of independence '
however, it is expected that they w}ill always requiré some degree of assistance
(MacMillan, 1982). |

5. Sécial Competence: This is a global term incorporating social behaviors that are

~ culturally-accepted. It-in\}c;lves the ability to initiate and respoﬁd, maintain, and
terminate social interactions in interpersonal relations. Sociél competence, then,
is a display bf épprbpriate social behaviors occurring within a sociocultural

context.

6. Social Interaction Skills: This refers to thé ability to initiate and respond to verbal
and nonverbal communications in a culturally accepted manner. This term can be

further divided into the following three areas: f( 1) The ability to initiate and

-




mamtaln positive social relationshipé w1th others. (2) The ability to gain more -
opportunitieé to enhance peer acceptanCe which can lead to successful social
adjustment. (3) The ability to cope effectively w1th and adapt to the social.
environment (Walker, McConnell Holmes TOdlS Walker & Golden 1983)

Social skills, then, are a major determmant of social competence and ad_]ustment. _

7. Free Play: Spontaneous recreation o: play involving pﬁjsical éctivity in which

individuals are free to do what they choose in an unstructured environment.

Delimitations

This study was conducted on the playgrounds of elementary schools in the

‘Edmonton area. It involved the observation of the social behaviors of children classified

as moderately mentally handicapped. This classification was based upon standa‘rdizcd
intelljgence tests and was further determined by the school board through its choice of
placement. The children, aged 6 1010 years, were from.inktziot segregated classrooms in

 regular schools. It was conducted durin g the winter months of January to March.

Limitations

The participants of this study were chosen from intact classrooms and, therefore,
random selection or assignment was not feasible. However, the descriptive data on the
subjects which is presented in Chapter III lend support to the assumption that these

* children are representative of student;é clas"si'ﬁed'as moderately mentally handicapped in

segre'gzited classrooms in public schools. Furthermore, the sample of intact classroor_ns

was selected from lists of all such classrooms in the city of Edmonton.

-

10



’ A\

Within somc school settings, the chlldmn were directed to a designated a# of the
playground and were not giver permission to leave this area for the length of the reccss or
lunch period. This may have restlcted the social play behavior of thes- - idren.

In addition, the checklist format usgd to record the subjects' behavior is designed to
represent categories and suP—catcgo’n’es of social behavior which might occur in a free
play setting and, as such, may not be generalizable to other social behaviors pccum'ng in
a different environment (e g home, work or clas,-»om).

Also, one of the goals was to determme which group of children each target child
@nteractmg with. However, the observers, at times, were unable to identify which
children on the playground were handlcapped and which were nonhandicapped. After
approximately two weeks of observations during the data collection period, this was no .
longer a limitation. To eliminate any assumptions on the part of the observers, 1f an
observer was not ce;mjn of who the children were interacting with, this ihformation was
omitted fmm the observation records.

One final limitation is ;he effect of the presence of the observers on the behavior of
the children under observation. This was minimized by efforts on de part of the

-~

observers to remain unobtrusive.
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CHAPTER 1I
LITERATURE REVIEW

/For individuals with 'specia}héeds', the 1960's hera}dcd an era of dramatic change
in Western idcolo;y with the "D/einstitutionalization Movement" coming into effect
(Cartwright et al.,1981). Along Witl‘l this movement came campajgns against prejudice
and discrimination which may be considered a trademark of this turning point. As a
result, the consciousriess of the country was raised to the needs, problems, and concerns
of persons with physical disabilities and .mental handicaps. Beginning in the early 1970's
a major shift in services took place in the education of, treatment of, and recreation
. services fér, thojse pcople with physical disab.ilities and mental handicaps. This shift in
services is best‘illustr'ated by examining three interrelated concepts or processes:

- -normalization, mainstreaming, and integration.

This review of literature will examine these processes in addition to several key
areas. These areas include: the definition and characteristics of children classified as
moderately mentally handicapped; the definition of social competence; the social
development, peer relations and social interaction skills of children with mental
handicaps;social play; and assessment procedures.

-

Normalization-

£'he changes which occurred in our value system and hence in services for persons
with 'special needs' are largely based upon the principle of normaiization, an ideology
which was first introduced to the North American culture in the early 1970's. There was

a fundameutal recognition in the common humanity of all individuals, including the
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awareness that even persons who are sgvemly disabled and/or handicapped have
potentials which can, and should be maximized. This premise is elaborated uponby
Bercovici (1983) who noted thag; )ENErmalizan'on] réq‘u_ircs that they be allowed to live
, e

and develgp under'conditions that are as culturally normal as po(ssible, and that they be
accorded the rights and dignities expected by any other citizen" (p. 4).

Wolf Wolfensberger author of The Principle of Normalization in Human Semce
(1972), is con51demd by many to be the originator of the concept. Wolfenlerger initially
- defined normalnauon as the: "Utilization of means which are as culturally normative as

possible, in ordér to establish and/or maiﬁtajn personal behaviors and characteristics

which are as culturally normative as possible” (p. 28). HoWever, since this oﬁginal .
)deﬁnition, Wolfensbereer (1983) has refined the principle and renamed ‘it to "social role

valorization". This reformulization is pﬁman'ly based upon the basic prcmise.of the

pﬁnciple itself: . . the most explicit and highest goal of normalization must be the F !

creation, support, and defense of valued social roles [italics added] for pebple who are at

risk of social devaluation” ( p. 234).

e The principle has been effective in enhancing the integration of persons with
physical disabilities and mental handicap-s :into the corhmqnity. It serves as a guiding
pn'hciple in Rromot%g the mainstreaming of students with a variety of disabilities and

- handicaps into the public education system.

- Integration/Mainstreaming

L
\

The concept of integration evelved out of the principle of normalizau'on' Itis a term
}

generally used i in association with community-based programs. Essentlally integration
refers to the physical and social partlc1patJon of any individual, regardless of spemal

. needs', within generic recreation and commumty-based activities(: It denotes a process

*#
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whereby an individual draws from a continuum of services related to that individual's
needs, abilities, and interests. . It is not an end in itself but rather ameans "whereby
1nd1v1duals participate and en]oy expenences similar to their non-dlsabled peers”
(Hutch1son & Lord, 1979, p. 32). The focus is on a continuum framework which is
increme ..al and relevant. 'I'lns enables individuals to participate: and progress at their own
'stage and rate of development The success of this process, however, can only be

_achieved within the context of increased knowledge, skills, and awareness on the part of
both the handicapped and nonhandit;apped pam'cipants.

Likewise, ' mamstreammg refqrs toa smular process of integration within the
educauonal system First appearing in the llterature in 1962, it gameg increased
recogmuon with the enactment of Umted States Publ1c Law 94-142 (B1klen, 1985). This
law, wﬁich came into effect in 1975, mandates comprehensive plans_to_ensure a free and
appropri'ate education for all persons with physical disabilities and mental handicaps in a
manner consistent with the doctrine of "least restrictive alternative” (Horne, 1979, p. 61).
As a result, children are being placed into classrooms suited to their individual needs. |
Efforts ‘to mainstream children have been most prominent and successful at the preschool
level with children with mild mental handicaps (Guralnick, 1978). The effort, however,
to mainstream chlldren with more moderate to severe handlcaps has been minimal
(Fredencks Baldwm Grove, Moore Riggs, & Lyons, 1978). These children generally
remain in segregated classrooms often within a regular school. This process, therefore,
also works on a co:tinulfl from segregated classrooms to.complete mainstreaming into
regular classrooms depehding on the nature of the handicap and needs of the child.
Similar prograr;{;s, however /without benefit of law except in Ontario, have been enacted

within the Canadian education'al system (Anthony, 1985).
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One of the major assumptions l;nderlying the support for integrated programs is the
strong belief that within such a setting, positive social interactions between handicapped
and noni!andicapped children will be enhanced (Bricker, 1978; Wolfensbcrger, 1972).
However, observaﬁonal studies in integrated classrooms reveal that, in the absence of
systematic interventions, social interaction and acceptance wﬂl nbt nec_csxsarily occur
(Gresham, 1982, 84). Notwithstanding this, there h\as been little evidence of active

- rejection (as opposed to sociometric rejection) of the c.hildren being mainstreamed with
their regular peers (Gutalnick, 1980).

There are several origntations takerrto the study of mainstreaming within the
educational setting: Some of the areas covered include: classroom organization,
cooperativc; learning strategies, intervention programé, the use of play materials,
sociometric instruments, behavior modification techniques, instructional delivery

- systems, and other environmental factors. However, according to Dunlop, Stoneman,
a1A1d> Cantrell (1980), a focus on children's social growth and competence "has
chaxﬁcterizcd'thc effort to mainstream exceptional children into regular classrpoms from
its inccptioﬁ" (p. 132). It hés béen the main driving force in the literature. While the

focus of this ¢ =5 iptive study is on social Interaction, it is important to recognize these
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other areas of coiicern within the literature. A more systematic approach to investigating

these factors is needed and this is dependent upon researchers making a concerted effort

to recognize and acknowledge the‘many factors influencing the process of mainstreaming.

-

" Children Classified as Moderately Mentally Handicapped

" If there has been a revolution in the field of mental ret%rdation over the past two
or three decades, it has been not in the solution of its fundamental problems but

in their pérception. (Ozolims, 1981, p. vii)



According to the American Psychiatx_'ic Associétion, ‘mental retardation’, or rather

’ mentai handicap, is a term used to describe a person whose intellectual functioning is
signiﬁcz;rjtly below average. That is, a person has an IQ of 70 or below (American
Psychiatric Association, 1987). This handic: o 1: accompaniéd by impairments in
adaptive functioning with the onset commencing Beforc the age of 18. Recent studies
suggest that the prevalence of meﬁtal retardation is approximately 1% of the population.”
Both the American Psychiatric Association and the American Assoc-iation on Mental
Deficiency (AAMD) distinguish among four degrées of severity of inteliectual
impairment: mild, mederate, severe and profound. IQ levels act as guidelines in
differentiating between these classifications. |

This study focuses on the second level of "mental retardation”, those people with
moderate mental handicaps. This particular group constitutes about 6 to 10% of the
population of persons with mental handicaps (Cartwright et al., 1981). In addition to an
IQ level ranging from a minimum of 35 to a maximum of 55, these individuals frequently
have associated physical difficulties which further impede their rate of development
(American Psychiatric Association, 1987). Persons with this degree of handicap require
supervision and guidance in self help, vocational, academic, and social skills, “however
they are capable of learning these skills to a semi-independent level. Children assessed
under this classification are predominantly_ggucatcd in special classes within a regular
school (Cartwright et al., 1981). N
Children who are considered moderately men@y handiéappca need intensive

| training to master skills most of us take for grahted. Thése children. characteristically are
unable to generalize a skill that has been taught in one setting to anc;ther setting in whic h
the skill is required but has not been directly taught (Snéll & Renzaglia,_ 1982). Hen’cc,- m

order to enable functional mastery of the skill, instruction should take place in the least

16
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intrusive and most natural environment. As.Snell and Renzaélia (1982) suggest,
"whenever possible, skills need to be taught in the environment in which they are most
likely to occur” (p. 151-152).

The population of children classified as imoderately mentally handicapped has bcen

somewhat neglected in the majority of studies focusing on the effects of integration. It

has been previously documented that, if appropriate planning is done, children desi gnatcd
as mildly mentally handicapped can be mainstreamed into classrooms in thp public school
system with relative success (Sheare, 1974). Howevef, what about those children who
are more moderately mentally handicapped? it is clear from the literature that greater
emphasis is needed with this group of children to determine the nature of their social
interaction skills. This knowledge will assist in facilitating the process of integration for -

all children, regardless of the severity of handicap.
e

Social Competence

In order to uﬁdgrstand the social development of children with mental handicaps, it is
important fo first clarify the tefminology within the literature used to define the specific |
behaviors commonly associated with social growth. Social competence and social skills .
are twol such concepts that have been frequently used interchangeably in the literature.

This has resulted in a variety of definitions of these two constructs with considerable
disagreement as to their correct usage. \

Soéial competence is “a hypothetical construct without a universally accepted
meaning” (Csapo, 1982, p. 3), thereby eludiAng complete definition. It can be generally
defined as 'b'the child's ability to Affect interpersonal outcomes or goals" (Renshaw &

. Asher, 1982, p. 392). The ability to establish and maintain adequate interpersonal skills,



to display appropriate social skills involved in social interaction with peers, and the ability
to adapt to a given situation ére impﬁrtant behaviors contributing to social competence. |
Social competence, then, is a term used to encbmpass the many and varied social
behaviors described within the literature. Csapo (1982) defines these social bch‘aviors as
"a ciosely interwoven synchronized nctworic of verbal and nonverbal clues used in
reciprocal interactions . . . " (p- 3). However, few studies have actually identified the
specific social behaviors associatéd with social competence. These behaviors are learned
social skills used in interpersonal situations. According to Michelson, Sugai, Wood, and
Kazdin (1983): "The term 'skill’ is utilized to indicate that social competence is not a
global personality trait but rather a set of learned and acquired behaviqrs" (p.2). If we,
then, con(;eptualize social skills as leamned behavic;rs that are goal-oriented, it'becomes »
apprdpriate to determine how these behaviors normally develop. |
In order to understand and enhance our knowledge of the social growth of children with
mental handicaps, it is impertant to first become familiar with and understand the social
development of normally developing children. However, .deSpite a large amount of -
research in this area, the literéture is broad lacking in a precise comprehensive theory of

- social development. Although detailed studies were conducted on the peer relations of
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young children in the early 1930's, research in this area has remained dormant until recent

years. The identification of the specific behaviors associated with social competency and

their rate o;' deyelopment, therefore, remains unclear.
Social Development of Children with Mental Handicaps

" Research in the area of social skills development has grown considerably in the last
decade (LeCmy, 1983). Articles relating to the study of social skills appear in prominent

psycholog_cal, educational, developmental, and rehabilitation journals. Moreover, it has

N
o
l
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been estimated‘ that over 75% of recent articles published within the last decade have
addressed some aspect of éhildrén's social behavior and development (Minnelson etal.,
1983). Several books have also Bcen written on social skills and their contribution to the
hea]thy growth of children. This rescanch, however, relates specifically to 'nonné.lly
developing' children (i.e., children without handicaps). In contrast to this growing
knowledge, there remains a paucity of rcséanch and limited understanding of the social
development and peer relations of young children with mental handicaps. Moreover, -
most of the research that has focused on the social development of these latter children
does not define the type or severity of handicap. Rather, these studies refer to children
with handicapping conditions or general social deficiencies as if n:ferring to a global,

- homogeneous group of children.

Children w1th mental handicaps commonly exhibit rélatively generalized social skill
deficiencies. In fact, according ta Guralnick (1986), these children experience difficulties
in every phase of soc1a1 development. Histori(:allj, "mental retardation” has been defined
both in terms of below average intelligence and difficulties in social functioning and
adaptation which can lead to further ad_]ustment problems in adulthood (Amencan
Psychiatric Assocxanon 1987) According to Kelly (1982), " . .. the social functioning
of retarded individuals within the mild to moderate range of impairment is a substantial
| predictor of vocationzﬂ_, intcrpersonal and independent-living adjustment” (p. 2). “
Children who lack Jadequate social skills participate in fewer social interactions resuliing
in social isolation and/or rejection. Without in Gention, these children do not improve
spontaneously. Furthermore, deficiencies in social functioning have been associated with
low self-esteem, depression, delinquency, and 'bad conduct' discharges from the military

(Michelson et al., 1983). On the other hand, social competency in childhood is related to
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superior academio achievement, effective interpersonal relationships, a successful career, )
and happiness in later life.

Traditionally, children with mental handicaps are at a disadvantage. These children :
frequently expeﬁonce isolated, segregated situations in which the opportunity to freely
interact with others has not been made available. They have, for the most part, been taught
how to dress anti Behave in a manner consistent-with the norm, secure a job, and live
independe'nifly in an apartment. Yet, society has frequently neglected to toach_mésc'
children the social interaction skills needed to initiate and maintain social and personal
relationships that will meet theii;,gndividual needs (Marlett, 1978). Consequently, these
individuais are perceived as having failed and are subsequently being blarned by society
* for their lack of ‘ability to integrate successfully. It remains a circle of defeat for them, As
Marlett (1978) relates, " . . . they have few alternatives to loneliness, remain secluded in |
their apartment, make inappropriate and often misinterpreted ativan>ces for friendship, or
find a way to return to the training center and accept failure as the price for
companionship” (p. 276). chce, instead of focusing primarily on téaohing independent
living skills, vocational and academic abiliti:Z perhaps tho focus should be on‘enhancing
social competence. Yet, are these skills ‘teachable'? Children with mental handicaps
experience a range of difficulties in the socialization process which may irnpcdc their social
interactions with their peers. Adoquate social skills, however, can be acquired over time
and are influenced by developmental as well as experiential factors. In fact, several studies
have documented that these children can learn social skills within a structured environment }
(iGrcsham,”l981; Guralnick & Groom, 1987; Johnson & Johnson, 1980; Wasson, 1980).

- However, without encouragement , appropriate trainin‘g, and continual monitoring of
progress, improvement is not likely to occur. Knowledge of these skills will not be gained

within a vicuum. It seems that there is a need, then, to redirect the emphasis from

-



academic competence in the classroom to one of fostering the social competence of
mainstreamedGhildren. ‘

Although itis normally assumed that the social development of children with mental
handicaps follow along the same developmental processes as normally developing
children, little is known about the specific deficiencies involved with these children.

_ Critical questions arising out of the literature include: What skills are prerequisites for
social competence? Are these skills situation-specific, part of a developmental process "
comzhon to all children, or a trait charécten'iing certain chi}dren? Finally, how are these

: skills taught and/or developed? There is considerable variation'in the literature concerning
the specific behaviors and/or skills required for a child to be considered socially
competent. | )

Research comparing the development of children with mental handicaps with
normally developing children has been through indirect measures. Developmental studies
of children who are considered to have inadequately developed peer relations have
traditionally been conducted in segregated settings with other children of similar
developmental levels. Coasequently, research comparing the social development of
-normally developing children to children with developmental delays or mental handicaps
has been, for the most part, achieved by means of comparin g separate studies comprised
of riifferent sampling populations. These results are questionable in that different sample
characteristics, research' methods, and environmental conditions may exist in the separate
studies. Accordingly, as recent 1nvest1gators are beginning to realize, studies should be
conducted within the framework of an mtegrated environment with children of normal
development who are carefully matched according to developmental level and age. This
would enable the researcher to not only determine differences in their patterns of social

interaction in relation to chronological age and developmental level, but also to determine

e
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ways of improving social interaction skills through the deyelopmeni of appropriate
intervention techniques. |

in summary, it should be apparent that the specific elgments of the social
development of children with mental handicaps, as well as with normally developing
* children, are by no means éstablished. Research raises ygew questions, the Ans’wers‘ to

?

which seem to generate more queries: e

y e

’ L: .

We are far from knowing which behaviors in which situations are most socially
effective for which children. Even ’with' this knowledge, the issues of how
cognitive social skills interface with beﬁavioral skills and how both of these relate
to peer acceptahce, remain. These are empirical questions. Their answers lie in

more and better research. (Foster, 1983, p. 257) -

One factor in particular which has proven to hamper the appropriate development of
social skills on the part*of children with mental handiéaps is the isolated environment in
which the majority of these children are raised in the early, critical stages of their
development. The absence of opportunities for establishing effective paﬁems of social
exchange with othér children may lead to repeated failures to build peer relationships.

This can result in overall developmental delays, low self-esteem, and lack of motivation.

Social Interaction Between Handicapped and Nonhandicapped Children in

’

Integratéd Settings

... peer interaction is an essential égmponcnt of the individual child's
deve:opment. Experience with peers is not a superﬁ'ciél luxury’to.bé enjoyed by

some children and not by others, but is a necessity in childhood socialization.
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And among the most sensitive indicators of differences in development are failure
by the child to engage in the activities of the peer culture and failure to occupy a

relatively comfortable place within it. (Hartup, 1983, p. 220) |

The relationship BetWecn social competence and peer interaction may have serious
implications for the child with a mental handicap. Peer interaction is a reciprocal process,
and since children who are less socially skilled elicit fewer social responses from others,
this may subsequently result in les; social contact (Mich_elsog et al., 1983). Furthermore,
in the absence of sustained and successful intcractibns with pelers, children are
developmentally 'at risk’ because, as Wasson (1980) points ont, much of a child's overall
de\./eloprr')ent "unfolds within the context of interactive exchange" (p. 7).

There is not a great deal of research on the peer relations of children with mental
handicaps. What is available, however, Suggests that the development aﬁd characteristics
of the peer interactions of children with mental handicaps is similér to those of normally
developing children (Guralnick, 1986). However, it is the differences that are most

perplexing and compelling:

Compared to normally developing children at similar develo;ifnental Ievelé,
delayed children exhibit lower rates of social ihteracn'on with their peers,
participaté to only a limited extent in gfoup play, present an atypical pattern of
gT0wth in peer interactions acrgﬁv‘gs the preschool period, and are espccié%ly
deficient in using social behaviors most associatéd with peer-related social

competence. (Guralnick & Groom, 1987, p. 1556)
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It is difficult to define these differences in lightof the inconclusivc.rescarch that is
cuftly available. However, there appears to-be differences between children with and |
without mental handicaps in terms of cognitive ability, expressive language and general_
communication skills, social playv levels, motor, and sensory sl;:ills (Guralnick, 1'986; |
Kelly, 1982). These are skills needed for the development of effective social interaction
behaviors. Tllere is a need, therefore, for more research-in helping to establish the
different pattems of peer interaction displayed by children with mental handicaps in order
to determine where intervention is needed and when is the best time for implementatio'n.
Within mainstreamed setn'iigs, these differences in peer relations are heightened and this
is illustrated in the level of social interaction occurring between handicapped and
nonhandicapped children. - |
The development of social interaction among young children has been considered

important in the child development and early childhood literature for many years. The
majority of this literature has focused on normal developmg children. Increased attention,
however, is being directed towards the social growth of children with Rental handicaps.

- It has only been recently that the rese/arch has focused on the interactions between

| handicapped and nonhandicapped children in integrated settings:

- Despite a growing body of literature, relntively little is known_ with regard to the style

of interactive behaviors that occur between handicar)ped and nonhandicapped children in .

integrated classrooms especially among older children. However, the available research .

© seems to suggest that nonhandicapped children take on a directive role when i mteractmg

with their handicapped peers. More spec1ﬁcally, as Guralmck (1986) explains.

... in the course of interactions, they adjust the syntactic, semantic, functior% .

and discourse characteristies of their social-communicative exchanges in a
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-

- ‘manner that appears o facilitate communication and may even be organized in a.
way that can promote the handicapped child's communicative competence. (p.

126)

-

The social integration that may be occurring between nonhandicapped children and
their handicapped peers may not, in fact, be gains in peer~related social interaction
affording equal status, but rather the development of an adult-child exchange.
Consequently, the style with-which nonhandicapped children interact with their peers

: | with handicaps may diffr from the style with which they interact with other normally
-developing peers The followmg question may then be raised: Is the soc1al interaction
occurring between'h_andicapped and nonhandicapped children in mainstreamed
classrooms, then, truly valued peer-peer interactions or merely tolerance on the part of the.
' 7» nonhandicapped child? The answer to this quest10n is critical to the socral development of
chlldren with mental handicaps and to the success of the integrated setting. |
- There is considerable evidence in the literature to suggest that rriajnstreamed settings
" are rftore conducive to t?he development of social interaction skills (Bn"\nker, 1985; Dunlop
et al, .l980;'V!Vilton & Densem, 1977).‘ For example, ina study conducted by Beckman
and Kohl (1987) the sc¥1al behavior of the same group of preschool children with mental
handicaps in both segregated and 1ntegrated settings were compared Results clearly
favoured mtegrated settings for stimulating greater social interaction. In fact, "More
positive interaction took place 1n the integrated setting than i'n the’se’gregated setting" (p.
8). Moreover, the children in both ; groups engaged in 51gn1ﬁcantly more posmve social

\ .
mteractlon in the 1ntegrated setting with a steady increase being observed over ume for the

chlldren with handlcaps in the integrated setting. An nerease in the rate of socml

&
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interaction, however, does not necessarily imply that the children with mental handicaps
. \
are interacting with their nonhandicapped peers.

Although these findings are encouraging, it is important to recognize that these

studJes have produced mixed results While there have been a number of investigations

reporting the lack of acceptance and interaction occurring in integrated settings (Cavallaro
& Porter, 1980; Guinagh, 1980; Guralnick & Groom, 198:7; Ispa, 1981; Kohl &
4Bockman, 1984; Taylor, Asher, & Williams, 1987); other researchers have reportod
opposite findings (Dunlop et al., 1980; Peterson & Haralick, 1977). As Johnson and
Johnson (1980) relate: "'In order for peer relationships to be constructive influences .
théy'must promote fevelings..of bellonging, acceptance, sdpport, and caring as opposed to
feelings of rejection, abandonment, and alienadoo‘; (p.91). The more ﬂ;ese -
mainstreamed children are accep,tcd_by their cléssmates, theh, the more likely it is that
positive social interaction will occm'vrésulﬁngv in in(.:re»ased. social competence and
'acceptan'ce.. ' | o |

Thcse disparato findings are somewhat a result of the variety of methodological
proccdu:es adopted by different researchers. 'For exarhple while some studies have
rehed on somometnc techniques administered once over a short penod of time
(Goodman Gottlieb & Harnson 19<72 Sheare 1974), others have used obsen ational
procedures (Brinker & Thorpe, 1986; Cole, Meyer, Vandercook, & McQuarter, 1986,
Ispa, 1981). While making important contn'butior{s to the literature, thesedifferent
research methods have hampered the dovelopmeht ofa comp;ehensivo understanding of
the sociai interaction occurring within intégrated classrooms by limiting the generality of
the ﬁndings. It is difficult to compare ﬁndings of studies using different methodological

procedures.
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Despite these methodologit:a] inconsistenc:es, however, there have been'some
salient findings in the research to date. Numerou- studies have indicated that
rnain streamed children with mental handicapé engage in very little social interaction with
their nonhandicapped peers--even within settings involving fme play where the
‘.probablhty of such contact is believed to be much greater (Beckman 1983 Guraimck &
Groom 1987).  For example, Beckman and Kohl (1987) comparcd the social behavior -
of handlcapped and nonhandlcapped mtegrated preschool chlldren by means of a time
| sampling procedure. Results indicated that children wtthent handicaps engaged in |
significantly more positive interactidn than did the children with handicaps. These group
diffcrénccs‘Were present gardless of setting and éontinued over time. ‘Furthermore,
' recent investigations have indicated that children with mental handicapn are not being -
regularly selected as plziymates by their nonhandicapped peers (Guralnick & Groom,
1987). This finding has been interpreted as being due to the ltack ot: ‘social interaction;
skills on the part of the children with mental handicaps. Once children become
established into groups of friends, more complex interaction skills, which may be above
the skill level of these children, are essential.

As aresult of these findings, several researchers have investigated possible strategies
to increase positive social interacnon within mainstreamed classrooms. These strategies
include inservice -teacher training, preparing handicapped and nonhandicapped student57
usmg peers as tutors, and promoting soc1a1 interaction through the use of cooperanve
games (Chennault, 1967; McGill, 1984; Salend, 1984). However, it appears that the use
of nonhandlc;apped peers has the greatest impact on the development of social skills of
their handicapped peers in facilitatin g social interaction: "The 'utilization of children as
agents in their own socialization should be a key consideration in planning_many different

©

.



kinds of early intervention a4 uvites, paﬁculmly those activities that involve the
»intcgration of handicapped and nonhandicapped children" _(Hartup, 1978, p. 48).
According to Grigg (1983), there are four strategies of peer-mediated intervention
that are designed to facilitate the development and maintenance of social behavior on the
part or the mainstreamed child. These include the'foliowing: (1) prompting and
reinforcement of nonhandicapped peers by teachers; (2) peers acting as agents of
reinforcement; (3) peers initiating social interaction; and (4) peér modeling. Research
findings -have indicated success in the implementation of these stratégies (Morris &

/

Dolker, 1974). .

y
f

One Qf the many questions og’f continual debate arising out of the literature involves |
 the mainstreamin g of children on thé basis of either developmental or chronological >age. |
Consequently, there is-a growing _numb\er of studies compaﬁng children at different

_ developmental and chronological age levels within integrated settings. For example,
Guralnick (1‘9'80) in an attempt to delinqatfa the nature and extent 6f social interactio}ns '

- among preschool children at different\ge;;lopmental levels, observéd the interaction
occurring between four groups of children (mildly, moderately, severely flandicappcd,
and nonhandicapped) during free blay within the classroom. The analyses of the |
interactions revealed the following patterns: (a) Nonhandicapped and mildly handicapped
| children interacted more frequently with each other than expected and less frec 2ntly than
expected with children with moderate and severe mental haﬁcliicaps. (b) Children with
moderate and severe mental handicaps interacted with all four developmental groups on
‘an equal basis as expected. (c) Thesc differences were enhanced over time. However, it

is imponént to note that the children with mild mental handicaps were old~r than the

nonhandicapped children by appro;(imately one year and this age difference could account

28.,
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for the interaction occurring between the nonhandjcapped and mildly handicapped
chlldren In other words, these children may have been closer in developmental level
Other studies 1nd1cate that chronologlcal age has an impact on the pattern of social
interacuons occurring within mainstreamed educanonal settings. Guralnick and Groom
(1987) observed that children with mild handicaps preferred to interact with children Who
were of the same chronological age level and did manage to interact and engage in more
advanced levels of social play with this group. '
It has been determined, therefore, that social interaction is minimal between
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in mainsmeamed settings. However, there is
very little information available on the nature of the social interaction patterns that do
occur between these children (Guralnick & Groom, 1987). What, >in effect, are the types
of behaviors displayed byichildren with mental handicaps? And, how do these social
behaviors differ from their nonhandicapped peers? Furthermore, wha't social skills are
necessary to promote social interaction? In order to delineate the specific social behaviors
that comprise social interaction, researchers must become concerned with what behaviors
are associated with high rates of social interaction. Identi'fying these behavior's it would
seem, may assist educators in facilitating social interaction between children w1th
handlcaps and thc1r nonhandicapped peers. Based on a recognition of this need,
Beckman (1983) conducted a study "to identify patterns of interaction between
handicapped and nonhandicapped children in an integrated preschool and to identify
 behavioral correlates of some of those patterns of 1nteractlon" (p. 70) The study

mvolved two private preschools compnsed of 31 nonhandlcapped and three handicapped
. children in one classroom and 69 handlcapped and seven nonhandlcapped children in the
other classroom. This i mvestlganon also involved the use of children of different

chronological age and developmental levels. Twelve target children, three from each of
b \ '



the four developmental groups, were selected to be observed. Specifically, thcéc four
groups were comprised of the following: nonhandicapped .4-year—6lgis (NH4),
nonhandicapped 3-year-olds (NH3), moderately handicapped (MH), and severely
handicapped children (SH). All obsérvations were conducted during a morning free play -
session within the classroom. Observations involved two parts: For the first part,
observers recorded in a continuous manner all behaviors that the target child either
received or directed towards other children in the classroom. The beha\}iors were
classified as either positive, negative,' or neutral. The behaviors were also recorded as
initiated or in response to the behavior of a classmate. The duration of specific be‘haviors‘
were not recorded. The second part of the observations involved a time sampling
procedure to record whether the child was engaged in solitary, parallel, or associative
play. These categories were modified from \Parten's (1932) categories of social play. In
addition, observers recorded the occurrence of 18 sp<_iciﬁc social behaviors on a
behavioral checklist which was 1ater used to dclineaté specific behaviors that were
associated with high rates of social interaction.

The ﬁndings of this study support previous research which contend that when no
attempts are made to promote interaction, nonhandicapped children do not fréquently
interact with their hér{dicapped peers: "Nonhandicapped children demonstrated a clear
preference for other nonhandicapped children who were of the same chronological age"
(p- 75). Beckman's interpretation of these findings suggest that the children with
handicaps do not engage in the types of behaviors that fnight elicit interaction from
nonhandicappcd peers. According to Beckman, the behaviors that were most frequently
associatéd with high levels of social interaction involved the most sophisticated and
complex behavioral networks such aS smiling, laughing, talking, shbuting, walking,

running, and climbing. These behaviors were observed most frequently by the '
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nonhandicappcd 4-year-old group, followed by the noﬁhandjcappcd 3—y¢ér—olds. then the
moderately han}jcappcd gréup, and ﬁnally the severely handicapped group.v On Ehe 6ther
- hand, other less complex behaviors which were not associated with high rates of social
interaction were observed most frequently in children with moderate and severe n;enta.l
handicaps. These behaviors included: sitﬁ'ng, standing, mouthing objects, engaging in
"assisted movement", dnd vocalizations (p. 75). These types of behaviors, as Beckman
suggests, "may be less likely to attract and hold the attention of other children in the

. classroom"” (p. 75). Moreover, the interaction of cﬁildren with handicaps tended to
involve less reciprocity and behavioral chains than that of their nonhandlcapped peers,
further limiting social interaction.

This study, then, represents one of the few systematic étte‘mpts at delineating specific
‘ behaviors required for successfuj social intgraction between handicapped and
nonhandicapped groups of children in intg:gratcd settings. As Dunlop et al. (1980) point
out: “Little specific attention seems to have been paid to the role of children's specific
behaviors, independent of handicapping ‘condition, in the development of social
interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped children/.’. . (p. 133).
Researchers need-to be focusing, therefore, on a developmen'tai framework identifying
specific social behaviors common to a variety of different settings that are associated with
high levels of social interaction.

In addition to the existing gaps in knowledge in the literature, it is also impoftant to
acknowledge the limitations of the many studies that have already been conducted, some
of which were outlined in this review. Most of this research has relied on sociometric
instrurﬁcnts and/or observational data involving frequency and duration measures. Q:,
Sociometric ratings, however, are only useful in determining the current status of the

child in the peer group, but they do not provide insight into the types bf behaviors
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" whereby status is achieved and maintained. Furthermore, the majority of the research is
based upon correlational measures comparing the general level of social interaction of
children with mental handicaps w1th their nonhandicapped peers. However, the

| assessment of more specific social responses, especially in complex social situations,

“may prove valuable in delincating interaction skills related to effective peer relations with ‘
other chiidre’n. Specifically, behaviors related to high social interaction based on
sequencing patterns of social reciprocity need to be established, but so far have been
neglected in research with children, One reason for this, as Csapo (1982) explains, is the
"lac‘k df normative data based on rcpréscntative sampling of children on the rate of |

A develbpment of these skills in young children” (p. 40). There is no nofmative data
indicating the desimble number of friends, normal levels of frequency, duration, and
quality of social interaction during various levels of development. There is still a gap,
therefore, that exists between this. rapidly growing body of research findings and the
incorporation of these findings into comprehensive intervention programs and social
service delivery systems (LeCroy, 1983).

Finally, the majdn'ty of the studies reviewed in ihis section frequently made use of an
artificially mainstreamed setting recruiting children "for placement in the integrnted
classrooms thrdugh newspaper advertising, special posters, and v;zord-of-mouth" |
(Jenkins, Speltz, & Odom, 1985,p.9). Asa resu}}, the children entered a new and
unfamiliar situation and, as previously documentt;d, children with mental handicaps do
not perform as well in new situations. It appears that little research has been conducted in
classrooms already mainstreamed. Hoy?’ever, what is most important is the effect of |
integration in current situations. ‘This type of information is needcd to further identify
specific social behaviors critical to successful social intefgction. Moreover, many of these

studies also involved 'reverse integration', frequently matching children of different age
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groups (Jenkins et al., 1985) and unequal numbers of children with and without
handicaps Beckman & Kohl, 1987; Dunlop et ai., 1980; Field, Roseman, DeStefanb, ‘& -
Koewler I1I, 1981). Researchers, then, need to take these considerations intd account
when studying the nature of social interaction within integrated settirigs

In summary, research in the area of social i 1nteract10n in mamstreamed classrooms
indicates that little social i interaction does in fact, occur within integrated settings between
children with mental handicaps and their normally developing peers. The nature and
extentof the interactions that do occur remain to be determined by future researchers.
There are definite deficiencies in these former children's social skills but where and to
what degree remains somewhat unanswered. Differences do exist in the social behavior
of children with mental handicaps and their nonhandicapped peers. This distinction
primariiy involves the large amount of time youngsters with mental handicaps genera11y>
spend in isolated activities.

,/

Social Play

In Canadian schools, children who are classified as moderately mentally handicapped
are being mainstreamed into the least restrictive educational placement which, for the most
part, is a special education (i.e., segregated) class within a regular school. Integration is
provided outside the regular academic classroom, most frequently in area_s Such as
physical education, art,. music, and extracum'cular activities (Watkinson & Muloin,

. 1988). A common setting, therefore for i mtegranon in the public education system
» appears to be during recess and lunch hour. It is durm these speeiﬁc times of the day
when children from the special education classés can fresly interact and play uninhibited

with their nonhandrcapped peers wrth minimal supervision. Socral play is defined here
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"as a state of engagement in which the successive, nonliteral behaviors of one partner are
cor'ltingc‘nt on the nonliteral behaviors of the other partner” (Garvey, 1983, p- 235).

The use of play and/or recreation to foster social skill development and act as a
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facilitator of the integration process has been widely accepted within the literature (Coyne,

1980). Many positive benefits have been observed witnin an unstructured recreational or
- 'free play' setting. According to Wehman (1977), " ... it is generally accepted by child
development experts that play is critical in the facilitation of cognitive and social
development of normal children" (p. 13). It affords‘ the young child the opportunity to
acqu1rc adaptive skills ncccssary for later adjustment. Children, then, need to play. to

acquire basic social skills.

Interestingly, perhaps the most important index of children's social competence
with peers is their ability to participate with others in sustained social play.
Afterall, to engage in productive play activities, young children must successfully
integrate those skills and abilities that allow them to enter aﬁd maintain |

interactions and to resolve conflicts as they occur. (Guralnick, 1986, p. 99)

Yet, on the other hand, it should also be recognized that the ability to socially interact

is a prerequisite in order for effective social play to occur: " ... play appears to emerge
in the human repertoire almost completely within the context of peer interaction” (Hartup,
1983, p. 221) Social mteractlon enhances the likelihood of play behavior occurring.
.Not only is play important to the overall development of the ch11d then, butitis alsoa -
time to practice one's social and motor skills. It, thercforc, affords the opportunity to

make friends and gain acceptance by other children. The school playground during

periods of free time offers a unique opportunity to develop these skills:



An outdoor play environment is a virtual magnet pulling children toward it, an_
oasis in which a child can explore, practice skills, use imagination, role play,
problem solv¢, and share, as well as develop play abilities. (Jambor & Gargiulo,

1987, p. 18)

At the same time, however, play is more than just a medium for the development and

- practice of social play skills. It affords enjoyment and satisfaction in a relaxed
atmosphere. In fact, this quality ié necessary in order for these skills to develop T
adequately: "For the acquired social play skills to be maintained and vgeneralized‘, the play
cxpeﬁence mﬁst be fun and pleasurable” (Li, 1983, p. 90). The”hualities of fun znd
cnjoymeﬁt will lead to more sustained and satisfying peer relationships.

It has been eétablished, then, that play and social interaction are iﬁterdependent. This
gives rise to the following questions: If the social interaction skills of children with
mental handicaps are deficient, are these children also, therefore, deficient in play Skills as

“well? What, in fact, are the social play skills displayed by children with mentai |
handicaps? Do they have the social interaction skills ne_:cessary-to play successfully? In a
review of the literature, Li (1981) notes that children with mental handicaps prefer rhore
structured material and are less imaginative than their nonhandicapped peers in

- spontaneous play. Social play of ch.ildrer.l with mental handicaps, therefore, is believed to

be limited and/or del—ayed when compared to nonhandicapped children of similar
chronological age. Moreover, their play is often solitary engaging in more isolated
behaviors with the occasional social interaction being directed towards teachers more
frequently than towards peers. In fact, according to the findings of a study conducted by

Wasson (1980), children with mental handicaps spend épproximately 8% of their time ‘

beigg socially interactive in a_free play é_etting. Wasson further compared this percentage

RE



to the. findings qf scyeral studies on the social participation of nonhandicapped children.
According to these studies, nonhandicapped children spend approximately 40% of .thcir
time in social interaction. Conéequently, Li (1981) suggests that these children need ’io be
taught how to play. .
Play, then, represents the setting for a natural mainstr;amed experience. In light of
this observation, it is not surprising that educators have begun to alert teachers to the
importance of including structurcﬁ and unstructured play programs within the c':lassroom
curriculum. However, more encouragement still needs to be given to the significant value
of the playground in developing and promoting social skills in children. Very little
research has been conducted outside of the classrocm setting. The knowledge we have s

- sketchy and fragmented primarily because studies in this area deal with different aspects

- of play. For example, research on the nature of play behavior of chil‘drcr} with mental
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handicaps at various ages and corresponding levels of functioning is needed. In addition,

( .
what are the nature of these differences in play behavior? Is it related to early experiences

»

in the home? Finally, little research exists concerning the assessment and training in
specific s?cial play behaviors and their effectiveness. Despite a growing awareness of the
importance of social play to the overall development of children, research in this area is

still in its infancy.

Assessment

°

Tﬁe’re has been a. feccr;t growth in tﬁe number and variability of assessment tools
available to identify those children with inadequate social abilities who are in need of
social skills training. Assessment, then, is concerned with locating targeted behaviors to
bs: reme(_iicd by identifying the antecedent and consequent events controlling these

behaviors (Csapo, 1982). Information obtained in assessment provides necessary. ,



37

feedback by screening and/or identifying those children with specific social deficiencies.
Generally, children with poor social skills will score low on the assessment instrument.
From this, specific behaviors can be targeted for training (Michelson et al., 1983). An .
apprOpriate intervention strategy is selected on the basis of this procedure: "Initial
assessment can determine present knowledge of social skill components and rneasure the
quality of actual social performance in children" (Michelson etal, 1983<i p. 13). | |
Moreover, assessment procedures are essentlal components of any s001al skllls training
package because they evaluate on an ongoing basis the effectlveness of the training
program. Unfortunately, the majority of social skills training programs do not regularly
make use-of aSsessrnent techniques to as_certajn their efficacy.

A variety of assessment instruments have been developed to measure deficiencies in

social skills. Primarily, there are three strategies that have been utilized for assessing the

‘social skills of chiidren: behavioral observations; informant reports, and self-reports

(Michelson et al., 1983). Some assessment programs make use of alsingle method of
assessment, while others use a combmanon of two or more of the strategles
It appears then, that in estabhshmg the current status of assessment techniques,

there is no one approach that 1s considered to be the "best” method. There are both
advantages and disadvantages accompanying all of these techniques resulting in several
investigators supporting the use of "multipurpose-multimethod assessment"” procedures
(Croft, 1983, p. 23). | |

~ One 'multimethod' social skills package is "The Walker Social Skills Curriculum:
The ACCEPTS Program". Itvis designed to teach social skills that are essential for
successfully adjusting to the behavioral demands of a mainstream setting (Walker etal,,
1983). The curriculum contalns the followmg elements: a placement test, step-by-step

instructional procedures teachmg gu1de11nes scnpts for teachmg 28 social mteractlon
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skills, yideotaped‘examples, role play activities, competency tests, various acﬁﬁﬁes ‘
designed for different size groups (e.g., ene-on-one to large groups of 10 or more
students), and behavier management techniques. It is primarily used within an academic
setting, although there is a recess fating form to determine the generalization of the
targefed child's social parﬁcipaﬁen and social skill level. Free time is given as |
reiriforcement'fo.r proper display of-social behavior. /This comprehe.nsive program,then,
incorporates screening, assessment, trainiﬁg, and ongoing evaluation. |
Another relevant multicompehént training package is the PEERS Program
(Procedures for Esteblishing Effective Relationship Skills) developed by Hops,
Fleischman, duild, Paine, Walker, and Greeﬁwood (1978). This program is the result of

five years of intense research in both special education and regular classroom settings and

- involves both recess and class~m intervention techniques in addition to a tutoring

component, reward system, and a self-report component. Assessment srategies are also

incorporated within its procedural framework.

However, both of these well known traininAg packages laek procedures for speciﬁc
training in natural si'tuationsf as obposed to the classroor"h environment. What about
generalizing to other situations, especially where soeial behavior might occur ,_
spohtaneously as it does during recess and lunch hour? Récess is inc‘orporated within

these progmms as a time to observe training effects and for reinforcement purposes and.

6 o

not as an opportumty for dgect intervention.

Another hm@f@m» @{?“&ﬁsessment and training progmms currently avallable istheir 3

fallure to consider d@&) ntal factors related to social skills. This represents amajor

gap in our knowledge of chﬂdren's social behaX‘iors. In order to effectively assess
children's level of social skills, it is necessary to first define those behaviors that make a

given social interaction successful. As a result, virtually no attention has been given to the
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interdependencies on which interactions are based. Normative data on large samples of
children who are considered socially skilled at various age levels are needed to serve as a

standard against which the effectiveness of social skills training programs can be

corhparcd.-

Summary

In summary, che'ral fundamental pointé have bé;n identified. First, there is an
«extensive body of literature in the area of special education.” However, it is neither
‘ comprehensive nor cohesive. What is necessary, therefore, is not merely more rese_arch,
but more relevant research which builds on, clarifies, and i improves present data.

Second the "demstltuuonahzatlon movement" resulted in a consciousness which has
sought not only to humanize popular attitudes and behaviors, but also to make community -
services and‘programs accessible to children with handicaps. Tonsistent with these
dévelopments was the-mbvemcnt to promote integrated setfings in which children with
handicaps can inter“act freely with thgir nonhandicapped peers. However, despite these

tial observations, the literature clearly illu;tm.tes that integration is not occurring
pontaneously within the educational environment, includin g the school playground. To
be successful these children must be socially integrated, and not simply in physical
proximity to thClI' nonhandicapped peers.

To facilitate the process of integration, these children need to acquire specific social
skills. This requires research which focuses primaﬁly on identifying the skills which are
prerequisites to a hlgh rate of soma] mté’r'a ton. From this knowledge and understandm g,
it becomes possible to design appropriate intervention programs to facﬂltatc peer

interaction in an mtegrated setung. It further enhances the possibility of pmogressing from
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simply 'maintaining' these éhﬂdmn in integrated settings to one of social acécpté.nce and / ,
respect. | _ |

In this respect, the present study specifically sought té describe the nature, extent and
viability of the social competency skills of children with mental handicaps. This is a
necessary first step to understanding the existing situation and areas of concern. Upon
identifying the social behaviors displayed by these childrjen and determining which of
these behaviors are associated with high levels of social interaction, the development of
intervention programs followed by field testing and evaluation caﬁ be implemented. ‘In
this way, the answers to the many ques.tionsL posed within the literature can be met with

more consistency and understanding.




CHAPTER III | .
' METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

b.', 5 '/:'Ihi‘s?chap/ter outlines a two-stage process that was carried out in this study. These
. : twc;' s'dtages arép;esented independently of each other as two studies to ensure clarity and
| consistency of the research. The same research design, procedures for data collection and
recording stratégy were employed for both studies. Each stage was then divided into the
following segments: population and sample physical settmg, time sampling procedures
descnptxon of observers and observer tramm g, instrumentation, and treatment of data.

The primary purpose of the research was to describe the social mteracuon of children
with moderate mental handlcaps in an 1ntegrated free play setting. As noted the
investigation mvolved two stages, Study One and Study Two. The first study was
designed to descnbe the social 1nteracuon in free play of children with moderate mental
handicaps and to identify Wthh chlldren in the sample display social interactions in a
consistent manner. Data from this stage were compared to the undm gs of a social
assessment questionnaire completed by the teachers of the children. In the second |
concurrent study, the 10 subj_ects displaying the most frequent social behavi.or, whether it
0o ‘beofa positive or negative uwﬂre, were selected for cldseranalyses.

: . s

General Research Design

. . underlying every science is observatlon and measurement, prov1d1ng a
descrrpuon of events and a way of quanufymg them so that expenmental

rnampulatlon may bé ordered. The ul.umate in science is, of course, an ordering
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of facts into general cons1stent laws from which predxctrons may be made, but;it -
inevitably starts. wlth observatlons (Bachrach 1962, pp. 30-31)

-

This investigation involved a field study design 'using nonparticipantobservations.
Thus, "The observer isa passrve ent:ty who merely observes and does not\actlvely
participate in any way in the event he or she is studylng " (Agnew & Pyke, 1987 P
60" As Brandt (1972) suggests ordmary behavror tends to prevail when the observer
is v ~ted and blends mto the behavror settlng (p 145) Hence the prrmary objective of
such a desrgn 1s to observe descrrbe and 1nterpret the target events or behaviors as they
oceur naturally in therr usual surroundrngs (Agnew & F‘yke 1987) To enable the
- behavior to occur spontaneously, the observers must remain as unobtrumve as. possrble
ThlS type of study prorv1des valuable 1nformat1on that, for the most part cannot be
obtained in any otherway. | ; \

Field research, then is distinguished from other types of research' in that it yields its
data from the observatron of naturally occurrlng events "It is the i 1nvest1gators task to .
unravel this real world and identify the behav10ral pattems occurrrng within it" (Brandt
1981, p. 9). A field settlng, as deﬁned by Neale and Liebert (1980),- is "an envrronment
. or situation that the subject perceives as occurring naturally, so that the variables of
| interest can be observed or rnanipulated in an apparently spontaneo(us way" (pi 16).
Brandt (1981) adds that: "Naturalistic field studies . .. have ihe advantage over other
research types of being heuristic, highly realistie,' relevant to important social problems,
and oriented toward significant theoretical issues" (p. 5). Thus, they focus on describing
the enigoing, natural behavior of individual subjects. From this descnptron of socral

reality, field research then builds its theories of the basic properues of human exrstence

which fc rm the empirical basis for further intervention studies (Johnson, 1975).
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g In studies using individuals with mental handicaps as research participants, it is
ev1dent that the most popular mode of analys1s is through standard psychologmal tests
de51gned to measure specific intellectual, social and/or motor skills, through

questionnaires and surveys, as well as through subjective 1 Interpretations (Sackett, 1978).

¢ It has’ only been in recent years that field research has become respected in professional

literature: Largely overlooked for many years as a valid research method, it has served to

bridge the gap between natural and experimental research. Quantitative observational

. methods can be used to addtess both basic research quesnons fundamental to further

expenmental analysis and to help solve practical problems related to the sample
population: "A primary purpose of quantitative observational research is to generate

information relevant to describing and identifying adaptive functions in the course of

~ everyday person-environment transactions” (Sackett, 1978, p. 5). This type of research

continues to make a lasting impact on basic béhavioral research by generating hypotheses.
Observational studies, then, can provide objective, descriptive information regarding the
natural behavior of the target population of interest. This information, in turn, can be

used to further assess and implement intervention procedures based upon the findings

obtained. ’ o

The primary advantage of an obsezadonal study in a natural setting is that it is a >
more familiar environment for the sub jects of interest. This, in turn, enables the observer

to record and later examine freely emitted behaviors from the subjects, rather than

‘ observmg the subjects in an environment that is deliberately structured toward obtaining

certam responses. The main disadvantage of naturahstlc observation, however, is the
need to deﬁne dlstmct behavioral categories. This task is difficult in research dealing with

social interactions where there are not always discrete beginnings and ends. Another
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major limitation, as described by Gottlieb (1978), involves the inability of the obsérver to

record the social context of the target child's behavior:

A major lirrli;zition of observational research is that the observer has little way of
knowing the historjcal c&ucm in which ongoing behavior occurs. An initiatory
response that seemz nv'_éy_;;tral:ﬁor pos'iti\'/'e‘ to an obser;/er may be interpreted very

‘differently by the person to whom i%as directed, depending 6n the past history

of interactions between the interactors. (p 304)
K

. As a gesult, the obtained data are constrained by time limits and may not represent the :

-actual sequence of behavior that occurred.

"There are two general methods used in obtaining observational data, namely event.

and time sampling (Brandt, 1972). This investigation incorporates both proccdureéi In

" the first stage, time sampling is used, while the second stage of this investigation includes

both methods, ™

Procedures for Data Collection

Both stages of this investigation employcd the same procedures of collecting data.

the subjects were observed dunng 15 to 40 minutes of free play time on the playgrounds

Al

“of thuir respective schools. Each § g;b*scrver recorded behavior three times a week at one to

thrce d1fferent schools. Observers were located unobtrusively near the targeted child. A
10 second interval method of recording the behavior sample was employed (Bijou,
Peterson & Ault, 1968). To the sound of a prerecorded tone on z;'cassette tape children's
behav1or were observed and recorded on prepared sheets (see Appendlx B). These

cassettes had earphones so as not to disrupt the natural behav1ors of the chlldren on the

3 - 44
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: playground. Obsérvers recorded the. behavior of three i‘t;gy'f&m-children in a random qyder,
established by selecting subjects from out of a hat. Orlegrr‘liﬁﬁte of obseryation‘was
recorded for a single child before moving on to the next child on the list. The order of

- children to be observed by each independenr observer was altemated- eachday. “’: L

LRy

s

Recording Procedures K J%

x} ’

In order to use procedures mvolvmg time intervals, a sensory cue is required to
indicate to the observer when each time segment begins and ends (Holrn 1978). There
are several methods available WhJCh mclude a stopwatch; a portable pocket-51zed nmaf
that can be set for predetermined mterva]s or a buzzing sound, click, or chime
prerecorded on a cassette tape (Sulzer-Az‘aroff & Mayer, 1977). Both Study One anq
Study Two employed the use of a walkman with earphones SO as not to distract the
natural sequence of events. As Sulzer-Azaroff and Mayer suggest: "A prerecorded
cassette tape with an ear button is ivdeal for cuing unbiased observation” (p. 69).
Moreover, prerecorded sounds, such as the computenzed beeps used i in this study; frge
the observer to concentrate on watching for critical events.

According to Brandt ( 1572), there are three general formats used in the recording of .
observational data: rmarrative, checklist and rating. " Both'stages of this study involved 3
checl‘clist of action behaviors. Hence, the riata recorded was defined by the behaviors
listed on the coding sheets:

-

Items to notice in a behavioral situation are clearly cstablished ahead of time.

They are selected and defined so és to be classified as quickly as th-v e

observed, with a high degree of objectivity. Although the checkiist has long
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been used noting static qualities like sex, race, and family membership, it has

recently found service in recording action and interaction. (p. 81)

A coded interval recording sheet was used to record several calégoyres of behavior
51mu1taneously The procedure mvolved an’observer making entries w1th apencilon a
sheet of paper marked with successive time units. Paper and pencil recording methods

have the added advantage of being relatively inexpensive, ﬂe;(ible, mobile, and data can
| be easily coded and summarized. In addition, several aspects of oﬁgoing behavior can be

recorded simultaneously. This procedure can be used in a natural setting because it is

unobtrqsive: - | H
_ ’
Such a device frees the observer from constantly checking the ime. It minimizes
a major type of error in coding with this technique, namely, the problem of -
missing time block boundariéé when observers must rely on 100king at the clock.

“* yan be coded and

One advantage of checklist coding is the ease with which di
summanzed w1th minimal potential loss of records. (Holm, | 1978, p. 102)
e
The main limitation of obbcr\(adonal data using the chcckfist paper-and pencil
téchnique is that the data are confined to the specific aspects of behavior defined in the
instrument. Consequently,l observer interpretation is minimal which can be both an

advantage and a disadvantage. It is difficult in everyday situations to objectively

- categorize behavior with suchi a complex array of interactions occurring simultaneously.



‘agree on scoring behav1or If the observers co%smtently dem
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Reliability | :

The use of humafi observers necessitates the need to measure the consistency of

. recording (W ajlil, 1981). In observational studies, as Strain, Cooke, and Apolloni (1976)

note, "the only feasible test of reliability is interobserver agreement" (p. 80). Thi§ refers
al

to the percent agreement score obtained b n two observers who mdependen y record

the same behavior of a subject It reﬂects the eﬁ%ént to wﬁéh
RS

@

performance (Kazdin, 1977). The basic objective, as noted by Johnson and Bolstad

(1973), is "an estimate of the consistency of measurement" (p 27). In this stu \

- criterion of 80% agreement was considered satisfactory (H;ﬁ'ffhann 1977; Sulzer-Aza}off

J

& Mayer 1977)
Reliability rests on the precise operationalization of behavior and the ?areful training
and supervision of the observers. According to Wall (198’1), fl definition of behavior
must meet three basic criteria: objectivity, clarity and compieteness. ,In other words,
deﬁnitions should specify observable qualities of behayior. Ambiguity should be

inimized:

Lack of agreement may reflect insufficient training of the observers, ambiguous
identification of characteristics to be rated or described, indistinguishable or
overlapping categories, or observations made at somewhat different moments in

time (Brandt 1972 p. 141)

Hence, the degree of observer agreement is dependent upon a number of factors

which include: specification of definitions of the observation code; complexity of coding
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instrument; observer training; method of calculating reliability; and frequency of time
sampling (Bijou et al., 1968; Bijou, Peterson, Harris, Allen, & Johnston, 1969; Mash &
McElwee, 1974). | |
-+ The r‘nethod employed for estiilllaﬁng reliability was by means of establishing
c;)efﬁcients of agreements (Sulzer-Azaroff & Maye;', 1977). Specifically, this involved
the following formula:  (Number of Agreements/Number of Disagreements + Number of
Agreements) x 100%. An agreement was defined as any interval in which observers “
recorded the same behavior. Disagfcemeﬁts involved gnly one observer reporting that a
specific behavior occur‘r&d. Thus, every interval that was recorded was used in the
~overall calculations of interobserver agreemént. This method has been ﬁeferred to as
"Intervallby Interval” (I-1) r_eliabilit)a/ ¢stimate (Hawkins & Dotson, 1975). The major
| advantage of using such an equation, according to Hartmann (1977) is that it has
"compixtaiional and interpretative simplicity (as well as) utility in assessing whether the
difference between sessions represents real change or merely observer error” (p. 105).
The value of this percentage agreement statistic%s, however, dg:pendent on the rate of
behavior obtained. The higher the occurrence of a behavior, the more accurate is the
percentage agreement. With low frequency behaviors, one disagrcerhcnt can artificially
decrease the overall score.

The same proccduré for obtaining reliability was foliowed for both Studies in this
investigation. Reliability was established prior to the collection of data. Data collection
did not begin until all observers received a minimum of 80% agreements. The process
involved the ol;scwers being divided into grdups of two t(; three observers. Each group
observed a minimum of three childr;:n during the same time iqterval‘s. Only one observer
liséenéd to the prerecorded cassette tape and verbally informed the other group member(s)

whén to vbserve and when to record behavior. These reliability scores were conducted



during lunch periods on,';:onsccutivc days. Children were selected so that there were
children who were highly socially active as well as those who appeared to be less socially

active on the playground Observers werq&gformcd not to discuss the scores until the
completion of the session. At this time, di;c;xssion of data was permitted thohgh the
coded responses were not altered. The criterion observer was randomly selected from

“each of the different groups. Howevc;, there was one c:.iierion observer (the principal
investigator) who was used on occasion and placed into groups at random. Initiai
reiiabi]ity scores for Study One ranged from 75.0% to 92.0% with a mean of 83.0%.
The scores for Study Two ranged from 88.0% to 93.0% with a mean of 90%5% (see
Tables 1 and 2). . |

This same procedure was again followed at the end of the data collection period for

Study One. Due to the short time span between reliability checks (i.e., 5.5 weeks), it .
was felt that four observers, randomly selec. 1, would be sufficient to estimate reliability.
These observers were randomly selected by choosing their names from out of a hat. The
scores obtained for the two groups comprised of two observers were 82% and 89%.

- These high levels of interobserver agasement indicate that agreement was high at both the -

beginning and end of the stu‘dy. Since Study Two involved only two weeks of data

collection, it was felt that the time span was not long endugh to require a post reliability
) l—;

check.



. TABLE1
Interobserver Aﬂgreement Scores for Study 1 y o
, Mean Range of
N Agreement Agreement
Pre 14 83.0 % 75.0-92.0 %
Post 4 - 855 % 82.0 - 89.0 %
TABLE 2

Interobserver Agreement Scores for Study 2
i

Mean ‘ Range of
) N Agreement Agreement
| 2 £ 90.5% 88.0 - 93.0%

As O'Leary and Kent (1973) note: "Accurate reliability assessment provides a
critical indication of the generality of observational measures" (p.87). It ass_esses the
accuracy and obJect1v1ty of the data. However, even when high reliability measures are.
obtained, it does not. necessanly indicate high accuracy of response scores. It has been
demonstmtg that obScrvers shift thelr observatlonal criteria in response to. expectatlons
employed by rehablhty assessogs (quanczyk Kent, Diament, & O'Leary, 1973). In

effect, there could be a. systemanc dnft of coding responses whxch would not be detected

in a reliability measurement Drift, as defined by Kazdm (1977) "refers to the tendency

of observers o change the manner in Wthh fhéy apply the definitions of behavior over

"

’ _,“Z..’143). Hence, if observers.are i in dlI‘CCt contact with each other, they may

50
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develop similar variations of the original behavior 'deﬁnitions. In this study, there was no ‘
attempt made to estimate drift. Frequent discussions between the investigator and the
observers may have helped to minimize drift.
~ Establishing criteria at the beginning arid end of the data collection period is no
»guarantee that there was consistent high reliability in recording throughout the study.
Biasing of measurement could have arisen from the knowledge that reliability was being
assessed. It has beenr demonstrated that when abservers are aware that their measures are
being checked, they will become more eareful in their recordin g procedures. Thisis
referred to as reactivity of reliability assessment (Johnson & Bolstad, 1973; Reid, 1970;
Romanczyk et al., 1973; Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1977). Ideally, observers should not
be aware of ekactly when reliability assessments are being made. However, due to theg
number of observers and schools involved in this study, this idedl was impractical.
Accuracy was reinforced through random covert momtormg of observers throughout the
study and by prov1d1n g verbal remforcement and feedback on the accuracy of the
observatlons "Tt seems that, along with all other categones of behav10r reliable
observation i is best mamtamed when observers are reinforced from time to tune" (Sulzer-
Azaroff & Mayer, 19’77 p 72) Amictodal notes recorded by the 1nvest1gator further
assmted in maintaining a hlgh levei bof accuracy. These notes, in Wthh difficulties were
identified and clarified, were kept dally. Problems were dealt with on the same day by
the mteﬁon.obserzg‘g;%o alleviate ‘further difficulties and misunderstandings.

gr
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" The pnmary purpose of the first study was todescrrbe the general socml interaction
'pattems of the subJects and to identify those chﬂdren in the sample who were the most

- “socially actlve on the playground This information was then used to examine the
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relationship between social competence in the classroom as indicated by the ACCEPTS
assessment questionnaire and social behavior on the playground as measured through
naturalistic obscrvatibns. A total of 28 days of data was obtained for this study.

4

Population and Sample

The participants were children, 6 to10 years of age, all of fwhomh‘éd been classified
as "moderately mentally ﬁandicapped" and placéd in special education classes within the -
Public, Catholic and Separate School Boards in Edfnonton, Alberta (see Table 3). A total
of 45 children, 20 females and 25 males, from six different schools participated in Stﬁdy
One. All children from these schools within the predefined classification, excluding those
who were absent during the initial assessméﬁt period as well as those children for whor;l |
parental permission was not given, were included in the sample pbpulatioh.‘

»

TABLE 3

Subject Profile
AGE ETIOLOGY SECONDARY HANDICAPS
Gender Mean Range Unknown Down's  CP Hearing Vision Other*
Males 82 60-105 10 5 2 4 1 5
Females 8.1 6.5-10.5 4 -6 2 2 1 5

*includes epilepsy, small stature, obesity '

Physical seiting

Both studies were conducted on the playgrounds of schools located in the Edmonton

area. The investigation was conducted during the winter months of February and March.”



Consequcntly, for the majority of the data collection period there was snow on the ground
and the childrén were dressed accordingly.

The first stage of this investigation was conducted &n the playgnounds of six schools
in Edmonton and the surroundmg commumtles These schools differ in terms of the
layout of the play area and type of equipment avaﬂable Four of these schools were
equipped W1th playgmund apparatus Wthh mcluded thc following: sllde merry-go-
round, monkey bars, swmgs and a variety of Gther cllmbmg platfonns The other two
schools had no play equipment available. All six playgrounds had a cemented area for
hopscotch, skipping, and a field for participating in team Sports such as Soccer an'd

baseball.

Time sampling

According to.Sackett (1978), "The empirical goal of observational research is to

gather samples of behavior that are representative of subjects' actual response repertoires”

-(p. 5). This is most frequently obtained through time sampling procedures. The

influence of this methodology stems back to Parten's (1932) classic study of ihe play
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behavior of preschool children. The central purpose is to describe and not necesSarily to

identify any cause-and-effect relationships. In effect, time sampling can tell researchers
which children’socially ioteract more frequently bu i cannot tell them why.

In most of the publ;shed studies using observanons as the primary methodology,
sampling strategles have been‘used. These strategles typicaily inyolve recordmg the
occurrence of predefined behaviors along a p:cset time dimension:

¥

A common unit for recording observations of ongoing-behavior in naturalistic

settings is a slmple tally of the occurrence of pre-selected cétegories of behavior.



Typically, an arbitrary partitioning of the time cimension is used to prbvide a .,
frame of reference within which the behavioral observation can be reCOrded = v

T

(Jones, 1973 p. 120)

s
LI

Typically, the time period is divided into short intervals during which the observeggg; o

records whether the target responses have occurred (Wall, 1981). Speciﬁcdlly, the first *

stage of this research study involved a modification of whole mtcwal time Sampling
ﬁ

(Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1977) where the prcdommant behavxor or rather the behavior
occurring for the majority of the time interval was recorded. This study used equal 1{)
second time mtervakiwvnh equal time intervals (10 seconds) being allotted for observmg
and recording the behav;or. According to ‘Brandt (1972), there is no Standard established
for determining thé size of the behavibral unitsvto be mcasﬁréd. Time units in observation
studies have varied from a fraction of a second to five minute intervals. The only
criterion for establishing time units is that thc duration used be representative of the target
“behavior under investigation. Since the mstrument in this study was de51gned t; measure
both the levels of activity and social parchpauon, behaviors occurring frequently on a

playground, it was felt that 10 seconds would be épprcpriate to obtain a representative

sample (Sackett, 1978).

Observers

The observers involved in this study were14 graduate and senior undcrgraduate
.students in the Department of Physxcal Educauon and Sport Studies at the Umvcrsuy of
Alberta in Edrnonton All of these obser”vers were studying adapted physical education.

Observers undc;rwent 1() hours of intense training with videotapes, discussion, and



demonstration on the playground. Training sessions were continued until the observers'

responses reached the criterion of reliability established at ihe outset of the study..-

Instrumentation

There ‘werc three instruments employed in the overall research pI‘O_]CCt The first

study 1nvolvcd two of these instruments. A brief descnpuon of each follows

1. Social Assessment: The ACCEPTS (A Curriculum for Children's Effective Peer
- h and Teacher Skillls) social skills program was used in this study to initially assess
the social skills of-the Sub_]CCtS Tte ACCEPTS. program is de51gncd for use with
pnma:y and 1ntermed1ate aged chlldren with mild to moderate mental handicaps.
It consists of two major components, namely assessment and direct i mtervennon.
Its aim is to teach critical social behaviors essential for a successful adjustment to
“the demands of a mainstreaméd sqtting (Walker et al., 1983). The teacher
“questionnaire which was developed by Walkef etal. (1983) is used to ifientify
which of the 28 social skills contained m the ACCEPT S curriculum to teach to a
e .g’iven child (see Appendix B). It provides information on the target child's
a clz'issroo,m and peer-to-peer behavior adjustment following mainstreaming
(Walker, 1983). The teécher assesses the child’s behavioral lével ona 5—point
Likert scale for each item in the questionnaire. ThlS program has been
successfully apphed by a number of professionals in the field of Education.
Unfortunately, studies demonstrating the model's success in facilitating the
mainstreamin g process have not been éonducted. The curriculum has, ho(ave’vcr,
" been tested for its validity in instructional settings by the authors duﬁng its ﬁ;al

stages of development (Walker et al., 1983).

v @i o
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The questionnaire presented in Apperidix B was the instrument given to the
special education teachers to assess their children's éocial competency. The
'teachers were asked to complete the quesuonnmres in con_]unctlon with the
classroom aides. Each questionnaire took betwcen 2 to10 minutes to complete.
The scores obtained from these questlon;?m,res were later used to compare the

“social skills of the children in the’ classroom as perceived by the teachers and the
observed level of social beha\)ior on the playground. Thesé: scores were based
upon a percentage which was obtained by dividing the sum of all the scores

obtained for each quéstion by the total possible score.

2. Sogial Behavior Categories (general): The coding system is comprised of four
‘lfgeneral categories of social behavior which are mutually exclusive (sée Appendix
B). These categories of behavior were organized into a checklist format
comprised of the following four rows: ('1)~unobsewable/tea5her interaqdon; (2)
activity level; (3) general social interaction categories; and (4) pI.ay equibfnen;. R

Essentially, these categories described whether-the child was acﬁve‘ or' inactitle;__
whether he or she was involved soc1ally with any other chlldrep, elther 4
handicapped or nonhandic..pped; and the type of play eqmpment bemg used

J during this interaction (see Appendix C for definitions). However for the
B3 : .
purposes of the present study, act1v1ty level and play’ equtpment were not

analyzed.

o
A

. Treatment of data s ' f{‘

These observations yielded frequencies of occurrence for each S)f the five

categories of behavior defined in the instrument for each subject. Frequency measures



which reflect the level of social participation on the playgréund were obtained by
calculating the number of scores for each categoty of behavior. These frequencies were
then transformed into percentage of observable time for each category. These scores
were examined and compartad with the findings of the social assessment questionnaire.
The scores obtained from these questionnaires were rank ordered for each of the 45

. subjects participating in this smdy. To determine if there was a significant relationship
between these assessment scores and those obtained from the observations on the
playground a Pearson Product Moment correlation was performed Based on these

. ranked scores, the children were th,en divided into three groups (high, medium, and low)

e
reflecting their level of socxal skxl&g %1% ﬁata was further subjected to an Anova which

~ indicated that there were mgmﬁcant dlfferences in the group scores. A Scheffé F-test of

slgmﬁcance was done to determine where these differences lay. A bar graph was used to

visually display the frequency distributions obtained for the five general categories of o

social participation and a box and whisker graph was used to display the target of peer o

interaction (i.e., handicapped vs nonhandicapped). Finally, T-Tests were conduetcd to
determine if there was a significant main effect for setting (i.e., equipment vs no

equipment) and to compare high and low social assessment groups with the target of peer

interaction on the playground ‘ ' ' ' L

Study Two . . &

The second part of this overall research project examined in greater detail the specific
-social behaviors displayed by the 10 most socially active subjects on the playground. |
Social behaviors were classified into eight sub-categories of behavior consisting of

nonverbal, verbal and cooperative behaviors as well as any negative social interaction

%



occurring. A sccQ?qd related question focused on the target of peer interaction (i.e.,

handicapped vs nonhandicapped). Data was collected on 10 separate days for this study.

Population and Sample

- The second part of the investigation involved 10 children (five females and five
, n _

. males). These subjects were selected from the 45 children used as subjeéis in Study One

to be further observed with particular emphasis on the speciﬁc. Qure of the social
interactions being displayed By these children on the playground. These §ubjécts were
chosenson the basi$ of their level of soci"al skills as recorded in the first stage of the study
and the proximity and accessibility of their schools. Hence, those children displaying the

most social interaction were chosen to participate in the second stage of this investigation.

Physiecal Setting

Three of the six schools used in Study O_ne were involved in the second part of data
collection. Two of these schools comprised the largést sample of children involved in the
study. Both were equipped with playground apparatus. For comparative reasons, a third
much smaller school with no playground equii)mcnt was utilized for observing specific

soci_al skills. o ' }

Event Sampling

The second stage of this research project involved the simultaneous use of whole

interval time sampling and event sampling procedures for recording obscﬂ‘ational data.

+ Event sampling was used within whole interval tlmc sampling procedures The five

general levels of social behavior of Study One were again recorded using whole interval
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time sampling. The eight sub-categories of social participation were also recorded at the |
same time using a modified event sampling technique where all relevant behaviors within
a time sample were recorded. Rather than s1mply reconding the occurrence of a specific
behavior, as Medinnus (1976) rclates, event. sarnphng attempts to identify all relevant
“ behaviors wrthm a given time sample: " .. . the concern is with descnbmg and
understanding a particular unit of behavior” (p 2. It 1ncludes therefore, more precrse
categories of the specific events under i mvesthatron Hence, as used in thls partlcular L
study, event samplmg involved recordu?g all relevant behavrors during the deﬁned ume '

interval rather than identifying sequences of behavrors asin the traditional use of event

samplm g.
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Smce event sampling has historically developed along with time sampling outof the

behavioral science of traditional psychometric practice and theory, it is subject to the same

advantages and disadvantages. One major advantage to this system of recording behawor

is that it enables the observer to easily record several behavrors occurrm g concurrently. A

. Ly Y
maJor disadvantage is Te is no true umt of measure obtained. Frequency of

occurrence per interval can be calculated but the duranon of time engaged in behavior -
cannot be measured (Sackett, 1978) |

Despite some limitations, hovtlever, event sampling is a useful means of collecting
data of interactions of a social nature where behaviors are not necessarily mutually
exclusive. In this context, all behaviors could oCcur cdncurrently with one another and»

were, therefore, recorded simultaneously.

. - Observers

There were two observers, the primary researcher and a secondary observer, -

involved in the second stage of the investigation. This segment occurred concurrently

Y
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with the ﬁrst stage of this investigation. The second observer a sen.or underg;aduate
student specializing in adapted physical education, was chosen pnmanly on the'basm of
initial reliability scores (83%) obtained in a pilot instrument comprised of both the general
social behavior categories of Study One and the specific social behaviors of Study Two.

Since both observers had previously been collecting data using the initial instrument
“in Study One and were already familiar with the coding procedures and the context of
observations, traihing procedures were minimal. On site practice had been given in the
initial siage of the study and was, therefore, not provided for in Study Two as it was felt-
_ that this was not needed. However; the two observers did meet oh several occasions to
. review the instrument verbally, clanfymg any dlfﬁculnes and redefining the behav1ors
and procedures to be followed. Rehablhty checks performed on two consecutive days at
two drfferent schools yielded reliability scores of 88% and 93% respectively.

Instrumentation}
Study Two inyolved the’uls'e of one instrument designed to focus more specifically
on the social behaviors of the most soeially active children and to determine which group
| dc')f peers (i.e., hahdieap'ped or nonhandicapped), the participants interacted with to a
greater extent. This stage of the investigation involved an extension of the original
checklist formar used in Study One to include eight‘speciﬁc defined behaviors of positive
and negative soc1a1 mteractlons (see Appendix B). These sub- categorles included the
following: taking’ tums/sharmg, leadlng/followmg, assisting, physical contact, group
aetmty, verbal social mteractron, negative physrcal contact, and negative verbal

| interaction.  These ‘speciﬁ'c behavriors were not necessarily mutually exclusive and,
therefore more than one behavror was scored sunultaneously dunng one 1nterva1 period.

" They were de51 gned to descnbe the specific type of 1ntémctlons occurrmg
. , ) ,

/
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The checklist consisted of three rows. The first row involved defining when the - R
target child was unoi)sewable or interacting with a teacher. To determine which group of
peers were most frequently interacted with, the second_row, which’was,usec.i in Study
One, deﬁned the target of positive social interaction . Finally, the third row included the
eight specific sub—categones of social behavior. Moreover, the first two Tows involved *
recording the most p{edommant behavior (i.e., whole interval nme samphng) while the -

last row involved recording all behaviors occurring during the time interval (ie., event

sampling) (see Appendix C for definitions).

» Treatment of Data

Frequency counts and rate measures were determined for each of the eighr sub-.
categories of social interaction which were then represented m a bar graph to display the.
distribution of scores obtained. In addition, a frequency percentage based upor1 total
observation time was obtained to determine which grorlp of peers, handicapped or

nonhandicapped, the subjects interacted with to a greater extent. -

Validity of Research Project

The internal validity of a study is determined by the extent te which extraneous
variables have been controlled by the researcher and the extent to which the effects can be
attributed to the mdependent variable (Chm111ar 1986) Numerous threats to mtemal
validity may exist. The extent to which one is present however is detemnned‘ in part
by the nature of the research design. Threats to internal vahdlty for both of the sgpdles

involved in the investigation may include history, maturation, instrumentation, subject ~ °

se_fecu'oh, subject mortality, and reactivity (Kratochwill, 1978). A brief discussion of |
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and stéps that were taken to control these influences are outlined as
Ny

these potential’threat.é !

follows:

1.. History: The opportunvl‘.
" natural display of beha\iuf;x it

- study, they could have con\"'ey _,_jtgifbrmat;on to their students affecting the natural
! “ N . } .
flow of behavior.

2. Maturation: This refers to physical and/or psychological changes occurring
within the subject over the course of the study which, in turn, may affect
pt‘arformance (Kratochwill, 1978). However, according to Chmiliar (1986), the
influence of this extraneous vaﬁabIe can be minimized by careful examination of

“the baseline data for any visi})‘le trends. Since this investigation did not collect
baséliné data, the data ’obtaihed from both the training sessions and reliability
estimates were used for this purpose. Furthermore, in the absence of
intervention, the patterns of social interaction observed in integrated settings are

relatively stable (Strain, Shores, & Timms, 1977).

3. Insti'uméntation: The use of p§tentially unreliable measuring devices can pose a
serious threat to the internal validity of a study particularly, as 'Kratochwill (1978)
suggésts, .with data collected by observation. However, to alleviate such
confounding variables as observer drift and bias, caution was exercised in the

design and application of the observer coding system. In addition, the observers



Wer; placed onan informal random check system against a criterion observer
- (Wasson, 1980).
4. Subject Selection: IMﬁa]'diffemnccs were expected to exist among the children in
terms of their social competence. This difference in social competence was
accounted for by conducting an assessment prior to the commencement of dat:

collection and assigning children to high and low groui)s.

5. Subject Mortality: The loss of subj;cts or attrition over the length of the study
poses a threat to internal validity as it may obscure the findings obtained (Kazdin,
1980). This was partly controlled for by choosing subjects with a consistent rate
of attendance in ghool. Those children who were absent for a considerable
number of days during the training sessions and reliability estimates were omitted

. from the study. _

,6 Reactivity: To control for reactivity, the observers involved in this study were

. situated, as unobtrusively as possible, around the periphery of the play areas.

{ ‘T'urthermore the observers were instructed not to interact or interfere with the
chlldren’s free play except for reasons of safety (Titus, 1985). Children were
informed, when they inquired, that the observers were teachers supervising play
activities and were, therefore, to be treated accordingly. If a problem arose (e.g.,

a child crying), it was redirected to a teacher.

7. Combination of these Threats: For example, a combination of threats may refer

to a combined cgnfoundin g effect of selection and history (or maturation).
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Kazdin (1980) describes this threat as, "the fact that the intact or already formed
groups may diﬁ'ef on such variables as-history (or maturation)” (p. 41). Hence,
groups of children from different classrooms may reﬂect-"the interaetion effect of
extraneous variables. | ‘

The extent to which the results of the study are generalizable to different subjects,
settings, observations, and tests is also an important consideration. According to
Kratochwill (1978), the population involved in the study and ecological factors are the
two major contributors to the external validity of an investigation. Pertinent threats to the

external validity of this study included the followiﬁg:

1. Population Validity: This concems the extent to which the subjects ueed in this
study are represen'tative’of the target population. Since the participants were
chosen from an intact group (i.e., segregated classrooms in a public school), this
may limit its generalizability to other p:)pulation groups. However, in order to
improve the generality of the findings that were obtained in t%liS study, a large
number of subjects were used therefore increasing the variability of the sample

. under observation.
) 4( '

2. Ecolg.gical Validity: Ecol%gk‘f{’l’ﬁ\,'\alidity refers to the extent to whicl} the results ef
this study can be generalized from the environmen,tal‘conditions obtained in this
investigation}to other settings (Chmiliar, 1986). The daily tirﬁe and season (i.e,
winter) of data cqllection ma); restrict the generality of the findings. In addition,
the ratio of 'handicapped' to 'nonhandicapped' may differ in bfher settings.

However, repeated sampling of the dependent variables as was done in this study



generally increases the ecological validity of the results (Kratochwill, 1978) .
Furthermore, behaviors were observed across an extended period of time at

various points in the day thereby minimizing this effect.

Kratochwill (1978) further defines a number of additional threats to the ecologicd

validityvof a study. A brief description of these factors follows:

1. Measufement of Dependent Variable(s): The study may be lirnited tothe corarie
definitions of the dependent variables. Consequently, the target behavior-su siker
careful observation as described bsl the researcher may limit the extent 10 whih
these behaviors can be geherehzed to other similar behaviors.

- 2. Hawthome Effect: The extent to which the SUb_]CCtS are aware that they ax-¢ being

observed may influence the manner in which they behave. 'I'herefore the
obtained results may not generahze to other subjects who do not possess sich -
knowledge (Grigg, 1983). However ?s previously dlscussed the observirs
were instructed to behave as unobtrusively as possible. Consequently, afer

several weeks, the subjects became accustomed to the observers,

3. Novelty Effects: The extent to which the observers created a new stimulagion i
the environment were minimized by the training sessions and estimates of
reliability. This allowed time for the participants to become accustorned (o the

new persons on the playground.
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CHAPTER v
RESULTS

v.‘t,'

The primary purpose of this investigation was to describe the social interactions of
children with moderate mental handicaps on school playgrounds during free play. This
central purpose was further divided into three general sub-problems. The first sub-
problem is addressed in Study Oneé while the two other defincd sub-problems are
addressed in Study Two. Each of these three sub-problems will be described
individually. The major forms of data analysis émploycd for:both stﬁdiﬁs‘ were
descriptive tests involving frequency distributions, t-tests, correlations, and the graphig:

display of data.

Study One

Ethe children's social behavior in the
classroom and their level of social interaction on the playground. ‘An initial social skills

assessment was used to determine if those children who were considered as socially_

© competent in their classroom by their respective teachers were also the most socially

competent on the playground duﬁng recess and lunch hour. Specifically, the first sub; .
problem was to examine the relationship besween social competence in the classroom a,nd
social behavior on the playground. : .

In addition, the observations involved in this first phase o/f the investigation were
further usetl to describe the general social interaction patterns bf the subjects in oflder to
identify those children in the sample who displayed the most social behavior on the

playground. The target of these children's social interactions was also examined.
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Finally, the type of playground was examined to determine if this was a critical

determinant of social behavior.

Social Assessment

Socxal assessment was achieved by means of a questionnaire taken from the
ACCEPT S program and completed by the ‘teachers of all 45 subjects involved in this
study Based on these initial assessments, it appears that, as a group, the subjects
employed in thlS study were not somally skilled acoordm g to the criteria of the ACCEPTS

program. Percentages were obtamed by dividing each individyal's final score on the 28

questions by the total hlghest posmbl?%:ore And multiplying by 100% The mean score

obtained on the ‘questionnaire was 56 1% with scores ran ging from'27.1% to a maximum
of 85.0% (see Table 4) Ars Table 4 mdlcates these scores were brok’gn down into the
five skill clusters as deﬁned in the assessment. Accordmg to these final scores, the
children i in this-study were the least competent in ‘coping' skills (45.6%) and the most

competent in 'making friends' sklllc (71.5%). There was no 51gmﬁcant dlfference found

in terms of gender.- .



TABLE 4

Social Assessment Scores (ACCEPTS) of
Children with Moderate Mental Handicaps

)i

Skills N Mean(%) SD  Min. Max. Range
Classroom 45  s582. 167 20 100 80.0
Basic interaction 45 54.0 18.6 26.7 933 66.6
Getting along 45 583 T 173 240 920  68.0
Making friends 45 715 184 267 100 733
Coping 45 456 11.6 200 667 467
Total 45 56.1 141 271 8504 579

Description of General Level of Social Interaction

JIn order to obtain a score representing the level of positive and negative social
’interaé%ti»on_oocurrin g on the playground; freouencies of observable time were determined
for each partlolpant To oofain these values, the number of s;ore's recorded for each .
oat‘egor'y was labulated and divided by the total observable time and multiplied by 100%.

A summary of the frequencies obtained for each of lhe five categories of geral
soc1al behavior observed on the playground 1s represented in both a table and a bar graph

(see Table S and Figure 1). It appears that thesachﬂdren predommantly participated in
| solitary activity mvolvm g little or no interaction with other chlldren on the playground
f The ehxldrer ‘nent 43, 2% of the1r free play time engaged in 'no 1nteracnon However
the second 05t frequently dlsplayed soc1al behavxor was posmve social mte:acuon

‘Jw1th a score of 34. 2% and the least fnequently obserVed behawor was negauve soc1al

~ * _ interaction' W1th a.score of 2.0%. Therefore it appears that for most of their time on the

*
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playground (77.4%),\%86 children were either engaged in no interactive behavior or in
positive social interaction with very little negative social behavior being displayed.

.

' - TABLES

Distribution of General Social Interaction Behaviors

Categories N Mean (%) D' Range
. Negative Social Inter. 4?’ 20 2.1 10.1 | \
| PosidveSociallmer. 45 32 18122
Teacher Interaction 45 \5-2 5.4 25.7
Observing 45 141 72 324
" No Interaction 45 432 192 817
1

Neg. Soc. Inter

8
2
& Pos. Soc. Inter
=
<3 .
v T. Interaction
Gt
(o]
8 .
(§0 ~ Observing
‘Q
No Interaction
) 0 10 20 30 40 50
Percentage of Free Play Time -

“Figure 1. Distribution of General Social Interaction Behaviors ‘
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Playgroun&'s With and Without Equipment

Since two of the schools involved in this study did not have playgmundequipment
available on the schoel grounds, it was important to determine if the presence of play
equipment might have been a factor in the amount o_f social interaction displayed b.y’the
children. 'In order t0 determine if there was a signiﬁcnnt main effect for setting (i..e.,
equipment vs no equipment), an unpaired t-test was performed. Results indicated no
signiﬁc:int effect for play equipment suggesting that’the‘availability of play equipment on
a school playground does not affect the level of social interaction (see Table 6).
However, there are several other factors related to play equipment and their effect on

social interaction which will be discussed in Chapter V.

TABLE‘G

Companson Between Type of Playground and
Percentage of Play t1me m Positive Social Interacnon

L

Mean (%) SD  T-Test 3
Equipment 37 . 323 17.1 1.55
*  NoEquipment 8 43.0 208

£

No Significant Difference

%

Relatlonshlp Between . Social Assessment and Level of Posntlve Socnal

B &

Interactlon on the Playground

A Pearson Product Moment Conelatmn thé most W1de1y used measure of

correlauon was performed 10 determine 1f there was a 51gmﬁcant hnear relatxonshlp

BESINEE .
BT N IE
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between the scores obtained on the social assessment questionnaire and the positive social |
behavior observed on the playground (see Table 7). The results indicated an overall

% ; con‘elatlon of 0.51 which is significant at the .01 lcvel for N=40. In social rescarch this
value is considered to represent a moderate to relatwcly strong relationship. However,
only 26% of the variance is shared between these two variables with 74% remaining
unaccounted for. Furthermore, as Table 7 indicates, the ‘classroom’ category of social> '
behavior was the onlyncor;elatidn found not to be,signiﬁcant in relation to the other four

§

social skill categories.

TABLE 7

Correlation Between Social Assessment and
-~ Positive Social Interaction on the Playground

N

T

: T skills N r r 2
Classroom 45 0.26 0.07
% _ Basic Interaction 55 051 026
\\G%ttinygAlong 45 039 - 0.15
.. Making Friends 45 10.47 022
E - Coping 45 043 018
“Total 45 0.51 0.26
*Pearson Product_Mement Correlation - H e

“For N=40 r >0:393 achieves significance at < .01

L N

To funher lend support to these ﬁndmgs the paired measurements were subjected to
S .a One Factor';{’%nova Th15 mvolved d1v1dmg the 45 subjects into three groups--Iow
medlum and hrgh-~basqd on the ranked scores obtauned on the ACCEPT S assess@nt

il
o . . - ' . »
b ~ . . B . . - M ~

e )



questionnaire. This was determined by looking for natural patterns in the scores so that

33% of the subjects would be in each group. The low group‘consisted of scores under

50%; the medium group consisted of scores below 62%; and the high group consisted of

72

scores above 62%. These groups were fairly evenly distributed in terms of the number of -

subjects in each group with 13, 17, and 15 in the low, medium, and high groups

~ respectively. The social behavior scores obtained from the observations were compared

with these three groups. The group means are visually displayed in a box and whisker

graph in: Flgure 2 Overall, therc was significanf difference at the .01 level among the

5 L ® :

g 70{ o e
.8

S 60 B
) ) [o]

v T -

= 40 -

5‘ ’ ::-.;_".

& 30 ¢ e -
A e -
A 20} - =5

g 10 L} e -
Bl o .

: Low  ~ . Medium ngh

( gp 271 486%)( cepts: 51.4- 614%)( cep 621 83.6%)

B

Flgure 2. Box and Whisker Representation of the Companson Between
Social Assessment Groups and Social Interaction on the
Playground. The 'box' represents the 25th, 50th, and 75th
quartiles, while the 'whiskers' represent the rmmmum and ‘
maximum values: : .
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pr Scheffé F-Test was thcn pcrfoxmcd on the data to determine. whcrc the ~

. mgmﬁéant difference was among the three groups of children. The Scheffé test of
multlple comparisons is considered to be much more rigorous) than other similar methods
with regard to Type I error (Ferguson, 1981). It is, therefore, a more éonscrvative test

~

leading to fewer significant differences. C ‘
As Table 8 indicates, accordir{g tc; the Scheffé test of significance, there was a
sigr}iﬁcant difference between the children ranked as high and those ranked as low in
terms of the amount of socizil behavior displayed on the playground. However, there was
~no significant dlfference obtained between the mg:dlum group and the chlldren ranked as

either hlgh or low in social behavior.

TABLE 8

Comparison Between Mean Group Assessment Scores
and Positive So<:1al Behavior on the Playground  °

Comparison * Mean Difference (%) Scheffé F—'I:pst
Medium v‘s I;pw . 7.8 _ 0.84
HighvsLew = 213 ' *5.60
High vs Medium ' 13.6 o 2.78

*Significant at p < .05

'Handicavp‘péd Vs .Nonhandicapp',ed

It appears that, as a wholg, all 45 subjects involved in the study mteracted -
predormnandy thh their handlcapped peers on the playground dunng free play time.
These ﬁndmgs Wthh are v:sually dlsplayed in a box and whisker graph in Fl‘giire 3

-
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| ‘indicate that the children en’gaged in pOSitiw)e 'social interaction to a mueh' greater extent
with the1r handlcappcd peers (24 7% of theu' free tlmc) as compared wnh a mearn score of
7.2% of their free time engaged in soc1a1 mteractlon with nonhandlcapped peers These

results raise some interesting 1mp11cat10ns whlch w111 be prcsented in the dlscussmn,

[oa) ~J
o o
]

i

40 ]

)
OA A A
Ioo

|

—
o

f

Time (95) in Positive Social Interaction -
"M o ,
o

—
[en I

Heandicapped Nonhandicapped
Target of Peer Interaction '

Flgure 3. Box and Whisker Representatxon o‘f the I% rcentage of Positive
Social Interaction Time Spent wnh'Handlcapped and
Nonhandicapped Peers. The 'box' represents the 25th, 50th, and
75th quartiles, while the WhlSkCI‘S represent the minimum and
maximum values.

" An unpaired two-tailed t-test was performed on the two greups of children based

upon ranked assessment scores (i.e., high and low) This was done to determine if the~:

+, children i in thc higher socially skllled group mteracted with their nonhandmapped peers

more than those chxldrcn in zm lower ﬁocmlly skxllea group The ﬁndmgs mdxcaxed no

significance (see Tdbk 9. Inother words, thc children i in the high mcml asscssmcm



group were not significantly more socially active with their nonhandicapped peers than
the low social assessment group.

TABLE 9 N

1

Comparison Between High and Low Social Assessment Groups and
Time Spent in Positive Social Interaction with Nonhandicapped peers

Growp N Mean (%) SD T-Test

Low . 13 27.1 27.0° 1.05
High ~ 15 177 21;
No Significant Difference
Study Two

This study examined in greater detail the specific typ'es of social behav; ;

by the 10 most socially skilled subjects involved in the overall investigatic
children were chosen primarily on the basis of the scores obtéincd_ on thé sae%‘ -'~;kills ‘
assessment quest’ionnziire perfonnéd in Study One m combination with the observational
frequency scorés. lThése 10 children wcre,&herefofe, involved concurrently with both
studies during the length of the i)ijgcggqtional period (i.e., 5.5 wecksi. |

There were two sub-problems involved in Study Two. First, to examine the specific

social behaviors displayed by the most sbcially active children in spontaneous interaction .

with their peers on the school playground. Second, to determine which group of peers,

namely handicapped or nonhandicapped. these children interacted with to'a greater extent,

These findings aré presenied visually and independently according to cach sub~pn’)b1’cni.
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 Description of Sub-categories of Sociil Behavior

This study, as previously noted, examined the specific types of social behaviors
displayed by the 10 most socially gctive subjects involved in the investigation. These
behaviors were based upon eight pre-defined sub-categories of sbcial behavior (see
Appendix C). Since these findings were obtained throughfgvéh‘zt;‘sampling procedures,}
percent scores based on total c;bservation_ time could not be Ob*tain‘t.t;(t]‘j Raw scores wg:fé:
therefore, cglculated for each of the eight sub-categories of behavi/or and expressed in rate
of events per minute recorded. To facilitate eaééfof understanding and intérpre;afio;l, a
bar graph was used to visually display the distribution of these sub-categories §f social
behavior (see Figure 4). The horizéntal axis refers to the rate of social beha&iors while
the vertical axis pertains to the eight social behaviors as defined in the ingﬁ'urhem. As canl
be observed from Figure 4, 'verbal interaction' was the behavior occm;ring the most
frequently with a rate of 3.0 recordings per minute of ol;servation ti'h,u: ’fhe next most
frequent behaviors observcd were 'group activity' and 'physical contact with rates of 1.6
and 1.3 respectlvely The soc1al behaviors displayed the least frequently were those of a
negative nature, such as 'negative physical' and’ negatlve verbal' with both rates being
0.3 per minute of observations. This supports the fmdings obtained in Study One in that
the social interaction observed on the playground is p'rédon{inantly pos.iu"ve in nature with

very little negative interaction occurring between the children.



T.T./Sharing
Lead./Follow.
Assisting
Phys. Contact
Gp. Activity
Verbal Inter.
Neg. Physical
Neg. Verbél ;

Sub-categorjes of Social Interaction

0 1 2 ) 3 4
Rate (events/minute) of social behaviors

Figure 4. Distribution of Sub-categories of Social Behavior

I

Handicapped vs Nonhandica pped

A second related research problem of Study Two was to determme which group of
peers, namely handicapped and nonhandlcapped these 10 most socially skilled chlldrcn
were interacting with to a greater extent. A pie graph was used to visually illustrate the
findings (see Figure 5). As can be observed from Figure 5, the children intex“acted
predominantly (i.e., 89.7% of observations recorded) with their handicapped peers and
interacted substantially less (10.3% of recorded observations) with nonhandicapped

children.




Handicapped
| Nonhandicapped

-y
" 89.7%

Figure 5. Perc'e'nt‘” ‘,e of Positive Social Interactions with Handicapped
and Nonhandicapped Peers During Free Play.
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“CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

’llhe Relatlonshlp Between Soc:al Competence in the Classroom and Socnal

Behavior on the Playground

The results of the iniu'al social assessment revealed that, &/erall, these children
lacked the repertoire of skilts that is required for full spontaneous soetal interaction in
integmted”settings. The average score obtained on the ACCEPTS questionnaire was
56.1%. 'According 1o the guidelrines described in the scoriné of the assessment, "Any

child whose placément profile indicates they are deficient in 75% or more (21+) of the

skills should reeive instruction in the entire curriculum"l (Walker et al., 1983, p. 19')
"Based upon thlS criterion, 24 children in the study require complete instruction in social
skills and should therefore be exposed to the enure curriculum. Moreover, only three
children in this study were socially competent in 75% or more of the skills. The children
recelved the lowest score for' copmg (45 6%) and the highest ratmg for 'making friends' -
T ?71 5%) The deferences in these scores could partly be due to the type of questions in
each skill cluster. The questions within the category of 'makin g friends’ are more direct
statements of a child's behaviogmaking them easier to observe (e.g., "The student is
clean and dresses neatly"). However, the questions in the 'coping’ category are more
difficult to discern and mvolve more complex behaviors (e.g., "The student finds other
» = ways to play when he/she asks to join an activity and the answer is 'no’ ) Coping skills,
then, may require clearer statements to be assessed accurately. They may be more |

sophisticated social behaviors developing only after the children have become competent

in the other four skill clusters.
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These results, then, can be interpreted as suggesting that the majority of the children

involved in this study are deficient in social skills as measured by the ACCEPTS
program, many of whom may require general instruction in all aspects of soci,al behavior.
This finding is in accordance w?th previously documented results in the literature.
Greshanf (1982), in a recent review of the literature; concluded that one common finding
in these'studies is that children with developmental disabilities or mental handicaps are
generally deficient in social skills. Consequently, these chlldren engage in social
interaction less frequently and chsplay more inappropriate soc1a1 behaviors than theit-
nonhandx%apped peers. o ' 3

: ThlS conclusion has led i mvesugators to postulate that these children differ from their
nonhandlcapped peers in terms of social development A critical question ansmg out of .
these findings appears to be, tihen, what is the nature and extent of this dlfference in so\elal |

skills on the part of children with mental handicaps? Further, do these differences

count for this lack of social interaction further impeding successful integration into

ed‘u"cation environments? And, can these differences be modified? The

0 'a.comprehenswe theory of social skills development and a sound training
ds upon solid evaluation of these questions. ‘ -

:_' 'assessment scores were compared with the frequenCy scores obtained in

nons on the outdoor playground to determine if there was a srgmﬁcant

L Ta 10ﬁsl{}p The results of this analysis suggest a positive, moderate to strong
relauonshlp between the children's social behavior in the classroom as detemuned by the
assessment questionnaire and the level of social act1v1ty observed in spontaneous free

- play interaction on the playground. Specrﬁcally, those children in exther the hlgh or low
social skills group based on their assessment scores were the sanie chlldren who were
observed to be either the most or the least socially skilled on the playground. Moreover;

\ e
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the only con'elanon found not to be mgmﬁcant was the ‘classroom’ category of soc1al
’behavxor (r= O 26) Competence in social behaviors specifically related to classroom
skills, then, may not necessarity 1'\dlcate a smular level of competence on the playground

. suggesting that deferent soc1al skills may be requ1red in these settings. 'Basic |
'mteractlon skills received the highest correlation of 0.51 1nd1cat1ng thatsthese social skills

~

are strongly related to the level of positive social interaction observed on the playground.

* .

'3

These. ﬁndmgs can be 1nterpreted ina number of ways. First, these results may ‘

indicate that the'soaal assessment quesnonnalre can adéquately distinguish between these

‘ ch11dren who are h1 ghly socially active and those chlldren who display very little socxal

: act1v1ty on the school playground The 1nstrument then can be genéralized to other

: sgttm gs outside of the class"rod;m Secondly, these results may suggest that the teachers

' df the chlldren involved in thbgtudy can assess their students' soc1al abllmes\wnh

reasonable accuracy, not nly i in academic settmgs but also in free play where httle d1rect

control of behavior i 1$ involved. Fmally, this finding may indicate that, overall, thti social -

- behavrors required in the classroom may be s1rmlar to those social skills needed dunng

unstructured free play on a school playground These conclusmns lend support to the 5

vahdlty of the assessment instrument used in the ACCEPTS program. | |
The dllemma however is that theﬂre are no data in the llterature indicating an

| accepted stand'ard of social competence At what point does a child require 1ntervent10n

oris con51dered soc1all§' competent‘7 These questions glve rise to serious concerns, but |

more 1mportantly, illustrate- the need fora 1rl‘ormatlve standard to be est'abhshed One

| standard 1s the ACCEPTS program Wthh uses a criterion score of 75% on its s

questlonnalre as a means of determining the level of mstruct!onal need. However, while

' _‘ the ACCEP’I‘ S program appears to dlscnmmate between more- and less- socmlly active

chtldren an 1nstrument specific to the outdoor playground may be more accurate, and -



- establish social competency for all children on the playground Ki

.~

may alsq have the advantage of being prescnpﬂve In any case, children will receive the
greatest benefits from mtcgrated settmgs in which norms have been established as

guidelines for action. In the final analysis, more research is needed n order to clearly

\,...

\ ‘ _ .
The Social Behavuor of Chlldren with Moderate Mental Handlcaps on an

Integrated Playground

. \ ‘ .
The children in thls study were generally socw.lly inactive on the playground dunn g

- periods of integrated free play time. The ﬁndmgs indicate that asa group, the chlldren ‘

predominantly engaged in isolate acuvmes 1nvolv1ng httle Or no interaction with peers
Sumlar results have been documented In a number of related studles (Beckman & Kohl X
1987 Guralmck & Groom, 1987; Guralnick & Wemhouse 1984) Chlldren with mental
handicaps ryplcally engage in limited social interaction w1th peers in integrated settings: "

. the most distinctive feature of the mainstreamed retarded child's behavror appears to
be a generally low rate of social i 1memcuon with otber children" (Taylor et al., 1987 p.

1321). Studies comparmg handlcapped and nonhandlcapped children's rate of socml

interaction mdrcate a s1gn1ﬁcant difference between the two groups with nonhandlcapped

children engagmg in social interaction to a much greater extent (Beckman 1983;

: Beckman & Kohl, 1987 Kohl & Beckman, 1984). -

It has been suggested that this low level of social interaction on the part of the
children with mental handlcaps could be due to a less sophisticated play behavior pattern
when engagmg in free play which is "less likely to attract the attention of children”
(Beckman & Kohl 1987 p. l?,O) Several studies have mdlcated a limited play repertorre_

on the part of these children in terms of Chlld-ChIld play restncnng spontaneously errutted

" social exct s/ ' 1981). It appears that children with mental handicaps engage in
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more structured, Iess _creative play activities. - Their social play is limited and less -
reciprocal in nature. ' | o _ L -

These studies, however, were primarilyeonducted withig the classroom
\ s

‘environment. It must be remembered that this investigation was conducted on an outdoor

P
playground ‘Are similar patterns of restncted play behawors also observed w1th1n these

latter settings? Since it has been documented that most social mteractlons occur durmg

the context of play situations (Homg & McCarron 1987 Kohl & Beclcman 1984) all
Settings 1nvolv1ng free play may prove to be espec1ally problematrc for children deﬁ ient

in socral play skllls This raises an 1mportant considerdtion. Research should be %
undeftaken in a number of drfferent settings tQ deterrmne the nature and extent of socral

|’

deficits, partlcularly in. relatlon to social play\ Each settin g may requrre a dlfferent set of

soc1al skills whlch need to be acknowledged when evaluating mtegrated programs w

The next most frequently observed behav10r displayed by these children in th1s study |

was 'positive social interaction’ suggesting that when 1hese chlldren doi mteract it 1s

predommantly posmve in nature. It appears then, that the chrldren 1nvolved in this study
were for the most part, either socially inactive or engaged n posmve social interaction
w1th very little negatlve interaction being observed. |

This latter finding appears to contradict a common theory in the research literature.

‘ One interpretation frequently employed to explain_the lack of social mteractlon between

children with mental handrcaps and their nonhandlcapped peers. suggests that the former -
engage in negatNe socral behavror resultmg in isolation and I'CJCC[IOD Upon revrewmg
the hteratune Salend ( 1984) has concluded that' the "research mdlcates that handlcapped

students frequently engage in social behaviors that engender negative social mteracnons :

] wrth thur nonhandrcapped peers and diminish soclal aeceptance" (p. 41 1.

’Consequently, these chlldren acquire a low social status: "The antisocial behavrors of

ot
o

s '

5
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ﬁghting,‘ tallcing back to the teacher, and disturbing the class were the most common
reasons for lack of social status" (Kehle & Barclay, 1979, p. 48). This mishehayior} '
then, is associated wit'.h high levels of social rejection ‘This review, however, .does not
identify the level of' hand1cap of the children. Children with m11d handJeaps who perform
at sumlar developmental levels as their nonhandicapped classmates may be expected o
behave in a similar manner. In: other words, because these children' S appearance and
ma/nnensms may be viewed by thCII nonhandicapped peers as similar to their own,

~ differences are not expected. On the other hand, children with moderate to severe
handicaps who may differ substantxally in performance and in physical appearance may

“ be more tolerated. In other words, nonhandlcapped children and teachers may not be s0
critical of inappropriate behavior on the part of these latter children due to a lower level of
expectation.

Other studies, however, have contradicted Salend's conclusion supporting the
observauons in this study. Taylor et al. ( 1987) conducted peer assessments of the
behawor of chlldnen with mental handlcaps and their nonhandicapped classmates. -
Chlldren normnated classmates on the basis of five behavioral deseriptions which were
elther negatlve or positive-n nature. The authors report that the two groups of children
"did not differ . . . in percelved dlsruptlve or aggressive behavior” (p. 1328). However
. the children with mental handicaps were viewed as lackin g in adaptive soc1al skills by
their nonhandlcapped classmates ‘ . |

- 'Observing' the act1v1ty of other chlldren on the school playground and engagmg m
teacher mteractxon were behawors not frequently,dlsplayed by the children in this
1nvest1gat10n This finding could partly be due to the observatlon codlng rules It was

-stipulated that, unless a child was clearly ‘observing' another child, observers were to
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code the behavxor as 'no interaction’. If unsure, they were not to make any assumptrons
- This procedure was followed i in order to ensure the rehablhty of Ell? 1nstrument |
; Several studies have supported the ﬁndmg that chﬂdren with mental handicaps
engage in little observational behavior (Kohl & Beckman 1984). Guralmck and Groom
- (1987) have reported that children with mental handicaps "appeared to be less interested
in their peers than nonhandlcapped younger chlldren as indicated by the follows-
\acuvmes of peer and onlooker behavror measures" (p. 1568). This conclusion has been
documented by other researchers in the ﬁeld (Fleld etal., 1981).
Observing is considered by developmental theorists to be a precursor to social interaction
and, therefcre, ~a critical behavior to a child's overall social development.(Sinson &
Wetherick, 1981). Cavallaro and Porter (1980) have demonstrated that peer(- preferences
may be reflected in measures of vrsual orientation (1 e., gaze direction). Their study |
revealedkthat normal developmg chlldren spent more time observmg other
nonhandicapped peers subsequently resultmg in more social interaction between these
children. The authors conclude, in accordance .with past research findings on the
development of social skills, that children with developmentaLdisabilities are "not as
competent as are their normally developing peers at expressing or interpreting nonverbal
affective behavior” (p. 364). These nonverbal social rules are culturally prescribed'and
- learned durmg the normal course of social development. These children, however, have
often had limited exposure to everyday encounters with their nonhandicapped peersto
’ develop such skills. .
Research on nonverbal communication indicates a strong relanonshlp, then, between
soc1al interaction and acceptance and the amount of looking behavior. As yet, thls

behavior has only been studied in relation to normal development and, therefore,

represents an area of study requiring further attention. It may provide educators with an
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understandmg of the specrﬁc bchavroral ccxrelates underlymg suocessful socwl mteractmn
in the mamstteam. Moreover the lack of observanonal behavror could be a potenual Y
‘ explanatlon for why modelmg and leammg do~not occur spontaneously in these chlldnen '
w1th mental handlcaps within an mtegrated setung In order to develop approprlate social
A behav10rs these children should first express an awareness of and interest in the
behaviors and activities of other children. |
_

Teacher Interaction

r
P

Teacher interaction was not a behavior of i interest in this study Nevertheless, it was
Jincorporated into the observanonal instrument in order toaccount for all behaviors
displayed by the children 1nvolved in this study. The ﬁndmgs indicate that these children
did not en gage frequently in socral mteracuons with teachers. However, since there were

| .no compamble datain th1s study for nimhandmapped peers w1th1n the same settmg, it

remains unclear if the extent of the teacher i interactive behaviors was greater for these

‘ / _ chlldren when compared to the frequency of such i interactions by thelr nonhandicapped

. -peers Past reseanch indicates that social interaction w1th teachers is a behavior engaged
in more frequently by children with mental handicaps than by their nonhandicapped
peers. In fact, Field etal. ( 1981) observed differences in the propottion of time spent in |
observing and i mteracung with teachers in an. integrated playground during free play:

' "Peer-d1rected behavior occurred more fnequently among nbrmal children and teacher-

directed behav10r more often among handwapped chxldren" (p. 56) In free play settmgs :
where teacher contact is minimal, these chlldren must be able o cope mdependent of adult

intervention. The development of independent social functlomng can oniy be mamtamed

through limited adult mvolvement and, therefore, is desrr&able insucha natural setting.
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-One factor that is often neglected in the litérature which could account for. the lack of |
o - N \

interaction between mainstreamed children is the type of play mateﬁal available. On a
playground,’ unlilce a classroom, there is a variety of large, permanent play appar/'atus such
as slides, swmgs teeter-totters, and other climbing equ1pment Does this play equlpment
mﬂuence the rate and level of socral interaction? Does it promote or hamper the ¢
occurrence. of social interactions. between these children and their nonhandlcapped peers?
The data in thls study seem to indicate that there was no significant mairf effect for settmg
In other words, the présence of playground equlpment d1d not affect the level of socml '
interaction displayed by the chlldren on the playground. |

This finding appears to contradrct an accepted theory in the literature deahng with the \

structuring.of playgrounds w1thm the community to enhance the social development of
‘chtldren In the last decade, a growmg number of adventure and creative playgrounds
have been built to replace the more tradmonal ones of the past. ThlS movement began in
lDenmark with the first adventure playground bemg completed in 1943 (Westland &
nght 1982). This trend is represented in Canada in an, mcreased number of
Governnient manuals and pamphlets being publ1shed (e.g. Canada Morgage and .
Housmg Corporatlon) for the purpose of prov1d1ng guldehnes for the development of
these playgrounds. The growth in different types of play areas has_largely developed out

of an increased awareness of the importaniie oﬂplaito a child's 'developing needs

Moreover another driving force was the ﬁndmgs of more recent research mdrcanng that a .

play env1ronment that nurtures the rnmd body, and Creative abrlmes of the chlld will
. offsetdlfﬁcultles in mental and phy51cal health in later years. |

.Both of these types of playgrounds (ie., adventure and creative) provide a unique

~ environment for added stimulation based on age and stage of development. Anadventure



playground is built by the chlldren themselves whtle a creatlve playground 1$ desrgned
by adults structuring the landscape and equlpment in a way that will 1 nurture a chrld's fult
_ development "The child's play environment must encourage opportunmes and outlets in
;whrch a ch\rld can manipulate, expenence, and become familiar with the soc1al physrcal
‘and cogmuve aspects of play (Thomsen & Borowiecka, 1980, p. 4- 1) A more recent
development in the literature has been the application of this mformauon towards creatlng
“barrier free" play environments for children with 'special needs' (Sensyshyn & Forsyth, .
1981). These playgrounds are adapted to the needs of the children while, at the same
time, prov1d1ng the same play opportumnes that are available on a regular playground
The premise of these accessible play areas is that play is critical to the socigl and physical
| / development of all children, including children with 'special needs'. -
- Inthe present study, there were two types of playgrounds traditional and creative.
. The creative playgrounds were charactenzed by innovative chmbmg apparatus tire
swings, and spu‘al slides joined by a wooden platfonn The play eqylpment were located
close together in a desrgnated area of the playground The traditional playground on the’
other hand, cons1sted of straight shdes swmgs a merry-go-round, teeter-totters, and
monkey bars. They were spread out on the playground with plenty of running space
. between each apparatus The ﬂndm gs indicate no difference in the level of social
1nteract10n between these two types of playgrounds involved in this study
Therefore, the avallablhty and structurmg of playground apparatus is felt to lﬁ a key
. factor in chlldren ] growth patterns mcludmg the development of appropriate soc1a1
behaviors. The ﬁndlngs in tlus study can be consxdered as tentatrve due to the small
. lnumber of schools w1thout eqmpment (N~2) and the unequal number of subjects in each

gmup In addmon in some schools the children were dJrected to a selected area of the

-

" g8

o
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playground and were not given permission to leave thls designated area. This restriction
may have limited the socral play behavror of these children.

There appear to be no other studres in the literature exarmmng the specxﬁc effects of
playground equipment. However,  supportive evidence has been found in related studies ‘
investigating the effects of the availability of speciﬁc types of play equipment in an indoor
free play setting. Trtus and Watkinson (1987) reported decreased levels of socral

i
1

interaction when play vehicles were present

The assumption would be that the environment was too fast or, too hectic for the |
handicapped children. . . . the handicapped appeared to want to initiate
socialization with the nonhandicapped children but were unable to sustain their
proximity to them because the latter moved about too quickly. Adding playe
‘vehicles to the environment seemed to exaggerate this effect. ‘(p'. 216)
However, it must be reahzed that Tltus and Watkinson's study was refernng specifically
to play vehicles (tncycles wagons scooters) rather than the large play apparatus involved
in this study. | | ‘
There have been several studies conducted on the use of play material to.promote :
social interactjon tltrough cooperative activitles (Gurdlnick, 1976; Homne, l982" Johnson
& Johnson 1980; McGill, 1984; Salend, 1981; Staljback & Sta1nback 1982). These
C— 1nvest1gat10ns however, relate specifically to classroom activities such as Iearmng games
_ and group facrhtauon of assrgned pro;ects Consequently, they are not dmectly related to
this study. What is more relevant, is detemumng how the avallable play eqmpment can’

promote greater social interaction during unstructured free play time on a playground.

- For example, teeter-totters promote social interaction with others because they require the Qx 7
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cooperauon\ of two or more ghlldren to make use of them. 'Open § space' can also promote
soc1al mteracnon The lack of equipment may indirectly encourage socral actlvmes such

. astag, racmg, or follow the leader due to the lack of altematlves avallable On the other
hand, eqmpment such as sl1des swings, and merry go-rounds require no social
mteract:lon for their use and enjoyment. In fact, nonhandlcapped peers may only be

toleratmg the PTEagice of these children with handicaps while simultan'eously making use

4 4 L In the present study, these ' neutral pleces of play equipment

frequently gv e to self—stlmulatmg behavior on the part of chlldre’h with mental

handicaps which further detracted from peer interaction. One final observatlon is that |

. Play eqmpment requiring vigorous movement may dxwo:r:-g/e\smm mteractlon between

children with mental handicaps and their nonhandicapped peers because the former may
-be unable to keep pace with the latter group of chlldren

& In summary, these points ﬂlustrate that certain play equipment may in fact temper

social interaction ahd indirectly encourage isola'tion. For greater degrees of interaction,

playgrounds need to contain equipment which deliberately seeks to promote interactive

E play Equally Important may be the need for direct training for social interaction skA(l‘s on

B the playground This has pracncal implications for educators. ‘The manipulation of play 4

matenal in an mtegrated free play settmg may be an effective means for increasin g

appr“pnate social behavior and interaction between chlldren Further research examining

spect}’lc play equ1pment which mlght be effectwe in facilitating social i mteracuon in free

play, then, is an xmportant area of concern. The development of a taxonomy of play

.matenals not only in indoor settings where physical activity is somewhat limited but

within outdoor playgrounds where gross-motor activity involy i, large, stationary play

,apparatus is common, ‘would assist in enhancing successful social i mtemcuon in natural

settmgs
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Specific. Social 'Beha\_'iors of Interacﬁon

It has been established within the literature that children with mental handicaps
engage in very little social interaction with their peeré, preferring more isolate activities.
However, féw of these studies delineate the specific behayic;ral characteristics, which are

peshaps la_ci;ing in these children, associated w1th high rates of social interaction in an

integrated setting. o ' : ,

In this study, eight spe01ﬁc socml behav1ors considered to be assocrated with high .
levels of social actlvrty were deﬁned and observed to examine more clearly the specific
types of behaviors displayed by children with mental handlcaps in an 1ntegmted free play
setting. The results indicated that the bulk of their social behavior was verbal in nature.
Chlldren who engaged in higher levels of social i 1nteract10n were charactensueally =
involved in more verbal communication with thelr peers. While verbal 1nte;act10n was the
most predominant social behavior, it must be remembered that this i interaction, for the
most part was with handicépped peers.

. 2
The vefst majority of the literature on the verbal interaction skills of ch1ldren w‘xth

mental handicaps compares these children's skllls w1th nonhandicapped peers in

integrated settings. Several studies have reported that children with mental handlcaps are

generally involved in less verbal interaeﬁqn when compared to their nonhandieapp_ed

peers (Field et al., 1981; Kohl & Beckman, 1¢84). While the children in this study
“engaged predominantly in verbal interaction, the rate of this intgraction may ha'\/e been’
substantially l‘o-wer if it had been compared to nonhandicapped children's verbal 'ngavior

on the same school playground. There is no norm, however, provided in the
devel(S};mental literature with which to make comparisbns and detemnne the entent of any
deficiencies in verbal interaetion. According to Herink and Lee (1985), 'children with N
mental 'handicaps are not fully integrated into the verbal life of the peer group. However,

i
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what about the level of verbal interaction occumng between ’groups of children who are
; - handicapped? There appears to be no related data in the literature examining the verbal
' interaction occurring in groups of children with handicaps comparable to mlxed groups

con31st1ng of children with and without handicapping conditions. ,

Group activity 1nvolv1ng three or more children was the second most predemmant

behavior observed on the playground. However, these groups were compnsed of

children with menral handicaps rather than involving mixed groups w1th oth

handicapped and nonhandrcapped peers. This observatlon suggests that the chil-dren

| possessed at least a minima] level of social skills for cooperative behaviors such as

leading, following, and takmg turns. What, however is the nature of these cooperatlve -
 activities within these homogeneous groups" Do they dlffer from the group play of the1r '

- nonhandicapped peers? It was observed that peer interaction between these groups of
children with mentat handlcaps included games whrch 1nvolved fewer components when
compared to the more sophrstlcated and broad rahge of games played by their
‘ 'nonhandlcapped peers. For example, a group of chlldren with mental handlcaps engaged S
1n a game which involved all members, except for one, lymg on the ground pretendmg to .-
be dead ‘One chﬂd would then poke the others and everyone would laugh. There
" appeared to be no obv1ous obJectwe or. outcome beyond thlS mteractlon In addmon ‘the
same game was observed on consecutlve days with no alteranon or extensmn of the rulesw g
Conversely, nonhandlcapped chlldren engaged in more complex activities 1nvolv1ng a
clearer objectwe For example in the i mstance of the game described above the objectlve
may involve more detailed steps or skills such as the nonhanducapped children remamm g
as s11em and motionless as poss1b1e w1thout laughmg or otherwise' subrmttmg to the ”/\/—

provocatlons of the other parnc1pants in the group.
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Although the chﬂdren with mental handrcaps appeared s 1mag1nat1ve or ﬂex1ble

: they nevertheless participated in_group play exhlbmng socmlly interactive. behawor Wthh .
- made the probability of integrative play that much easier. Yet, WOuld this behawor be |
adequate or appropna!E iylthm groups consisting of nonhandlcapped peers" Aclo.

examination of the charactenstlcs of group mteractlon therefore must be con51dered

wrthm the context of the mamstreamed setung

- Negative Social Interactior ‘ o

. The behaviors dispiayed the least frequently were those that were of a negative " |
nature. These observatlons support prevrous ﬁndmgs in this i mvesuganon mdlcaung that
when these chrldren do interact with their peers it is, for the most part posmve in nature.
However these low, neganve scores could bedue to the gu1del1nes set out in-the
recordm g proeedures Observers were tramed to record negatlve behavior only in

srtuatlons that clearly demonstraﬁ such behavror If they were unsure they were P

‘ 1nformed to record the behavior as positive. For example rough play' was

predomlnantly recorded as. posmve 1nteracuon since it was felt that this type of behavior
was a posmve and approprlate expenence for this age group (1 e., 6 10 10 years). Yet,

: self—stJmulatJng behav1or which was frequently engaged in during solitary activity by the
ch_11dren in thrs study was 1ot recorded as negative behavior, This raises the question of
e What is the nature and ‘difference between 'negative’ as opposed o 'inappropriate’ social
s : . behavior? Is' negatlve soc1a1 interaction’ a more sophisticated social behavior displayed

_ only by those chlldren who are the most socrally competent" Or, does it imply that

children w1th mental handlcaps do not have the ablhty to expl;ess their negative behaviors
. ~‘m an appropnate soc1a1 manner'7 Negatlve behavror may be a stronger more effecuve

i expresswn to descnbe verbal statements or physrcal contact Wlth inent to hurt (exther
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physrcally or mcntally) Inappropnate behavior, on the other hand, may include posmve
or 'neutral’ behaviors that may not be acceptable to the dcmands ofa grvcn srtuauon
Much of the sohtary behavior on the playground was mappropriatc and did not promote
social interaction. ‘

These low scores obtained for negat]ve social mtcract:ton then, may not accurately

| reﬂect the degree of occurrence; This pomts to a rnajor limitation of using time and event

pd

¢

U

- - o oA

sampling procedures as methods for recording behavior. The mab111ty of the observer to

,record the somal context of a child's behavior is not considered, leaving unanswered the

question of what effect one child's behavior has on another's. Does, in fact,
mapproprlatc social behavior such as self-sumulatmg behavior have a negatlve effect on

another child's play behavior? Further research relating to the underlyrng characteristics
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of negative and i mappropnate behav10r 1s needed to clarify and clearly dlstmgursh between -

these two categones of behavior.

R

~ Cooperative Behaviors

Finally, assisting, taking turns, sharing, leading, and following; characteristics of

coopetative behavior, were positive social interaction skills displayed the least by these -

childrén. The children, then, who were the most socially skilled in the study as
determined by naturalistic observations and the ACCEPTS assessment were not active in
.social behaviors of a cooperattve nature on the playground Perhaps these behaviors
require more attentlon within the curriculum of the ACCEFI‘ S program.

These observations are in agreement w1th previous research findings (Faught

Baalleweg, & Crow, 1983). In fact, the lack of cooperauve behaviors has become one of

the deﬁmng behavioral characteristics of children with mental handicaps. Peer

-assessments conducted by Taylor et al. (1987) indicated that children classified as

. g
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" educable men;ally‘rqga:ded (EMR) were per;:eivcd as less coope'rativé when compared

‘withunc'.mhandjcapped children. However, since cooperative plgl is an integral
component of positive social iqteraction, it ‘must be developed by the5£ children in order

" to maximize interaction in é mainstreamed setting. |

?

Target of '_Siocial Interaétio_ns
. _ -
There have been a number of studies indiceti that when handicapped and -
nonhandicapped children are placeci in physical ‘ kimity to each other, very minimal
mixed dyadic social exéhanges actually occur between these two groups of children. The )
ﬁndir_}gs obtained in this study appear to support these studiés indicatin g that all 45
sixbjeéf; involved in this study, re;*ardles"s of their leve] of soéial activity, interacted
predominantly v.v'_ith other handicapped peers. Moreover, the same finding was obtained |
for- those 10 children who were identified as bein g the most 's.Qciallvy skilled on the
playground. o .
There are several plausible explanations for s markéd preference in peer group
interactibn. First, it must be remembered that thkcse childrén were selected from

+

- segregated classrooms. Children will tend to play with those they know or are familiar
with. In other words, thes “hildren, like most nonhandicapped chﬂdren, will play with
their felldw classmates who, in this case, al§o happen to be hapdicapped. Secor}dly,

perhaps because of their lack of compet‘ence in soct skills, children with handicapping |
conditions were not a\}idly sought out as play partners by their nonhémdiéapped peers..
Childrcn have a tendency to play with children of the ‘Seyime perceived developmental level.
The children in this study may have also felt toc ny to approach their nonhandicapped >
peers due to past experiences w1th failure to e ‘cit positive interactions (T aylor et al. -

1987). Theobservers indicated that several chuldren in the study appearéd to, want to

S °
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| Application to Other Settings
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engaéc in social interaction with their nonhandicapped peers. However, these same

chlldren would begin to approach nonhandlcapped peers and then remain at a distance or

avoid these lattcr children by making a wide arc to get past them Thirdly, for ease of
supemsxon the teachers and aides directed their chlldren to a designated area of the,
playground. They were not permitted or not cnoouraged to move to other areas of the
playgro . These addcd factors, then must be taken i 1nto account when mterpretmg the -
ﬁndmgs in this study and plannmg t'(?r appropriate intervention.

J
It is important to note that desplte this lack of social interaction, outnght rejection

“and negative behaviors directed towards children with mental handxcaps by-their

e

~ . .
.nonhandicapped peers were not observed on the playground.. This observation indicates

4

that the integrated setting was not hampéring the developmental needs and abilities of

either group of children. On the other hand and more importantly, is a simple absence of ‘

' negaﬂv;: social interaction ah mdlcatlon of succcss” Is it enough that these normally

developing children TOLERATE thc presence of chlldren with dcvelopmental disabilites
(Watkinson, 1987)? The development of sound 1ntcgrated programs depends upon solid
evaluation and examination of thelr social outcomes in terms of their meaningfulness to
the partisipants. To be in the mamstream, but not part of it, is maintenance rather than

mtegmnon. To be ackfiowledged and incorporated as members of the group is success

and, based upon the observations in thls study, still needs to be fully realized.

~¢a

)
It is important to realize that the findings of this investigation can be applied to other

settings, especially ones with a recreatlonal focus. While the educational needs of

chlldren with mental handicaps have received considerable attention since the turn of the

ccntury it has only been in the last 30 years that the recrcatlonal needs of children w1th
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‘mental handwaps have becn recognlzcd (Bullock 1979) More recently, the development

of mtcgratcd recreauon settmgs and programs have emergcd out of this mcreascd concern’
and knowledge. - e
Within 1ntegrated recreation programs one of the 1ntents is to develop social skills.

Increased knowledge regarding the structuring of the cnvuonmcnt as well as the

1dent1ﬁcauon of spcmﬁc social behaviors assoc1atcd w1th successful social interaction can .

facilitate the process of integration within these settings. In order to learn social sk111s

: chlldren must be able to generahze skllls to other scttmgs Chlldren only spcnd a small

portion of thcu day on the school playground during recess and lunch tlmcs When
‘chrldren are not in school they spend the majority’of thelr play t1me 1n the home, in the
neighborhoad (e. g backyards open fields, and streets) and in commumty recreation
facrhtles and programs (e. g community playgrounds parks and recreanonal centcrs )

\Recrcanonal settings, then, represent critical environments for the devclopment and

practice of soc1a1 interaction skills and require more attention within the lltcrature Tobe ..

effecnvc mtcgranon must become the responsibility of the rccreator as well as the

cducator.

A



' CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, 'AND RECOMMENDATIONS

N ‘
1

Summary and Conclusions ~ °

The purposé of this research study was'to exan;ine the social interaction patterns of
 children classified as moderately ménfally handicapped in outdoor, integrated
\ ’unsuuonired fne,e play. A total of 45 children, aged 6 toIO‘years were observed during
recess and lunch umes on thc school playground 1o determine their general level of social
actxv:ty Socxal pamelpauon specific social behavrors and target of peer interaction werei_‘
investigated in thlS study The prcscnce and absencc of playgnound equipment was also
investigated to dctermme whether play apparatus would have an effect on social behavior.
Thc findings in this study lend supoc. to the following conclusions. -
| ‘An initial social assessment (ACCEPT S) in the form of a questlonna;ire indicated that
the naajority of chlldren with moderate mental handicaps in this study do not have an
‘adequate social skill repertoire. They require tmining in all ‘aspects of sociyl behavior. As
a result, thesc children spend the greatest majori.ty of ‘their free time in solithry play.

The ACCEPT S social assessment 1s a fairly accurate reflection of a child's social

behav1or on an outdoor playground during free play ‘Specifically, it can identify . hlgh :

and low socmlly skllled chlldrcn on the playground with reasonable accuracy. Chlldren
with good social skills w1thm the classroom setting, then, are generally more soc1ally
‘active on the playground than are children with madcquate soc1al skills. In addmon
teacher assessments using the ACCEPTS procedure are reasonable predictors of the level
of somal 1nteracuon on the playground. These conclusxons suggest that similar social

- skills are required both in the classroom setting and on the school playground
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The chlldren in this study were pnmanly socially macuve whﬂe on the playground/
] o
ﬂowever there was a sxgmﬁcant amount of posmve mteractmn occurringonthe . .

playground When children with moderate mental handlcaps in this study’ interacted w1th

A

© their peers it was predominantly posmve in nature with very llttle negative socml

mteractxon bemg displayed. ‘This i mteractmn for the most part, was verbal in nature

> while in groups of three or more children. Moreover, these social exchanges were'

i predominantly with other children of similar developnlental levels from the same

. 2

il < : .
. classroom. Very little interaction was directed towards their nonhandicapped peers or to

' the playground supervisors. Cooperative play such as assisting, taking turns, and

sharing were behayiors not frequently engaged in by the-children in this study. Finally,
the presence of play equipment on the playground appeared to have no significant effect

on tne social behavior of children with moderate mental handicaps.

\;l%ecommendatlons

f Owing to the lack of research relaung to the specific social behawors associated with
successful social i 1nteractlon in natural settmgs involving spontaneous free play, there is a

myriad of potential research areas requiring furth‘er attention. ‘The following

Ipcornmendations are based upon the ﬁndin_g's of this investigation.

The method of gathering free play data f"m social participation in natural settings

| should be more thoroughly ir ve\gated Contmuous time samphng or more tradmonal

procedures of event sampling techniques may provide richer data regarding the context of
the i mteractlon than interval time samphng and the modified event sampling procedure
emploved in this i mvestlgauon ' .

The observat_lonal instrument $ised to measure social behavioral patterns on the.

playground nequlrcs further exanuna;ion. The categories are broad thereby not capturing
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the hehavlor under investigation. For exaniple the category 'observing' is vague. Is this
observm g with intent to model afterward? Is it observing a general group of ch1ldren or
| specrﬁcally focusmg on one child? The students recordmg the behavior in this study
expressed difficulty in clearly 1denufy;rng this type of behavior. 'Verbal interaction' ‘was
another behav1or that was not easﬂy captured on the playground. At times, the observers
were located at a distance and were unable to distinguish verbal sounds. A more detailed
" description of the individual categc}es, then, may provide more accurate and useful )
information with n:gards to the socral interaction patterns of ch;ldren with moderate
mental handlcaps in 1ntegrated free play settings. |

| There isa need for assessment procedures that are specific to the srtuatJon in which
the skills will be used. Appropnate assessment techniques desxgned specifically for use
on the playground are required. Whlle both the ACCEPTS and PEERS programs

' 1ncorporate the playground within their cumculums they are not in-depth and focused on

the playground itself as a umque envmonment with different areas of need. Moreover the

| role of teachers in the assessment of socral skills requires further i mves\tlgatlon Teachers
. appear to be fairly accurate assessors of their students sowl behavior. However, can |

they use thrs knowledge to modify the social behav10r of their students on the playground
as well as w1thm the context of the classroom environment? . -
. More research is needed to 1dent1fy spec1ﬁc behaviors critical i in social transacuons
: wh11e keeprng in rmnd the developmental aspect necessary for such an understandin g
: Specrﬁcally, what behavrors are assoc1ated with high levels of social interaction? v
Funhermore are dxfferent social skills required for different settmgs" The socral
behawors reqmrcd in a classroom for successful interaction need to be further

documented and compared with thdse required on a playground durtng free play timé.
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Observations should, therefore, be conducted in both settings 11. order for these
comparisons to be made. | '

ﬁmmhem should be concemned with the developmental factors related to social

. Normative data on Iarge samples of ch1ldren who are consrdered’socrally skilled at

sﬁ levels need to be estabhshed to serve as a standard for whrch to determme ‘

spec1 ic deﬁc1enc1es . Without developmental descrrptlons of normal social behavror itis

: d1fﬁ ult to assess the nature and extent of the social deﬁcrency in chrldren w1th mental

handlicaps. | . )

i In llght of the evidence that children with mental handicaps only interact wrth other -
chrldren with handrcaps methods need to be establrshed to promote socral 1nteracuon '
between handlcapped and nonhandlcapped chlldren in’ free play settings wrthout altering
the natural conditions of the environment. In order to achieve this, more research needs o |

tobe conducted withiin naturally integrated settings where the children spontaneously
lnteract w1th little direction or cont:rol of behavror How can the social i interaction
between handlcapped and nonhandwapped children be mcreased within such an

_environment without adult intervention? In addmon the soc1al nature ofa varlety of play
equlpment should be more fully mvestrgated The structurmg of the classroom o

 environment to promote social interaction has proven effecnve These ﬁndmgs should be

extended to more natural settings such as the school playground and commumty
recreation facilities. Moreover, the development of procedures to enhance the‘

| maintenance of training effects across time and the generahzatron of newly acqulred social

behaviors to other setungs and socral contexts need to be evaluated ‘ -

A need exists to develop a play skill cumculum based on stages of development and ‘.

steps needed to facilitate the development of these skills. -Social play skllls should T

therefore, be mcorporated within intervention programs
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For more effective evalualion' of social outcomes, more studies should be conducted
within settings’ that are already integrated rather than the common method of setting up an
aruﬁally mteglated envmonment A more accurate assessment of behavior can be
obtained i in s1tuat10ns that are familiar to the children. In addmon children's level of
handicap should be more clearly defmed in these studies.

Factors involved in the integration process require further investigation. For
| example, do children who are mainstreamed into regular classrooms engage in more

social interaction with peers on the playground when compared to children from
segregated classrooms? Furthermore, should children be mtegrated accordmg to their |
chronolom”al age or their developtilental level? The most effectlve method of integration.
needs to be more clearly understood.

| Verbal interaction appears to be a valuable social skill on the playground Further
rpsearch focusmg on the specific verbal behaviors that promote social mteraction on the
‘playground 1s needed. ’
* Patterns of social interaction involving groups of children as opposed to dyadic
: exchanges require further investigation. Moreover, studies concerning the nature of
social interactions occurring in groups comprised of children with handicaps only
compared with mixed groups of children with and without handicapping conditions
should be examined. _

~ The dev.elopment of cooperative social behaviors (i.e., assisting, taking turns, and

sharing) in relation to other social skills should be investigated. Are they more
sophisticated social behaviors? Are there less complex social skills required as
prerequisites to reach hlgher level skills? And how do these behav10rs relate to

successful social interaction on the playground"
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~--_Finally, more research is needed on the social participation patterns of older children
as well as those with more severe handicaps. Most studies have focused their efforts on

preschool children with mild to moderate mental handicaps.
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&t  University of Alberta .~ Department of |
== L i i ort Studies
'M 'c Edmér.'cton. Physical [?ducatxon and Sport ¢
N . Canada T6G 2H9 i P-421 Universiade Pavilion )
' Van Vhet Ph’ysicai Education and Recreation Centre .
November 27, 1987 . ; . . 'V;,

Dear

In the past few w2eks I have spoken with you about the research
project I wish to undertake this winter concerning the play patterns of
mentally handicapped children in integrated physical activity environments.
‘We are particularly interested in observing the children at lunch hour or
during recess, to collect data on their socisl interaction and active
participation in this setting. This study is funded by the Canadian
Fitnéss and Lifestyle Research Institute. s

In order to complete ﬁhe stugy,‘we would need the following:

l. To do motor skill assessments on six playground skills with
woderately mentally hapdicapped children between the ages of 6 and
10 years. This would require appro{imate]y 15 minutes of testing
per child, but could be done more quickly in groups during two
regular indoor or outdoor physical education classes. We would
like to do this in December or early January. The assessment
instrument 1is attached.

2. To have access to school records to determine subjects' ages and
I0s if available. : ‘

2. To have the opportunity to conduct a pilot study for two days in
early or wmid January. This would involve observation at recess
and/or Iunch time. :

4. To have twenty days of observation, Lither at lunch or recess when
the subjects are outside. There will be no Iintervention. Two to
four observers would collect data on checklists (attached) and
would remain as unobtrusive as possible. This data collection
period would be from mid-January to the end of March, either on a
daily basis or thrice weekly.

, We have requested approval of this project through the Field Services
Cooperative Activities Program. S

We look forward to working with your school if you are willing to
participate in this study with us. We would be happy to provide you and
your teachers with the motor assessments, the observational data on the,
social interaction and active participation of your students, and, of
course, the final report of the project. ’
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&

We hope to fol£9w this initial project with a further project in
1988-89 which might involve an intervention program with some students to
improve their playground skills. It is our belief that such skills are
crucial to the successful integration of handicapped children in physical
- activicy settings. i '

Sincerely,

<

EJW/pw
enclosure

E. J. Watkinson, Ph.D. _
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K ) December 10, 1987

- . :
Dear\Parent or Guardian:

In the past few weeks, | have spoken to the school that your child attends regarding a
research pro;ect wish to undertake. The study- would commence this winter and concerns the
play patterns of chnldren in mtegrated physical activity environments. We are partlcularly
mterested in observnng the children at lunch hour or during recess, to collect data on their social

interaction and active participation in this settmg This study is funded by the Canadian Fitness

and Lifestyle Research Instltute

In order to conduct the study, we would need the following:

1. To determine your child's playground skills. {motor and social). It is our belief that such
skills are crucial to the success of any integrated setting involving physical activity This

will take approximately 15 minutes and would be conducted either in December or early

January.

2. To observe your Chlld either at lunch or recess when the children are outside playmg in an
integrated natural environment. There will be no intervention. Observers will coliect data
on a checklist and will remain as unobtrusive as possible so that neither your child, nor the
other school children will know who is being observed. This data collection periog wnll be
from mid- January to the end of March. |

The project has been approved by the Edmonton Public and Separate Schoo! Boards,

Strathcona County School Board, and by the staff of individual schools, subject to you glvmg

permission for your child to participate in the study Conf:dentlahty of the results and anonymlty

of the children partucnpatmg in the study wm be maintained in accordance with the School

| Board's policy. You may withdraw your child at any time before or during the study.
\ .
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I hope you will allow your child to pafticipate in this study Please indicate your decision

on the return slip.If you have any questions or concerns about this request, please do not

- hesitate to contact Dr. Jane Watkinson at 432-5602 (office) or 462-9457 (home).

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. We look forward to your response.

Yours Sincerely,

Cwé()M/L/LW <

Dr. E. J. Watkinson
?aculty of Physical Education
and Recreatién

University of Alberta
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S A
' ‘ Re: OBSERVATIONAL S'f'UDY OF RECESSI LUNCH TIME PLAY

I'wish/do not wish# my child to participate.

Name of Child Signature '

Date ‘ ©

*Delete appropriately
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Observational Insﬁument for Study One

Observatibnal Instrument fof'Study Twp
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SOCIAL SKILLS ASSESSMENT

Date: N Student:.
School: : - .. Classroom:
Teacher: Tine taken

to complete:

Vd
ACCEPTS PLACEMENT TEST

Teache;f Rating Instructions

of the child.
For example, an item might read as follows:
" s The student shares laughter with'cllassmates

Not descriptive or true Moderately desériptivé or true ,
B DU 2. 3. ... Y 5

If you feel that the chilg q]oés)t)'xisv.‘son'ie of the time, then by circling nu‘mber 3 you would indicate that .

Statemeént is very descriptive or true of the child. Otherwise, circle the-number (2 or 4) that most closely
indicates your rating of the item. S . .

Area I: Classroom Skills® - Not descriptive Moderately desé;iptive Very descriptive
- . ) © Or true or true : or true
, ! * .
1. The student sits quietly and ’pays : o ‘
attention to what the teacher is : ' 5 .
saying. S D S L2 3. 4 -...5
& . ) 1 - )
2. When the teacher tells the student - : : It
to do something, the student does ’ T
it. ame)ja 1o 2. 3¢
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Not descript-e  Moderatel, descriptive Very descriptive

v T or true . or true _ or true
3. The student produces work of ac- S '
. ceptable quality. ~ 1. .. 2. ... 3. 4. 5

" 4. The student follows the establishe _ L
classroom rules. : 1. 2. 3 4., 5

Ares II: Basic Interactiop Skilis

1. The studeh; maintains eye contact : ‘
while speaking or when spoken to. © 1........ . 2. . 3. 4 ... 5

2. The student speaks in a moderate
tone of voice (neither too loud/too : .
soft). : . 1. ... 2..... - R B S 5

3. The student seeks out others to
interact with and initiates a con- - .
versation. . L S S 3. R S S 5

4. The student pays attention when ' v
spoken to. : :

5. The student responds/answers . .
when spoken to. ool 2. 3...... .. 4 ... ... 5

6. The student converses by saying
things which are relevant to the . )
topic. ) ‘ 1.0 2. 3. L 5

7. The student shares a conversation
by speaking for about the same : . ‘
amount of time as they listen. - ... .. 2. 3. 4 ... 5

8. Tbe_‘s'tudent asks questions that
- request information about some- :
one/something. B 2. 8 4 ... 5

9. The student keeps a-éonversat,ion T
going. o 1o 2. S 4. 5

Area III: Getting Along Skills

1. The student uscs polite words such
as “please,” “thank you,”" and “‘ex- : »
cuse me." y ) 2. . 3. 4...........5



‘2. The student allow/= -thers to use
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Not descriptive Moderately descriptive Very descriptive ‘

or true

or borrow something that belongs
to them. S

3. The student follows the rules whexﬁ

playing games with others. g B R S

4v.» The student takes initiative to

assist others when they need help. 1...... ... .. 2.....

5. The student uses physical contact
with others in an acceptable

manner, . T a2

Area IV: Makmg Friends Skills

1. The student is clean and dresses

neatly. , ool 2.....

2. The student shows he/she likes

something by smiling. ) S 2.....

3. The student compliments by tell- .
ing someone when he/she likes . .

something. ) S 2.....

4. .The student initiates making .
friends by: seeking out others to
interact with, initating conversa-
tion, taking turns talking, and ask-
ing the person to spend time with

her/him. P S L2

Area V: Coping Skills | .

1. The student finds other ways to
play when he/she asks to join an

activity and the answer is, “no." ) SO 2 ...

2."The student expresses anger by
telling someone he/she is angry

without hurting them. - 1. 2.....

3. When someone teases the student, e

he/she looks away and does not K

answer. . , _ ‘ ) S 2.....

or true or true
...... 345
....... 345
...... 345
...... 3...........4....... 5
...... 345
...... 345
...... 345
...... 3 ... 4 ... .. 5
4
...... 345
...... 3 ... ... 4...... ... 5
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%
Not descr&ive Modgrat,ely descriptive  Very descriptive
or true or true _or true
4. When someone tries to hurt/fight ‘ :
© with the student, he/she tries to ~
walk away. 1......... L2, PP L4 5
5. When someone asks the student to
do something he/she cannot do, or
does not want to do, the studen _ v
says, “no’" politely. : ) 2. . 4 L. 5
6 When things are not going well, . ,
the student tries another way. ) 2. .. 3 4 ... 5
~
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APPENDIX C

DEFINITIONS OF SOCIAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES

. a2 »
General Social Behaviors of Study One

Sub-categories of Social Behavior of Study Two
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+ BEHAVIOR RESPONSE.CATEGORIES FOR SOCIAL 'INTERACTION

Positive éocial Interaction

This behavior is exemplified by a child voluntarily playing with other children while
being involved in similar or mutual activity (e.g., climbing up 'monkey bars'). éhildreﬁ/ir\ |
are playing in either a cooperative or somewhat competitive manner with each other which
may nccessitatt;, mutual participation (e.g., running a race, playing tag, or building a sand
castle). For further clarification, this type of reciprocal interaction can be divided into the
folloWin g sub-categories of behavior: taking turns/sharing, leading/following, assisting,

physical contact, group activity, and verbal social interaction (modified from Wasson).

Observing

.

The child is observing other children at play but is not actively involved in the
’ activity under observation. The child does not try to influence, modify‘or become
involved in the activities of the children near him or her (modified fr;)m Titus, 1985).

‘ ThlS fype of behavior may also involve being near a child bgt not »\{atchin g him of her
(e.g., sitting side by side on a step). Hence, the child is involved in the other children's
activity in a non- parumpatory manner in that the ch1ld is definitely observing a partlcular

' group of children rather than passively observing anything that happens to be around h1m
or her. The child is located within speaking dlstance (not shouting) distance of the group
(or the child) so that he or she can see and hear everything that occiifs (modified froﬁa
Parten, 1932). |
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No Interaction

This is described as solitary behavior whérc the chilci is participating in a playground
activity independently without the involvement and/or interest of 'oth;-':r children. This
may involve idle, repetitiQC movément of one's body or a play equipment (modiﬁed from
Wasson, 1980). The child appears unaWare of the aétj'vities of his or her peers-and .
makes no effort to become involved with the other children. The child need not
necessarily be. located at a distance from his or her peers (modified from Parten, 1932).

Negative (or inappropriate) Social Interaction

\,

/}I‘he child emits physical and/or verbal aggression towards other children. This is
behavior of a non-productive nature and can be classified under the following two sub-
categories: negative physical contact and negative verbal interaction (modified from

Wasson, 1980).

Unobservable

- The researcher is unable to observe the child because he or she is either outside the
- range of the observer (i.e., not within the de51gnated boundanes of the playground) or is

absent due.to illness, appointment, or other similar reasons. ' ' s

Teacher Interacgion

ﬁThe child is in direct interaction, either VCrbalIy or nonverbally, with a playground
supervisor. There must be a clear indication of one-to-one contact between the child and
the teacher. Teacherduected activities may not necessarily mvolve “teacher interaction”.

A

/
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It is dependent upon the direction of the child's behavior. A child holding a teacher’s
hand and verbalizing is an example of teacher interaction.
Note

For all social interactions, whether positive or negative, the person with whom the.

target child is interacting (i.e., handicapped or nonhandicapped) was recorded.
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BEHAVIOR RESPONSE SUB-CATEGORIES FOR 'SOCIALL
INTERACTION

Taking Turns/Sharing
L.

Two or more children making use of the same play apparatus. One child waiting for
another ch11d to complcte their activity on a playground equipment before procecdmg
himself or herself is an example of taking turns. This could involve one child glvin_g upa

swing to allow another child the opportunity to play on it.

Leading/Following

Two or more children are intent upon following one another. This category includes
-i playing either the role of leader or follo@a and is characterized by the leader expressing
pleasure by looking back on the progress of the others. The follower(s), on the other
hand, is(are) not necessarily intent on catching the leader, but rather in maintaining the
activity itself (modified from Wasson). Running a race and playing tag are also

- considered leading/following. |

Assisting

The child assists another child (or childreh) in the execution of a task. Assistance
may be phy51cal such as helping a child (or children) climb up a ladder. It may also
involve verbal dlrectmn or mformatlon such as explaining to a peer on how to climb onto

a teeter-totter safely.
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Physical Contact
L 4
This involves one child intentionally initiating physical contact with another childina
non-aggressive manner. For example, a child, who appmaehes another child who is .
about to go down a slide, joins in the activity by wrapping his or her legs around the first
child from the back making liké a train as they slide down together, is initiating physical -
contact (Modified from Wasson, 1980). Touching another child in the form of leaning

~ against, holding hands, or hugging are also examples. -

Group Activity

A child spontaneously plays in a group acﬁvity. This is characterized by
approachin ga group.of children (i.e., thrée or more) and atterpting to become involved
in the activity in progress. This type of social mteracnon may also mclude a cclkuld already

involved in a group activity when observed. Hence the child is a deﬁmte part of the

activity as he or she plays not only beside other chlldren (ie., parallel play) but with these
 children. ' ‘

°

Verbal Social Interaction

Any interactive behavior which involves unstructured verbal communication. A
child verbally responding to a child's initiation or verbally iMﬁating to other children\f)y
calling them by their names (e.g., Hi Charlie! Come here, Eric!) are examples of positive
verbal interaction. This category will also mclude any reciprocal conversations lasting for
the duratlon of the time sample (i.e., 10 seconds). Verbal noise, such as imitating the
sounds of a car engine, is considered verbal i 1nteract10n if it is directed to a peer in the

context of a game.
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Negative Physicai Contact

Direct physrcal contact w1th another child involving hitting, bitin g, kicking, mppmg,
pullmg ha1r and the 11ke Restraining another child's play behavror by physically |
interfering is considered negative physical contact. This obstruction can 1nvolve
removing the plaf;LobJect being used (e.g., a ball) or refusing to share or take turns on the
playgmund equipment. Refusing to get off of a swing in order to give another child the
oppomfm‘lty to play on it is an example. Furthermore pulling a Ghlld away froman

. activity or sitting on the child without compliance are added examples Using an object to
mdmectly h1t another chlld with intent to hurt is also considered negative physical contact.
For example, one child approaching another with a bat raised above his or her head is
expres&ing negative social interaction. Hence, gestures with intent to harm are considered

as negative physical contact (modified from Wasson, 1980).

Negative Verbal Interaction

' t

‘Theuse of a negatlve or inappropriate verbal response or initiation, Calling a child
derogatory names such as “stupid” or making such dlI'CCt statements as "Get away", "You
: bug me", and "I don't like you" are consxdered negative verbal contact. In addmon, a

chlld who is crymg is also considered as dlsplaymg negative verbal interaction.

Note

A chiid's response to nonverbal and verbal social i 1nterachons of other children is'
included within each behavrora] category. The child who accepts the initiations of other

children is reacting posmvely. For example, a child who is about to jump down from a. .
. e, - '
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play équipmcnt_,- is ‘apprcvoachcd by another child who takes hold ofhis or her hand so as to

jump down together, continues to jump ddwn is complying with the activity.

o




