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Abstract
As increasing numbers of mentally handicapped children are brought into the
mainstream of education, teachers are faced with the problems of providing instruction in

0 0

physical activity for all students within an integrated environment. In physical activity the

rationale for integration is based on [he‘assumption that including mentally handicapped

child;e; Vi-r'.l'rekgular activity programs will provide them with access to a broade; range of
activities, opportu;liues and experiences than would be available to them in segregz;ted
progra'ms. Baséd on this'assijmption, benefits are eﬁ(pected to accrue in the areas of motor.
performance, social interactions, attitudes of others toward the handicapped and improved
self -concept of the handicapped.

Unfortunately there has been wi'despread implementation of integration in physical
activity programs without evaluation of the 6utcomes. Virtually no data-based literature has
beén reported addressing variables related to physical activity outcomes.

The purpose of this study was to examine the behavior of moderately mentally
handicapped cﬁildren, aged S to 10 years, in order to determine if t.hey benefit from placement
in physical activity progra}ns with nonhandicapped children. Socialization, activity
participation, equipment pref erence and level of use were the dependemariables examined.

[

The presence or absernce of piay vehicles was also investigated to determine whether this would

’

further affect behavior. An alternating conditions design’ was implemented across a period of 20

sessions and data were collected during unstruc{ured free .‘play each session.

Results from this study shdwed no gréup trend, therefore generally do not support the
.assumption that exposure to integrated progrgmming will increase activi.t’y participation or
social interaction., The fact that the data do not show consistent negative outcomes is, in and of
itself, a positive finding since it indicated that_thére is some degree of playmate tolerance
occurring. |

Activity particfpation did not appear to be affected by the presence of play vehicles in

the environment. However, significant negative effects on social interaction levels in all

£



»
subjects were found under this condition. Differences in levels of equipmeht use and equipment

* preference between the handicapped and nonhandicapped subjects were found.

In light of these findings, implications for integrated play environments in regards 1o

structure and equipment use are discussed.

vi s
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Chapter I

~ Introduction t

The Problem

Rarely does one question the irnport;hrice of physical activity in the lives of healthy
'children ( Rarick & McQuillan, 1977). Children are‘ahle to achieve some degree of physical
fitness through active participation in games sports and play actrvmes Play is a natural source
for development of fundamental motor skil lé a medium for demonstratrng competence of
learned tasks, and is intrinsically satisfying /to the young child. The exercise obtamed from play -
activities aids in normal growth and increases \motor.acti.vity (Bailey, 1976) In the past, little
has been done to 1mprove physxcal act1v1ty in the voung mentally handicapped populatron
- Generally speakmg thrs 1s due to the *lack of understandmg of the 1mportance of physical
activity in the hves of these'chrldren madequate knowledge of how to meet therr physical
| actlvrtv needs and the shortage of teachers capable of plannmg and conductrng physical
activity programs ﬁor them (Rarlck & McQurllan 1977, p. 2). This is unfortunate since it is
an area in which the mentally handrcapped are capable of achieving. It is important that
mentally handrcapped chrldren ertperrence success in actrvtty since they are so often frustrated
academically (Soloman & Pangle, 1967)

Research on 1ntegration in the classroom abounds, though there is a paucity of
data-based literature in regard to mtegratron in physrcal activity. Owrng to this fact, the
ratronale for mtegratron in physrcal a%;ty reflects similar prmcrples to those put f orth for
mainstreaming in education. It must be { that these assumptions are only speculative in
nature and further research is needed to etermine their validity. o |

It is presumed that including mentally handicapped children in physrcal actlvrty classes
will provrde them with access to a broader range of actrvmes opportunmes and expenences

than is available to them in segregated programs. It is also assumed that in regular physical

activity envrronments, expectattons will be higher and teachers will be more knowledgeable



about their sport o; activityb. Itis belie\;ed that with the opportunity to interact with and
obsefve n‘onhandicapped children, the handicapped will be able to obtain higher levels éf
achievement in 'th'é cogﬁitivv'e,_social, emotional and motor domains. Further, it is hypothesized
that exposure to handicapped children will reduce negative attitu}des held by nonhandifapped
peers, parents and tgachers toward the handicapped. This will in turn lead to an increase in
sensitivity to a wide r.ar\lge of individual differenceg. Social acceptance and tolerance of the
handicapped by the nonhéndicapped is presumed to lead to higher self—concepts in the
“handicapped (Watkinson & Titus, 1985). "

Four key benefits from integration in physical activity are expec d accrue. These
are: improved r'not(;; perf ormance of the handicapped; improved social interaction between the
" handicapped and nonhandicabped; lpositive attitudinal changes in the n'onhandicépped; and |
improved self -concept in the handi_cap_ped (Watkinson & 'fitusi 1985). Some bf these benefits
may bé.realized through intelligéritly structured integrated activity program; which may feasibly
accommodate previously excluded m’éntally handicapped children (Brickef, 1978).

Unfortunately, there has t;e:;n widespread implementation of integration iq physical
acfivity without knowledge of b_rior/related reseafc‘h or without evaluation of the oﬁtcdmes. :
This practice‘ may lead to replication of past failures and result in a ‘vL'a_ste of valuable time and
resources (Bricker, 1978). |

One major area of research lacking attention is the study of young moderately mentally .
handicapped f:hildr;n. The feasibility of integrating moderately and éeverely mentally
handicapped children poses some complex problems. This is primarily dué to the additional |
_ Tesources these children require to enable them to function more effectively in regular
programs, as well as the special teacher training necessary (Fredericks, Baldwin, Grove, Moore,
Riggs a_nd{ Lans, 1978) .'Theée problems may be less evident, however, with a group of |
moderately mentally handi.capped, as opposed to the severely handicapped, and when integrated

into an activity program only, rather than a full day program. There is some indication, from

the preschool litera;ure, that suggests that moderately and severely handicapped children ¢an be



successfully integrated into play programs, when structured activities are provided (Fredericks.
et al., 1978). | | |
Statement of the Problem . | :

The purpose of this study was to examine the behavior of moderately mentally
handicapped chrldren, aged 5 to 10 years, in order to determine if they benefit from placement
in physrcal activity programs with nonhandicapped children. Before methods to structure -
successf ul and benef’ 1cxa1 mtegratlon can béestablished, it is important to det@/rmme what
dif ferences,-lf any, exrstqgetween mtegrated and segregated settings with this population.

The rnitial question asked was whether mentally Ahandicapped children benefit

1

drfferenually when placed in segregated and integrated activity prograrns in terms of therr a)
phvsrcal activity, and b) social interaction. A second related questron was whether the presence

or absemsg of play vehrcles 1n these two settings, would further affect behavior.
A
The third questlon addressed was whether dif ferences exist in level of activity and

equipment pref erence betwee_n 'handrcapped. and nonhandrcapped children, given the same

environment. = . ' N /

The deScriptive data on social and physical participation in activity providesm\initial
basis for er/aluating integration in physical activity programs at this age.’The data,on equiprrién\
preference and use will provide valuable'inf ormation on whether nonhandieapped and
handicapped children have similar patterns of play when participating in the same environment,
and will eontribute 1o an understanding of these f aetors as they affect integration.

" Delimitations

This study was cOnducted in the PREP playroom at the University of Alberta. This
environment was familiar to all the program partrcrpants The mentally handicapped
partrcrpants were from two 1ntact specral classroc%&f rom the Edmonton Public School Systern.

The mentally handicapped subj‘ects were subsequently selected from this group. The
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nonhandicapped subjects were selected from a local daycare facility and participated in the

study as a group. The environment during the lrﬁéﬁx@amd sessrons consisted of approxrmatelv

" rmy

AN

' equwalent numbers of handicapped and nonhandrcapped chlldren

Limitations
~ o

Subjects for this study were chosen from intact classroom groups and therefore, no
random selection or assignment occurred: It may not be assumed then that results from this
research study necessarily generalize to other subjects outside of the chosen research
population. Descriptive data on the subjects, however, lend credence to an assumption that
these are representative students, typical of such students in public schools in Edmonton. Equal

- ‘ p

numbers of children were used for the purposes of the study although it is recognized that

integration in the school system is not realistically implemented with a ratio of this type.

The use of videotape cameras with fixed ranges of view plus certain structural barriers

in the playroom, caused occasional obstructions in viewing the children's activities, especially at

the periphery of the room. The results presented here reflect the best estimate of. observable
behavior.

‘The OS-3 recording device used in Study 1, was prim'arily designed for recording
specific stimulns response events. Owing to the original f ocusmof tbe study, it was concluded
thar- there were too many possible Combinations of variable evenﬁs:to record. Subseq>uentlly a
duration estimate was chosen to obtam an overall general represemanon of behavmr Batterns
The OS-3 had mechanical limitations, in terms of the number 'of’& durgtrom;qggl’e swnghe’s

‘»

avallable therefore it was only possible to use a hmlted number of categorxes



'Chaptér n o “‘\

Review of Literature

.

In the literature encompassing facets of integration, three terms are predominant,

specifically; normalization, mainstreaming, and integration. These terms afe, on occasion, used
Y

interchangéab]y. Broad definitions of each shall be given for purposes of cl fity. Wolfensberger (
(1972) reformulized the Scandanavian principle of normalization, which eme\rged around 1969
He refined the concepi as a "utilizatioﬁ of means which are as culturally normiative as Eossible
in order to éstablish and/or maintain personal behaviors and characteristics wfhich are as
culturally normauve as possxble (p. 78). From this, the terms integration and mainstreaming
evolved. Mamstreammg is associated with mamtammg a handlcapped ch11d in a normal semng
but at the same time providing the suppdrt or special educatlon tkat mayv be necessary
(Fredericks et al., 1978). The word mai(zstreaming was coined-to emphasize the instruction of

| spécial needs children fr'i the rﬁ_ainstream of society, as opf)osed to edu;ating special children
outside the regular school, in institutions or sometimes not ét all, as had ‘been previous practice
(Meisels, 1977).

Integration rﬁay be viewed aé "the opposite of segregation; and the proéess of

integration as consisting of those practices and measures which maximize a person's. (potential)

participation in the mainstream of his culture” (Wolfensberger, 1972, p. 47). Integration

usually implies that the handicapped child is primarily involved in a special education -

{
!

environment, but participates IOgethé'r with nonhandicapped children in certain activities L
. ’ /

(Fredericks et al., 1978). These special classrooms are housed in, andk? under the auspices of, a \

regular sct;ool; Integration occurs in two ways: either bringing the handicapped children into

the nonhandicapped children's environment or program, or vice versa. The latter is termed

reverse integration. Reverse integration is normally associated with the severely handlcapped

Since severely hand1capped children function at low 1evels and it is often necessary to f ocSuS on

their basic needs, regular mainstreaming is usually not beneficial to either handicapped or

nonhandicapped children. Depriving the severely, handicapped children of outside social



contact however, is not conducive to the principle of normalization. Therefore with reverse
integration a two way educational learning process can still be' introduced (Poorman, 1980).

- Normalization, mamstreami‘ng, or-integration, regardless of the term, is onlv

meanmgf ul if it mvolves “social integration. That is, it must include social interaction and

Ed

~ acceptance and not simply physical presence (Wolfensberger, 1972).

Integration in Physical Activity | ‘

.As previously mentioned, relatively few studies can be found wirh regard to integration
in physical activity. The research findings that follow discuss motor development and‘play
characteristics in the r'nemally/handicapped in comparison (o nonharldicapped children. This
information is essential in order to develbp an undé’rsthnding of the important rele that physical
activity plays in the lives of mentally handicapped children and the pptentral benefits that
integrated programs may offer. |

It appears that handicapped children follow a similar pattern of motor development 10

that of nonhandlcapped children. Development of motor skills in children is thought to be

sequential and hierarchical. Handicapped children seem to follow this proc%ess 4l though they

IJ‘TJ
#10¥,

lag behind their nonhandlcapped peers in attaining developmemal stages (Watkirison & Wall
1982).

Field, Roseman, DeStefano and Koewler (1982) recently conducted a cross-sectional
study using four groups of chrldren from nonhandlcapped to severely handlcapped The
purpose was 10 determine whether handicapped children do, in fact, f ollow a normal
sensonmotor developmental sequence, that bemg an initial focus on. parems or other adults
followed by toys and then peers. Suggestions of a developmental sequence were f ound The
children with greater deyelopmental maturity s;é'wed less self -directed and more peer-drrecterl
behavior. All groups shoWecr a similar amount of behavior directed toward the teacher. The

nonhandlcapped and mildly handicapped were ‘involved with more toy dlrected behavior than

elther of the two lower developmental groups. The mrldly handxcapped children exhrblted



apprdximately the same amount of toy directed behavior as the nonhandicapped, but less peer
directed behavior.

Although the mentally handicapped appear to follow similar developmental patterns as
nonhandicapped children, thére are distinct differences in their play characteristics. It is evident
from observational studies of free play that mentally handicapped éhildrcn spend little time in
play activity and when they do play they use their time inefficiently. Méntally han‘&icapped
children lack both range and depth in their skills.(Watkinson & Wall, 1982).

For example, results from a study of moderately mentally handicapped children
completed by ?Vall (1977) revealed a wide variety of :individual differences in free play. One
salient fin,ding of note was that 6 of~ 14 children were inactive or onlookers for at least 33% of
their free play time. Watkinson (1977) conducted a study with young moderately handicapped
children and results from a pretest indicated that these children spent approximately 57% of
‘their free play time in non-play or prerequisite play skills (e.g. walking, crawling, holding
objects).

. Linford, Jeanrenaud, Karlsson and Witt (1971)'conducted a study to determine play
charactesistics of Down's Syndrome and nonhandicapped preschool children. Nonhandicapped
chivldren exhibited a greater amount of movement both in speed and frequency of movement.
Down's Syndréme children made\gréater use of less complex free space and spent iéss time on
play apparatus than the nonhandi;:apped children. It is apparent from this study from a
physical fitness perspective, that in terms of vigorousness of movement and energy expenditure,
that handicapped children Woula require a much longer play period to receive the same benefits
as 'the nonhandicapped children.

It is apparent that mentally handicapped children are deficient in their motor
performance (Wall, 1975). A number of reasons for the handicapped child's lack of play skills
have been suggested by various researchers (e.g. Bénoit. 1955; Wali, 1977; Watkinson & Wall,
1982). These include: limited ‘availability of apprdpriate eqlvi‘ipment, overprotectiveness of

parents and teachers, inefficient use of practice, lack of opportunity and time, limited exposure



to appropriate models, limited cognitive capacity 6r skill and a deficit in motivation. All of

these factors are somewhat interdependent and lead to inferior motor skills and less active
participation.
It becomes a vicious circle for young mentally handicapped children who lack the skill

»

to use their play tim ef',févctively and constructively. Play time is not used for skill practice,

which results in furth 23 skill Adeficit in comparison to average nonhandicapped children's skill
. v S N .
developmem. In sumrmiary, the typical play pattern of the mentally handicapped child is

characterized by a P#{. of vigorousness in movement, lack of opportunity to play, lack of

appropriate play sk ck of approprlate social skills for group play and a wide range of

’\ i

; ence:<$’t i&é\l} of the above.

‘l vironment offers many potential benefits for facilitation of
mtegrauon in terms of obsérvmg skilled models The medium of free play is less constrained
and models are more conspicuous than in the classroom. Children provide the best insight to
‘ other children, both handicapped and nonhandicapped, into how-to play. Theref ofé~ idéally.
they are also the best teachers. It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, for an adult to
conceivably idealize the variety and depth gf a child's-piay. Therefore an instructor would be
Able to off er,’at best, only a limited repertoifc of activities when teaching the young
handicapped child in a segregated'environment. Bricker and Bricker (cited in Guralnick, 1976)
sum.up the importance of ghild-child interactions in integrated play.

The ways in which a non-delayed child plays with toys and other ob;i‘ects in the

classroom and playground provide greater variation in the types of ac:tivity

available than the more limited repertoires of the delayed youngsters. This

model‘ing of object-rtelevent play may provide a better instructional mediurh

than a teacher demonstrating the sam‘e activity directly, since both

approximations to relevent use and gr'ga_;er variations in the use of objects are

a i
evident in the play behavior of the non-delayed child (p. 237).
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These same environmental factors that provide a conducive environment for peer

imitation may also prove to be detrimental factors to the integrative process for the
handicapped child. Since physical activity performance is overt in nature, incompetence may be

%3 propose that the critical factor in successf ul ,

easily detectable. Watkinson and Titus © %
integration with the mentally handxcapped may be competence In most physical acuvrty
programs it is usually the more hrgply skilled performers that determine the pace of the
activity, With the persistence of competition as a cultural norm, group success becomes
dependent on the performance of the lower skilled participants. Mentally handicapped children
must be provided with the necessary skills to enable them to be on more equrvalent levels,
motorxcally, with their nonhandicapped peers. This is of crmcal 1mportancc in physrcal acuvrty
Itis theref ore imperative that the mentally handicapped child receive structured and progressive
practice time to allow him or her the opportunity to learn or upgrade, and subsequently use,.
motor skills in free play environments (Li, 1981; Wall, 1977; Watkinson & Wall, 1982).
Data-based literature investigating competence in physical activity is scarce. One related
study completed by Auxter (1970) teveals that EMH grade 5 students were capable of making
gains in a developmental motor fitness training program. All children worked through fitness
stations, each f ollowmg their own mdrvrdually prescribed mstrucuonal program (IPI).
Although no significant fitness outcomes were evident, probably due to the limited time span of °
this study, Auxter felt that the IPI allowed for successful integration of EMH and
nonhandicapped students. At the same time, the environment provided the opportunity for
optimal development of each student.
- Using an alternative method, such as station activities and individualized programming,
circumvents miny problems associated with overt demonstration of incompetence that may
occur in other type of activities (for example, team sports). In numerous physical activities in
school curricula however, these types of alternatives are not possible. In integrated,activity

programs, the handicapped students are expected to participate in the same activities as

nonhandicapped students. Some of these activities are vigorous and complex, in accordance



with the nature of physical activity. The effects of the many related variables, that will
]

facilitate competent skill performance in physical activity, must be reduced to minimum levels.

Rationale for Mainstreaming in Education
Within the past decade, the principles of normalization, mainstreaming and integration

A

have gained widesﬁ;réad acceptance, especially in educational settings. Prior to this, general
services were of ién denied to special populations becausé i‘t was thought that; a) generic-
agencies did not have the necessary spec‘ialized skills and resources, therefore special
populations would be béttcr served by special services, and b) certain deviant individuals should
be segregated from the mainstream of society, even if they are not always served expertly
(Wolfensberger, 1972). |

The turrent enthusiasnﬂ f of integration reflects changing perspectives of society toward |

the handicapped. The move toward integration in early childhood is‘ ah extension of the effort

1o mainstream older children into Lhe educational system (Guralnick, 1976). "Tfme thoughtful
integration of the handicapped and nonhandicapped child may be a strategy that will ultimately
assist in changing societal attitudes toward the handicapped child, modif ying the handicapped
child's self - perceptions, eliminating deleterious eff ect§ of segregation, and developing more
effeetive use of ti)e nation's educational resources” (Bricker, 1978, p. 11)

There are a number of events in educationJ that have been credited for the shift toward
mainstreaming. These are: legal rights for services for handicapped children (Apolloni &
Cooke, 1978; Cérman & Gottlieb, 1978), disenchantmer: wit'h the efficacy studies in special
classes (Apolloni & Coéke, 1978; Corman & Gottlieb, 1978), growing philosophical
;\comr‘nitment to the principle of normalization and financi‘a{ support for such services (Apolloni

' &’xC\ooke. 1978), and progress in the development of individualized curricula by general
educators (Corman & Gottlieb, 1978). - ,
The perceived benefits of integration are usually based on social/ethical, legal, and

psychological/educational arguments. Social/ethical views propose that integration will alter
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societal attitudes toward the handicapped, reduce the negative effects of segregation sj:h as
isolation and prejudice, enable a more efficient allocation of resources for both the
handicapped and the nonhandicapped, as well as increase the potemia'l contribution of
handicapped individuals to society at large (Bricker, 1978; Meisels, 1977).

Legal justif ication..‘at least in the United States, involves théright of all handicapped
individuals to a free public education in the least restrictive and yet' productive educational
setting (Bricker, 1978; Meisels, 1977) and the guarantee of due process for parents to exercise
the right to be involved with and question decisions regarding their handicapped children
(Benoit, 1955; Bricker, 1978). \ ’

Many psychological and educational benefits are expécted to Accgué from integration.

Both exposure to, and having ‘the opportunity for observation of nénhandicapped children, is
expected to benefit the handicapped. In integrated settings, expectdtions are higher and children
may be pressed to expand on their abilities (Bricker, 1978;'Guralnick, 1976; Meisels, 1977;
Snyder, Apolloni & Cooke, 1977). It is also hypothesized that there will be an increased )
sensitivity to iﬁdividual differences by peers, parents énd teachers (Guralnick, 1976; Snyderet -
al., 1977) and that training will pr‘ovide the handicapped child' with the appropriate prdcesses
(e.g. selcgti\}c imitation of approp;iaté behavior) to adapt to novel situations (Snyder et al.,
1977). A further assumption is that teachers may also benefit from the opportunity to observe
a diverse group of children and thereby be able to gauge child behaviors in a developmental
contextv(Guralnick, 1976). Apolloni and Cooke (197E1Eg\est‘thzf : .

when handicapped children are accepted by and interact with thei;}

nonhan’dicapped classmates, more structured forms of teaching bétweén

children can readily be organized as well, by providing them with opportunities

to develop sensitive and well formed informal feelings of acceptance for human‘

diversity (p. 159)."

Conversely, Gresham (1982) feels that at least some of the assumptions behind the

push for integration are erroneous, in particular, those that suggest that placement of

¥
/



handicapped and nonhandicapped children tqgether will increase social imcr.éction and
acceptance of the handicapped, and that the handicapped will model appropriate behavior as a
result of exposure to the nonhandicapped. In reviewing the studies investigating the social
processes and integgation, Gresham pointed out that these assumpsions are not substantiated by
research. He suggests that in actuality, many traditional classrooms are not appropr_iately
s(tructured to include handicapped children in active partigipation and enable them to imitate
appropriate social behavior.

Why is mainstreaming so controversial? Meisels (1977) suggests that the main areas ‘of
concern are questioﬁs regarding whether the handicapped will get an appropriate cducaiiqnal
experience, whether the nonhgndicapped will get sufficient attention‘, whether the teachers will
be provided with the critical inservice and support, and whether the educational system will be
able to absorb. the radical changes imposed through mainstreaming.

Often, the controversy regarding mainstreaming cengreé.around a concern that the
nonhandicapped children will suffer academic disadvantages’. A year long study by Odom,
Deklyen and Jenkins (1984) revealed that the academic performance of nonhandicapped ,
preschoolers who were pléced in classes where the majority of children were handicapped, did
not differ significantly from the~ performance of children in a cbhtrol group as‘signéd to
preschools involving only nonhandicapped 'children. Other studies, to be outlined later, also
tend to indicate that in a variety of social contexts nonhandicapped children do not suff ef.
"i'here is still confusing evidence f rowm research attempting to discern whether handicapped . '
children do actually benefit qihypothesized.' | ‘

Reid (1970) .postulates tha} there are five basic principles inhércht in the def ix;ition'of

-

mainstreaming. These are:

-

1. each ihdividual case must be considered separately in 'regalr\d to mainstreaming,
2. the process of mainstreaming should follow a diagnostic prescriptive aﬁproagh,
3. mainstreaming implies a changing role for the special educator or teacher of adapted

. physical education, whereby he or she would take on the role as an individual tuio,r

v



.ot resource consultant to other teachers in establishing indiyidualized programs,
4, successful mainstreamifig may entail a positive change in attitude for teachers and
. . . .

students towards&‘fe handicapped,
&5, all students must be served in theileast restrictive environment possible.
If these tenets are given careful consideration, the process of mainstreaming should become ‘

more efficient and effective and the concern over unequal benefits from programming may be

-

minimized.

' Studles of Socral Integratron

Wy

_ Parten's (1932) classic work on social part1c1patlon among preschool children initiated

b

a r_elentless trend toward the study of social .behavior in childrengg’She defined six social

behavroral categorres from unoccupred to 'cooperative or organized supplementary play'. Her

fmdmgs revealed that average preschool chrldren partrcrpated more frequently in parallel
’assocratrve and cooperatrve social play and less frequently in unoccupied, solitary or onlooker |
play behavro; Itis well documented that play is an 1mportant vehicle for cognmve emononal
as well as soc1a1 development of the;young child (Benort 1955 Hartup, 1978 Watkrnson &

oWall 1982) and that normal human developrnent depends partially upon peer interactions that
4

 occur during early childhood (Nordqurst, 1978). Peer relations occupy a central position in a
. . e L( : . ) , ’
child's developmenv. Adequate peer relations contribute to the acquisition of basic social and

communicative skills in a manner that interactions with adults either cannot or will not
. . \ B R
produce " (Hartup, 1978, p. 31).
“This is a central issue, particularly for handicapped‘children, who are more often dealt

with in segregated settmgs and where the primary source of interactive commumcauon for these

®

children will come from teachers or other adults. Integration will provrde the more approprrate

and productive source of interaction, that is, child-child interaction.

°

 Since the 1970's, the social behavior of children in integrated programs has become of -

e o

great interest to researchers, There have been a myriad of studies investigating the socialization
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process between handicapped and nonhandicapped children in integrated environments using
the medium of free play.‘ { |

The results of these‘ studies are somewhat conf"lictipg and confusing to interpret.
Guralnick (1981a) outlines the problems inl}erent in eff ipacy stﬁfiies of integrating handicapped
children in early childhood education settings. Fof practical reasons, itis difficult to control for

variables such as curriculum, teacher training, staffing patterns, subject selection and
]
N

assignment, among other factors in these types of ‘studies. Therefore it not only makes the

validity of individual studies investigating integration questionable, but also the generalizability

and comparison across studies.

Some researchers advocgge that young handicapped children benefit from integrated
environments in terms of reducing social deficits and producing more pro-social and
child-directed behavior and less teacher initiatgd behavior (Field: Roseman, DeStefano &
Koewler, 1982; Ispa"; 1981; Ispa & Ma\‘tz,‘ 1978; Novak, Olley & Kearney, 1980). Cther
reséarchers agree that social integration can occur between the hanﬁicappc;d and the
nonhandicapped, though there also aﬁpears to be a trend of peer pref erence.on the part of the }
nonhandicapped. Nonhandicapped childfgﬁ\tend to choose other x;énhéndicapped children more

consistently as playmates (Guralnick, 1980; Peterson, 1982; Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Porter,

Ramsey, Tremblay, Iaccobo & Crawley, 1978). This becomes particulaﬂy evident for social

“organization involving more complex play (Peterson & Haralick, 1977). Cavallaro and Porter

(1980) found that physical fnainstreaming alone did not result in complete social integration
and that both nonhandicap'ped and developmentally delayed children often select playmates, in
both fTee pléy and ‘game playing situétions, whdse coghitive functioning level approximated
their own, | |

Santomeier and Kopczuk (1981) found corroborating evidence with grade seven
traingble mehtally handicapped (TMH) and nonhandicapped students in a physical activity

setting. Merely pairing TMH students with nonhandicapped students did not ensure social

interaction. Pairing students in combination with teacher praise for social interactjon to either
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the handicapped or the nonhandicapped however, proved to be an eff ective method of
increasing social interaction between the two groups.

Guralnick (1981b) on the other hand, found an equal amount .of secial communication
directed to and received from each of four different groups of children distinguished - “
developmentally from nonhandicapped to severely handicapped. There was some suggestion of
social isolation, but no direct reJectlon of the: 1east advanced children. Also it was clear that the

higher functioning chxldren suff ered no detrimental eff ects from association with the

moderately and severely handlcapped children; and they in turn, benefitted from mtegratxon by

( - Teducing inappropriate play behavior.

Strichart and Gottlieb (1975) have reported findings of a linear relationship between
degree of ‘competence and amount of peer trnitation. Educable mentally handicapped children
were portrayed as being goqd, moderate or poor models ornonhandieapped children, in
completing a manual dexterity task. As the level of competence increased, the ameunt of
ttnitative behavior by the nonhand'icapped correspondingl)t increased. [1 was found that,
resultantffrom this task, choice of playmates was influenced. Competent handieapped children
were chosen by nonhandicapped children as partners for a new t_ask apparently requiring simivlar
abilities, but the handicapped child did not necessar'ily:have to demonstrate competence on the
new task. '.I“hi»s may exemplify the potential generalizab\ility of the effects of competen{cel "To
the extent that being imitated by one's peers represents a high prestige value for children, it
appears that the level of competence manifested by a child, and not the label attached to him, is
the critical determinant of‘ his social worth in interpersonal situations " (Strichart & Gottlieb,
1975, p. 511). The authors therefore suggest that providing handlcapped children with skills *
that enabie them to function at more equal levels to those of their nonhandxcapped classmates
may increase their social acceptability. .

Aloia, Beaver and Pettus (1982) substantiated Strichart and Gottlieb's results in their

-study of percelved competence in a game playing sxtuatlon Children, in grade 7 and 8, obsery,

two pairs of students they were told were about to begin playing a bean bag game. An
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experimental pair invglved one ediicable mentally handicapped (EMH) student and one
nonhandicapped student and a control pair involved two nonhandicapped students. In both -
instances the pairs were matched for grade and sex, and in-the case of the control pair, both

students were from a different school district and therefore unfamiliar. Nonhandicapped

~subjects were asked to select one member from the pair to play with to win the game, either as

an opponent or a partner (two ways to win the game were $ossible). The paired studerlts
abilities were disclosed to the subjects-by way of a '.‘repo'rt' which was under er(pé'rimental
control such that both students in the pair had equal ability, or either one or the other student
had superior ability. Results indicated that the selection.of partners or opponents was based bn
level of competency, and a control pair member (unfar:liar student) was more often selected
The more competent a member was percerved to be, the less likely he or she would be selected
as an opponent. Dif ferent selection rates were observed in that the EMH member was more
likely to be selected as an opponent than 'fhe norrhéndicapped member. Aloia and his cblleagues :
infer, from these results, that it may be poss@ble to facilitate initial imeractions between the
EMH and the nonhandicapped by increasing the competency of the handicappezi ahd by
providing alternative bossibilrties for tbe occurrence of interaction. Once this initi;rl step has
been rrlade it rnay,' in turn, increase the likelibbbd of further interaction |
There has been a suggestlon by some researchers that the reason the handlcapped fail
show consistent playmate preference is therr inability to discriminate (Cavallaro & Porter
1980; Gbralnick, 1980; Porter et al., 1978). Further, the fact that nonhandicapped children
tend to selectively chq\ose other nonhandicapped children for playmates may be due to some
extent, to their avoidance of the dissimilar, irr this case handicapped peers (Porter et al., 1978).
This notion of the dissimilar may be further extended to physibal appearance. Siperstein '
and Gottlieb (1977) found evidence with fourth énd fifth grade children to ‘suggeet that

"physical stigmata are sufficiently salient in children's perceptions that they cannot easily

disniiss them when they evaluate others"(p. 459). Even a child who performed cornpetently,

but was physxcally "dif ferent was evaluated as less competent.
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Langloxs and Downs (1979) studied 3 and 5 year old nonhandicapped children and
found that unattractive children were perceived and expected to behave antisocially. It was also
found that both attractive and unattractive children tended to exhibit affiliative behaviors (in
terms of proximity, touch, smiling, eye contact and talking) toward peers who were eimiiar to
themselves in attractiveness. There was aiso a pattérn found in regards to aggressiVe behaviors.
Unattractive 5 year old children were more aggressive towards peers and no differences in
aggression and 'attractive'nessl wefe found with 3 year.olds. The authors suggest that this finding
may reflect the beginning of a self -f ulfilling prophecy; young unattractive Ehildren may be
labelled as such and in tlme learn the neganve behaviors associated with the ynattractive
. stereotype. Older, physically uriattractive chxldren would behave aggresswely Wthh in turn, is
the behavior expected of them. This would have obvious implications for-the handicapped in an

f .

integrated environment, because theyvare usually- perceived to be unattractive, by

LI

nonhandicapped peers. Certain rnala'daptive behaviors may be acce:p»ted because of tne
stereotypic label and theee behavicgs m;y be inadvertently reinforced.

. - Dion (1973) found evidence indicating that even as young as age three, "facial
attractiveness is a discernible social cue thch has already begun to acquire evaluative
connotations "(p 188). The author suggested therefore, that teachers, parents and other adults"
assocxated with integrated play environments in the ch11d S early years could serve to facilitate
desirable _impressions‘ of children based on their strong character points, rather than their
physical att;activeness . ‘ |

Based on evidence such as the aforementioned, age is often an important variable to be
considered in integration. It is generaliy assurnedthat integration sho'uld occur in the child's
early years because younger children are thought to be md-re tolerant of a Qider range of
individual differences V(V.Bricker, 1978: Guralnick, 1976; 'Woblfensbeger, 1972). There is some
" evidence to support this contention. o

" White (1980) conducted a study at grade school le\"el'where mainstreaming was

introduced. She found that handicdpped children were isolated and rejected by the
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honhandicapped and that the handlcapped produced more maladaptive behaviors. A 51m11ar

- study conducted at the pre' ol 1eve1 showed the handicapped to be much more socially

% -
(o

associating wnh a5 year old versus another 3 year old, and 5 year olds were less socially active
with a 3 year old than witha 5 year old. It appeare;d from results of this study, "thata large
capacity exists, even arﬁong very young childrenb, for making subtle accomodations in social
behavxor to the needs and demands of other children" (Hartup, 1978, p. 36). "Mixed-age
situations may contnbute more to the child's socializaton through the 'fine tuning' of social
behavior than the opportunity it prov1des for exposure 1o new soc1a1 SklllS "(Hartwup, 1978, p.
‘ ,38)' Thereforé integrating handicapped and nonhandicapped children, and therebyr qrgat@pg a
social enviro.nmen.Lig\w&hmmﬁciél to both
groups. ;Fhat is, the nonhandicapped children have the oppo'-rtunity' to learn important social
skills by having fo make the social accomodations for communication with the hand'icappcd.t.
- Conversely, the handicapped are exposed to more advanced and more réciprocal interactions

* with the nonhandicapped. - » |

-Age alone is not th’e‘ sole factor ‘re.sponsible for facilitation of infqgration. The

environment, in many senses of the word, plays an integral rolve'. White (1980) found that
successful integration at the preschool level was partiaily due to the high praoportion of
handicapped children mainstreamed and/or minimal teacher structuring of free tithe. Ispa
(1981) also advocated that integration “may be more su;cessf ul when teachers take a less rather
than more controlling stance regarding children's behavior. Novak et al. (1980) found that

3

children played more and were less passive when teachers were absent.
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Devoney, Guralnick &vRuhin (1974), on the other hand, found that the most
f avourable effects of social integration on handicapped children at the preschqol level occurred
after the teacher intervened and structured the social play environment. These results were
found inaf amrhar and supportive classroom environment where nonhandicapped children were ‘
‘mtegratcd in small numbers, into the handicapped chrldren s classroom. F rederxcks et al.
(1978) found withmoderately and severely handlcapped children, that structured activity was
beneficial in the integrative process: Field et al. {1981) also suggest that social acceptance of |
the minimally handicapped child was faciliated in an integrated environment with equa
numbers of handrcapped children in a familiar free play settmg
Much of the research on social mtegratmn using free play involves play materrals such
as small toys blocks and art material in a classroom environment, althouah there is evrdence
to suggest that the actual physical setting of the play environment may also influence
integration.

“Nordquist (1978) suggests that aggression is more likely to occur when play space is

restricted. Peterson (1982) found hlgher Tates of social Interaction on the playground amnd rmore—
isolated play in thé classroom. Pipe, Redman and White (1983) found thé effects of sot:lal play
during integration varied across situations but the effects of integration generalized better from
»ﬁ;—me-plasaground_thamt.didiromthexlassmomiackimth&smciaLs@ool_,e,nﬂronment. o
Fredericks et al. ~(1978)v found that severely and moderately handicapped children
benefitted from inclusion in free time actlvities with the nonhandicapped, given a structured
program where teachers instruht the handicapr)ed on ‘ho.w to play and interact with the
nonhandicapped. It was found that when the structured program was introduoed in one
‘environment (thé motor room) that social plary behaviors also generalized to a nontreatment
~ room (the art room).
Novsk et al. (1980) st;udied five ihtegratecl and nonintegrated preschools over a J year
period. Behaviors Were observed in two of the five preschools with different play environments.

Since there was variation between the preschools in variables relating to the environment,



results should be viewed cautiously. More vigourous pray and visual and tactile exploration of
the environment was exh}'-bited by children' who had available a large gymnasium for their play
perlod as opposed to a group who used the standard classroom free play environment. These

A,
findings, were reflected equally between the handicapped and the nonhandlcapped Since the
handic‘a’bped and nonhandicapped children showed similar behaviors in both environments, the
authors suggested that variation in the free play environmentaio‘ne (for example ‘using .a
gymx‘%%sium rather than a classroom for free play) may not be sufficient to increa‘s.e the -
behaviors of handicapped children to levels similar to that of nonhandicapped children.

| Social interaction between the nonhandicapped and rhe handicapped differs from ., '
interactions within either group in segregated en.\llirorlments. Many varfables such as age,
teacher direction. and environment play important roles which are difficult to generalize from
one study to another. As Hartup (1978) statee "intergroup contact must involve mutually

shared norms and cooperative &tivity in order for reduction in tensions and productive social

intercourse to occur"(p. 47). Without establishing these sorts of cooperative goals it is futile to

———judge-the-soeial-suceess-of maimstreaming:,

Environment, Play Materials,.and Equlpment

The rmportance of the envrronmemal condmons in regard to socral interaction, has

been discussed and its importance in terms of physical skill or activity should not be
overlooked.

Distefano and Brunt (1982) postulated that varying degrees of environmental demands
“ -

exrst in physrcal activity settings that affect performance of a learned motor skrll Conditions

under which a child learns, or in which a skill evaluation is given, are different to those in

" which the child is' expected to perform the skill, in an activity context. To verif y this

hypothesis, 8 to 10 year old mildly mentally handicapped and nonhandicapped children were

observed performing a 4.6 metre run under three conditions. Condition 1 simply involved

__ running the distance. Condition 2 involved running the distance and changing direction at the
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finish tn accordance with a cue from one of three illuminated lig-hts (choice task). Condition 3
“was the same as the’second except one light was randomly withdrawn (by being covered )
thereby reducing movement uncertainty (pre-cue task). The mentally handicapped children
increatsed both movement-time and Teaction-time under conditions 2 and 3. In other words,
they were unable to attend to environmentai stimuli and maintain performance on a simple
running task. One finding of significance was thatt the handicapped children did not improve
performance under condition 3 as cofnpated to c0ndition 2. The authors suggested that in art
‘attempt to decrease environmental demands, the covered light may hztve been percelved as an
increase in the sttmult that governed the response by the handicapped chtldren The
nonhandicapped subjects showed an insignificant increase in reaction time for the choice task
- only, exemplifying the simplicity lof the task..

Therefore it is clear that controlling or manipulating environmental stimuli and cues are

important in both the leaming and performance of basic motor skills in mentally handicapped

———————ehﬂé‘}:eﬂ‘SHmﬂlﬁS‘-ﬁ'\muuau —bothrimrternrsof eitviwr-tmem and equipment, are salfent
considerations in integrating mentally hatxid’i_capeed‘ childrenk in physical activity.
- One of the most impertant variables af feEting the outcome of the integrative process is
the materials or equlpment available W1th1n a particular play environment . (Guralmck 1977).
-~—--Play-material-and- eqmpmem is-influential both m terms of the nature and duration of social
interaction (Apolloni & Cooke, 1978) and in terms of skill practice and development.

As early as the 1930s, studtes were being conducted considering play material in relatio;t .
to social behavior (Parten, 1933,J ohnson, 1935) .'Many studies, ttot only the early examples
but also those studies conducted up to the present, usually investigated social behavior in
relation to play material such as puzzles, paint‘blocks and puppets’rather than play equipment
designed to elicit gross motor skills.

| One research strategy that is often used especiallly in terms of the severely handicapped,
is 1o examine play material preferences and effects on socialization in the nonhandicapped for.

general information and then to make an attempt to apply these f indings to the needs of the
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handicapped (Wehman, 1976) ._This is often the necessary tactic for two reasons, summarized

by Wehman: |

1. Little re;earch is available to document the type of toys, materials and equipment
that are most effective in eliciting play behavior from the mentally rgtarded at

different age and functioning levels.

to

Toy manufacturers do not typically design play materials for severely and
profoundly retarded persons. Consequently, selection must come from nonretarded
preschooler's preferences, or toys must be made and adapted (p. 46).

Parten's (1933.) early study of social behavior in nonhandicapped preschoolers with
various types of play materia{ls revealed that playhouse and dolls were the materials most
associated with cooperative play; playing with sand, paper, clay, swings, beads, and paints
usually evoked parallél play. She also discovered that younger and older children differed in the
way in which they played with toys and subsequently t,here appeared to be differences in the.

—social value of .toys.

Cohep, Hulls & Rhine (1978) more recently found Isimilar age-related preference for
activity content with preschoolers. Free play was observed in terms of eight different activity
contexts including; dramatic play (playing house), art, manipulative play, transient movement,
sandbox, woodwork, block play, and 'other play' (e.g. listeﬁi;é to music or stories). Findings
indicatéd that 3 year olds prefer sand , blocks, manipulative and transient contexts; 4 year olds
prefer art and 'other’ activities.

Two other earlier studies investigated negative sociél behavior and play‘ material. Green
(cited in Nordquist, 1978) found that quarrélling was more likely to occur when children were
playing with sand, and social activity was less likely to be argumentative when children were
swinging, climbing or riding a rocking horse. Murphy (cited' in Nordquist, 1978) found similar
results in that fewer quarrels occured when children were involved in play -using swings,
tricycles and wagons. Obviously then, the latter toys were mdre isolate in nature and

subsequently resulted in less conflict.
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Quilitch and Risley (1973) examined this notion of the social nature of specific play
material. Toys were categorized as-social (for example, checkers, pick up sticks and playing
cards) or isolate (for example, p_uzzles, play doh and crayons). The type of toys given to a
group of 7 year old children in free play was found to have a significant effect on the amount
of social play and playing cooperatively with each other. Social play occurred 16% of the time
when only isolate toys were available and 78% of the time when social toys were available. The

~actual amount of time spent playing did not vary with the different groups of tovs. Quilitch
and Risley suggest that this type of information may' be extremely valuable in selecting play
materials for children in order to maximize children's opportunity to learn and practice social
and cooperative play behaviors. Also, they noted the importancé of play materials for
handicapped children. "Play materials that set the occasion for aggressive play, verbal .
behavior, sharing behavior, or competition might be used with groups of children suffering
certain behavioral play defects”(p. 577)"

Poling (1976) paralleled the work of Quilitch and Risley with 4 and 5 year old

$nonhandicapped children. Similar results were found; isolate and social toys influenced the
amount of social play exhibited. Poling also suggested that the presentation of social toys may
be combihed with other reinforcement or prompting techniques to further increase social
behavior in some children. The au_thbrs emphasized the necessity to examine the effects of
social toys on children with behavior dysfunctions since they may reaét differently or not at all.
It is difficult to generalize fo other populations and predictions with respect to social behavior
should be considered t'emat'ively.

Complexity and amount of equipment in a play setting are other variables that have
been investigated with nonhandicapped children. Johnson (1935) investigated the amount of
play equipment available on a playground on the behavior éf 3 to 5 year old children. She
found that children were resourceful whether the playground was meagerly equipped or well
equipped. Results suggested that extensively equipped playgrounds facilitated a greater amount }

of bodily exercise and play with materials, fewer social contacts through gamsy, and less
. "y
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undesirable behavior. The playground with less equipment produced the opposite finding. An
increase or addition of play materials reéulted in a decrease in the use of the permanent |
equipment. Johnson suggested from a short-term standpoint thlt individual endeavor may be
increased and undesirable behévior decreased by introducing equipment. Caution should be
exercised in interpretation of these results since over a longer time period too much equipment
may interfere with social development.

Scholtz and Ellis (1975) also conducted a study with the.purpose of examining the
effect of the complexity of the play environment on peer interactions with 4 and 5 year olds.
With a setting of low complexity, results revealed high novelty effects of play objects and the
children interacted more with toys than with familiar peers. Over time, this effect diminished
and preference shifted to the more stimulating peer interactions. A complex setting, where
apparatus was capable of eliciting more varied ‘resppnses. resulted in a sustained period of
object interaction, before the children finally turned to peer interactions. Scholtz and Ellis
“conciuded that pref erencé for interaction with peers increased as a resﬁlt of repeated exposure,
and preference for interaction with play materials décreased. The raté of decrease was
determined by the complexity of the play environment.

Grazma, Corush and Ellis (1972) investigated this same idea of complexity, but in
reference to aciulal play apﬁaratus. Three types of climbing trestles were observed in regards\ o
their attractant value for children. Children initially showed preference for a clim?in_g frame
- that was modified with side panels, over a simple climbing trestle with no additio;ls-. After a
period of four weeks the novelty effects decreased and this preference was reversed. The
authors speculated that this was the result of an unsuccessful attempt at increasing the
comﬁ)lexity of the apparatus; in actuality more play functions and potemiai stimuli were
decreased than increased. A third trestle with a variety of additions showed‘a‘ pérsisting positive
effects from adding more appropriate complexity to a simple play apparatu]s. The authors

propose that, in this study, findings of sex differences as a function of complexity were, in -

actuality, a reflection of a social hierarchy rather than differences in response to the complexity
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of apparatu;. Observations revealed evidence of factors such as active possession, saturation
and overflow occurring in the play environment. Active possession, in this case, implied that
boys gained active control, and occasionaly excluded, girls from a particular apparatus. This
caused saturation, whereby the mere presence of the boys inhibited access fo the giris.
Subsesuently, this would cause overflow to another apparatus.

From this finding, a tentative parallel may be made to integrated physical activity
programs. The social hierarchy would most likely consist of highly skilled nonhandicapped
children at the top, and proceed down to lower Skilled handicapped children. The possibility
exists that higher skilled nonhandicapped children, or perhaps particularly aggressive
handicapped children, may have the capabilitv of possessing a piece of apparatus and inhibiting
use by other program participants. It is therefore apparent that factors such as these may occur
in play settings and shoulid be given careful consideration and .contrbl.

Viewing play situations from another vantage point, Karlsson and Ellis (1972)
examined height preferences of young children at play. Results indicated that the height
preferred by young children playing on climbing apparatus was significantly related to 'the
specific complexity of the equipm;:nt. Boxes, considered the least cofnplex, were used with the
highest height preference. Trestles, involving slightly more complexity, were used at the next
highest height preference, and a rope net, the most complex, was accompanied by the lowest
preferred height., |

Grazrha (1973) analyzed children's play in regards to encapsulating dbj‘ects, in [hiS’
case, translucé_m, transparent and opaque enterable boxes. He found that a high level of
encapsulation which combines th:c: visual and tactile, was of highest preference to preschool
children. Grazma speculated as to the factors of importance underlying this preference, these
being: exploration of stimulus contrast (variation) provided by encapsulated space; a need for
reducing stimulus overload; the provision of a "safe” retreat; movement toward a defendable
space; withdrawal from adult observation and control; and, contextual reqﬁirements arising

from game and fantasy play (e.g. playing house and fright games). Grazma suggested that



. \
from general observation this final factor may be the most powerful of them all.,~
e

It becomes obvious that there are Inumerous variables that influence the type and
amount of play behavior in y\oung childrer;?. .thther these same variabies affect play bchavibr
in mentally handicapped children is unclear and comparisons to the nonhandicapped should be
tentative. further research in this area is needed (o determine Ehe importance of some of these
variables in the play of handicapped children. '

To date, a meagre amount of research investigating these same tvpes of questions with
handicapped childrer} is available. Again, the research that exists primarily concerns social
behavior and play rﬁaterials rather than play equipment.

1n a general study, Switzky, Ludwig and Haywood (1979) examined play preferences
with regards Lo‘age and complexity of the play objects in handicappé‘d and nonhandicappéd
children. It was found that oldef handicapped children spent more time exploring less complex
stirr;ulus objects and older nonhandicapped children spent more time exploting more complex
stimulus objects. The authors concluded from this study, that developmentally, exploratory
behavior precedes play behavior. With continued exposure 10 complex stimuli, children’s
exploratory behavior declined and play behavipr increased. Play behavior appeared to be
associated with less compl:,( stimuli in preschool children. .

In regards to the social aspect of specific toys, Beckman and Kohl (1983) examined
th¢se effects én the interactions of play in integrated and nonintegrated groups of preschoolers.
Toys were categrorized as social, for example, blocks and puppets, isolate, including books and
puzzles, and mixed, combinations of the two groups. Findings revealed that when only social

_ toys were available, more interactions éccurred in both tk}e integrated and nonintegrated groups
than in the other two conditions. When social toys were present there was less toy‘pl‘ay than
LI

>

under other conditions. Beckman and Kohl echoed the thoughts of other investigators in
suggesting that"e'manipulation of the toys available in'the child's environment maj be a
successful and unobtrusive way to facilitate social interaction and potentialiy maximize the

impact of integrated settings for handicapped preschoolers” (p. 174).
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i

materials in f acilitating social interactior+ between handicapped and nonhandicapped
preschoolers. Only one dil:ference was found between the handicapped and nonhandicapped i’n\‘
their use ofjplay materials across the school year. Handicapped children decreased the amount .
of time spent with fine motor materials and the nonhandrcapped increased therr use over time.
Both groups decreased the amount of time playing wrth no toys. Art and playing.house were the
‘most preferred activities for both the handicapped and nonhandicapped preschoolers, and the
b' - highest frequency of mixed social interactions occurred during these activities. Analysis of toys
- for proportional use revealed that more social’interactions between the handicapped-and
o nonhandicapped were associated with blocks and vehicles, followed by water play. Play witn’
library materials evoked less frequent mixed inter:act,i‘ons. These results were congruent with
Quilitch and Risley 's (1973) study in revealing:thaotfsome activities sulch as library materials
brought about solitary play while others, such as ;lalo‘cks and wat‘er\play, increasedkthe
" probability of interaction betweenthe handicapped and nonhandlcapped. Two other associated

R

f mdrngs were that more negative social interaction occurred thh blocks and vehrcles and more -
~ \\

teacher child-interactions oecurred when children were not playing with any toys.
)

e Very few studres examine play behaviors in relation to equipment designed to CllClt

‘ gross motor actrvrty In a rare study of thrs type, Linford et al. (1971) exarmned differences in
equrpment usage between children wrth Down s Syndrome and nonhandreapped chrldren It was
found that dif ferences did exist in equrpment pref erence; nonhandrcapped children pref erred
clrrnbmg boxes the rn_ost and closed tubes the least; the children with Down's Syndrome
preferred open tubes the rnost and a wooden rocker the least. Also of note, children with
Down's Syndrorne rnade greater use of free space‘as opposed to the play equipment. Possible

. ‘reasonsf or the occu_rrencew’of the latter may be that handicapped children prefer less complex

stimuli or because they spend more time watching the nonhandicapped perf orm with the intentv

to model thexr behavior. The authors recogmzed these possibilities but they believed that, in the

case of this study anyway, their subjective observations would not confirm these hypotheses.
A Y
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Wall (1977) studied equipment preference and free play patterns in moderately
mentally handicapped preschoolers. Results indicated that the slide, small toys, climbing
apparatus and tricycles were the rﬁost péef erred activities, éceounting for more than 65% of |
total free play time. Seventy percent of free play time of these handlcapped sub;ects was spent
usmg equipment designed for gross motor act1v1ty Wall purports\that many factors pla\ a role
in equipment preference. These are; the amount of skill instruction given on a particular piece
of equipment, the level of a child's skill on the apparatus, the variety of purposes for whieh the

qulpment can be used and the attractant features of the equ1pment ‘

Obviously, both for handicapped.and nonhandlcapped children, the mdmdual
characteristics of the child, the play eq ! ent or material, and the environment are
interdependent f acfors ;vhich may influence integration. This information is also important to
consider in activity p;ograms for children. Apolloni and Cooke (1978) suggest the importance
of teéchers recdénizing the influence of play materials on social interaction in integrated
activity environments. They suggest that the.teachers.must be. able fo know how to use the
equlpmem or matenal ‘there must be sufficient materials avaxlable to allow interactive |
pamcxpatlon by all children present as well as sufficient duphcate materlals available to pe:rmn
imitative behavior by handicapped children who might observe and imitate a model. This is not
to say thalt isolate play behavior is undesirable. For mentally handicapped children, using
equlpment on their own may be the most eff ective way of learning or pract1cmg a sk111
distractions are rmmmal and total concentratlon may be glven to the task. Teachers must be
aware of the difference between productive and non-productive solitary play in an integrated
setting:

There is a definite need for further research in this area to deterrﬁine the éppropriate
combinations of these factors to optimize each child's active participation in the pla“'Y

=S ‘. .
9 environment. e

o



“Chapter III ‘ : /

Methods and Procedurés )

General Research Scheme | .

This investigation involved related but different research questions, therefore data were
analyzed as if two separaie and distinct studies were undertai;en. The same overall population, |
research design and.recording stra;e'gy were used for both'studies, and videotaping allowed for

-,

the freedom of observing and coding data with two different focusses.
Prograh Participants

Pafticipants involved in the activityﬁrograr’n‘ ingluded 16 borderline m'odefately 10
dependent mentally handicapped children. Six females and 10 males, between the ages of S5to 10
years, made up this group. All of these children weré students from two special classroom
groups from t.wo‘dif ferent public schools in Edmontdn, Alberta. Dﬁﬁng the course of the
program, one female student was transferred to another school and, lsubsequeqtly, 6ne female
was transferred into the classroom group attending the prog;am. All of the’se children were
participants in the PREP Pr‘ogram v(i‘/atk‘inson & Wall, 1982) during the previous four
months, therefore were familiar with both the facilify and each other. Two children from this
handi_gapped group were involved only minimally\in the activity program, one due to severe |
beha?i(;ral problems and one due to severe visual impairment and behavioral probléms.

Eight 5 year olvds, from a Univeréity cam;;us daycare facility, also attended the program
one day a week. These participants included four males and four females with no known
inté%,lectuél or bghavioral difficulties. This grdup had_physicé'l activity programming in the
~ PREP playroom in the previous four rn‘onths and therefore were also familiar with the facility.
'Subjects_ used for observatiohal analysis in Study 1 and Study 2 were selected from this -
group of program particir;ants, The remaining handicapped children ‘W(;re involved in the

activity program during the segregated setting. They received the same activity programming as

29
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the bhandicapped subjects. Their presence in the program was very much appreciated and their

involvement was integral to the completion of this investigation.

Subjects - Study 1
Subjects for Study 1 included eight mentally handicapped children, ranging in age from
5 years, 11 months to 10 years, 7 months ( _rncan' = 9 years, 1 month). During the course of the

study, one female was transferred to another school. The remaining seven subjects included.,
. [

males and 2 females, all ambulatory, with various but minimal levels of language ability (g&”
Table 1). These seven subjects were selected from the larger group of hapdicagped program
participants on the basis of previous regular attendance records and minimal behavioral and

physical difficulties.

Subjects - Study 2

Subjects for Study 2 included the seven handicapped subjects observed for Study 1, plus

seven honhandicapped children, ranging in age from 5 years, 1 month to 5 years, 11 months

(mean = 5 years, 7 months) from the daycare group (see Tbable.l)'. Only seven of the eight
nomhand ) d participants were seleqted to be included in Study 2 for two rééstms. The first
TEason was to\ ensure equivalent numbers of handicapped anéi nonhandicapped childgen under
observzitidn, and the second reason was that one particuiar nonhandicapped child had erratic
attendance and voiced the desiré' not to participate in the activity program. When present, this

child toqk on an observer role only.

Setting

All éctivities for this study were conducted in the PREP playroom at thé University of
Alberta. The room itself is designed for teaching groés motor skills to young mentally
handicapped children. It is spacious (19m x 21m) and well supplied with eéuipmént such as

slides, inclines, climbers, mats, tricycles, trampoline, scooters, boxes, and a variety of small



Table 1

Subject Profile

31

Etiology

Subject Sex Age
a. Handicapped Subjects / 4
1 M\\ 10 'years, 4 months Down's Syndrome
2 M | 9 years, 8 months . Down's Syndrome
3 M 10 years, 7 months Brain damage
4 M 9 years, 11 months Unknown
5 F 9 vyears, 1 month Unknowr‘m
6 F 8 yeais, 1 month' o* Brain damage
7 M S vyears, 11 months Down's Syndrome
. b. Nonhandicapped' Subjects
1 M S years, 10 months
2 . M 5 yeérs,. 2 months
3 M 5 years, 1 months
4 F 5 years, 10 months
5 F 5 years, 11 months
6 F 5 years, 9 months
7 F 5 years, 4 months
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play equipment such as balls; hockey sticks, bean bags and hoops.
| Two video cameras, used for recording purposes, were located behind screens (i.e. only
the top portions of the cameras were visible) in one corner of the room (see Appendix A). All

associated camera equipment and monitors were housed inside an adjacent ‘observation room.

Activity Program B
The activity prograrri Qas 10 weeks in duration. There were two, 1 hour morning

sessions per week. A segregated program, with only mentally handicapped children

participating, was conducted on V.Vevdnesdays. An integrated environment was programmed for ...

Friday. Due to school and transportation schedules, the days or the times of the different

sessions could not be altered in any way.

]

“Each session, for both environments, approximated the following schedule: . -

Arrival, change for activity, free play.

Station activity.

Free Play '#1 (no play \;ehicles available).

Cobdperative Game. | | o | 5
Free Piay #2 (piay vghiclés available).

-

Change for school; departure.

Station Activity.
" Each week, during station activity, all participahts rotated thrvoug'h four stations. These :
stations were classified as: 1) small play equipment, 2) climbing apparatus, 3) slides and
inclines, and 4) locomotor skills. Each day, two of the four stations were offered. Since thé
handicapped subjects were present for both sessioris each week, they ro_téted through all four
station activities in a week. All the dther children, both handicapped and non-}1andicapped,

4
received instruction in only two station activities per week, since they only attended the

~
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program on one day a week. Each week a new program of station activities was offered and the
four program instructors rotated weekly to direct a different station. Chrldren were grouped in
teams of f our whenever possible, to include two handicapped and two nonhandncapped

children.

‘Free Play #1 and #2.
.Drrring these two periods of unstructured free play time, filming for data collection
occurred. No interaction between teachers and children was permitted except for discipline or

safety reasons.

Cooperative Games.
One cooperative game was incorporated into each session. The game was designed. 10
allow further opportunity for the subjects to interact with each other in a group setting. The .

same game was played on Wednesday and Friday, to allow the handicapped subjects extra

practice time to familiarize themselves with the tasks, before playing it in the integrated setting.

Single Subject Desigrr o .

Professionals working with mentally handicopped populations tybically provide service
through individua}ized programming. In evaluating program outcomes, researchers, teachers
and clinicians are primarily concerned wirh the effects of povr/erf ul, clinically significant
independent variables, for example, instructional strategies. Traditionally, evaluation of service
has been difficult, due to the simple f act that group research designs are insensitive to
xndlvrdual differences. Crucial limiting factors such as a wide range of inter -individual
variability in groups of handicapped individuals, hrgh mtra-mdrvrdual variability wrthrn each
'defined' group of handicapped mdrvrduals limited availability of a sufficiently large

homogeneous sample and high 1nc1dence of subJect mortality, impede the use of tradrtronal

research strategies with the handicapped (Wall, 1981).



34

Sihg’le-s'ubje’c't designs, in all aspects of research may be important methodological tools
that are used to answer numerous research questions with regards to individuals or groups
(Kazdin, 1982). In the case of this study, results were examined both individually, to

i 5

investigate specific effects of the independent variable on each subject, and generally, to

»
13

identify overall patterns for the group as a whole.

Research Design
Traditionally in applied research ABAB reversal or withdrawal designs and multiple

baseline désigns have been employed. These designs are potentially inflexible and may lock the
experimentor into a rigid time framework. The Alternating Conditions Design (Ulman &
Sulzer-Azaroff, 19755 may have ‘the efficacy to overcome some common problerns experienced
by experimeniors ﬁsing more traditio'nal designs.

| In its most simplistic form, the alternating conditions design (ACD) can be defined as
"the repeated measur_ement'of a beha;ior under alternating conditions of tﬁe independent
variable"(Ulman & Sulzer-Azaroff, 1975 , p. 379). An ACD can be used 1o compare the
effects of treatment versus baseline condition or to compare two diff ereht inferventions |
A(Baflow & Hayes, 1979). The ACD involves the élternation of the independent variable(e)
ae.ross tiﬁe, for exemple, days or sessions. it should be stressed that the implementation of the
alternate c‘onditons of the independent varjable(s) is not dependent on changes in behavior. The
experimental condition(s) may be alternated on either a systematic or unpredictable schedule.
Experimental analysis is conducted on the diff erent response patterns, and experimental control
is demonstrated if p‘atterns of responding develop that are usique to ‘each expefimental
condition (Ulman & Sulzer-Azaroff, 1975).

Initially, brief baseline data may be eollected, altheugh this is not a crucial part of the

design. Following this, a treetment‘ phase is implemented introducing alternate conditions of
two or more independent variables, one of which may be a baseline condition. Once

experimental control is clear, the more effective treatment may be implemented across all time

AN
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periods for a f inal phase if desired. 6 -

Rationale

There appear to‘be many advantages of an ACD over the more traditibnal methods of
single subject research design. This de§ign is useful in dealing with an independent variable
which is unlikely to return to baseline levels in a withdrawal or reversal design, for example,
when there 1:s learning involved in the task. Differential effects of treatment may rapidly
emerge, and the experiment may be ended as} soon as experimental contro! is demonstrated.
Caution must be exercised in following this procedure, however. Since novelty effects may have
caused early treatment benefits to occur, an experimentor may prematurely and incorrectly:
select what is perceived to be the most beneficial treatment. A follow-up phase could confirm
‘the accuracy of the choice. Another advantage to the ACD is that there is no need for the time
delay that is normally associated with a return to baseline phase. This design isj,alsby éppropriate
when there is a tende‘ncy for unstable baseline data, or baselines that show acceleration'gl‘ue 0
learning effects. This design is more ethically acceptable by the public and practiti-oners in the
field. Behaviors do not have to be reversed, as in a withdrawal or reversal design, a‘nd treatrhem
is not withheld from subjects for any length of time, as iﬁ a multiple baseline design. An ACD-
isa Qia~ble method for assessing stimulus generalizat;ms, by enabling the experimentor to |
compare behaviqr change in different situatibns, f o; example different settings or with
diffgrent change agents. Since the ACD has more manipulations per unit of time, there may be

1

a more convincing demonstration of treatment-caused effects, and it is possible for more

7
An alternating conditions design was chosen for this research study for a number of

instructional alternatives to be efficiently compared (Ulman & Sulzer-Azaroff, 1975 §388).
reasons. Absenteeism often plagues studies involving individuals from special populations,
especially in programs of physical activity. This is usually owing to illness- and overprotective

parents or guardians. Using an ACD, it may. still be possible to get a relatively clear picture of

behavior, despite absences (for example, see Subject 3, Figures 4 and §). A withdrawal or
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reversal design requires withdrawing the treuatmem variable on one or more occasions.
Hypothesized benefits of participation in an integr;_aﬂted environment may be learning related,
for exaxr;ple, acquiring a,new motor skill. Therefore, when }he ltreatmem phase is withdrawn, it
would not be possible for the behavior to revert to baseline conditions. An ACD compensates
for this since an overall trend; even if learning is acquired, may still be detected. Since it was
the purpose of the study to observe integrated environments with equivalent numbers of

' handicapped and nonhandicapped children, a mtjl‘tiple-baseline design woulc; also have been an
inappropriate choice. In this type of research design the independent varizible is introduced to
each subject over a. varying period of time. Therefore, in using a multiple-baselinedésign, it
would be difficult to fulfill the group requirements allowing each subject té participate in an
integrated activity environment with equal nurﬁbers of handicapped and ﬁonhahdicapped

t
1

children. ~

Internal and External Validity
The purpose of a research investigation is to examine the direct influence of an
independent variable on another, dependent, variable. Research must attempt to examine the

influence of treatment variables in a way that minimizes g:onf ounding effects of ‘extranequs

variables (Kazdin, 1982). An experiment is internally valid to the extent that the behavior

change may be attributed to the independent variable (Kazdin, 1982; Kerlinger, 197“3),
Numerous threats to internal validity exist and the extent to which each one is present is
determined by the nature of the research design. An alternating conditions design, is subsumed
u’nder the generél classification of multiple-treatment designs (Kazdin, 1982) and is therefore
subject to the same potentiél threats to internal valid\ity. These include; higtory, maturation,
instrumentation, subject mortalify, and reactivity (Kratochwill, 1978)._

The effects of history and maturation may be potential threats ;o a study spanning a
three month perfod. An ACD minimizes thése effects by rapid alternation of treatment

conditions across the entire research period. Instrumentation and reactivity may also be
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potentially threatening to internal validity. The eff ects of instrumentation were reduced by
having the observers code the videotaped data in random order, over a brief time span. Subject
mortality had no significant effect on thjs study. As previously stated, one handicapped subject
did leave the program during the course of the study, and one nonhandicapped subject had an
erratic attendance pattern. Since the videotaping allowed for coding after the completion of the
study, it was possible to disregard the presence of either of these subjects when they were in
attendance. Reactivity to the presence of the cameras was considered a minimal threat because
all of the children had pﬁ:vious experience with the playroom as well as with the cameras.
Further, the cameras were unobtrusively situated to the fullest extent possible. The children
were also given two free play sessions, prior to f ilming, to allow for adaptation to the
_ environment. Reactivity to the inStructoré. classroom teachers and aides was more difficult to
control. The teachers and aides were asked to either leave the playroom area or tg view the free
play session from inside the observational booth. The four program instructors involved in the
research project were situated, as unobfrusively as poésible, around the periphery of the
playroom. They were instructed not to interact or interfere with the children's play in any way
except for safety or discipline reasons. The children, on occasion, initiated interaction with the
instructors. When this occurred, interaction was terminated by the instructor as quickly as
possible. The extent that the instructors' presence affected the children's play is indeterminable
within the context of this investigation.

External validity, or the extent to whichrthe results of the-study are generalizable, is
also a necessary consideration. Population and ecegpgical factors contribute to the external

validity of an investigation (Kfatochwill, 1978). The conceptualization of the dependent

variable in terms he type of variable (e.g. frequency ,Qfduration measurement), as well as a

»

co operational definition of the dependent variabte; af\: significant factors in generalizing

‘experirhental results. Further, the dependent variable mlst be measured accurately and reliably
(Kratochwill, 1978). Pertinent threats to external validity for this study would include

generality across subjects, settings and time, and multiple-treatment interference (Kazdin,
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1982). Obvious]yi,’tl;ic generalizability of findings to other settings, subjects and times of day is
limited. Since the environment was a familiar free play environment to all the subjects, it may
be hypothesized that similar behaviors would occur in similar types of settings, although less
well equipped playrooms or outdoor playgrounds, for example, may well evdke different
responses. Findings should only be generalized to a similar group of subjects, though a varied
group of handicapped subjects, in terms of developmental levels, was represented in this study.
Due to the necesssity of following school schedules, the times of day and davs of the week that
the program was conducted, could not be altered. Hypotheses as to whether similar results
would be found at other times of the day or week, may only be speculative in nature.
Multiple-treatment interference may also affect the external validity of this type of
research design. Kazdin (1982) defines the term as referring "to the possibility that the effect
of any intervention may be inﬂuenced by the other interventions to which it is juxtaposed™” (p.
194). Counterbalancing treatments may potentially minimize this effect. Again, it was
necessary to adhere to school schedules, although it was possible to alter the order of
, occurrence of tl}e integrated and segregated environments on three occasions. Therefore, all
possible toﬁbinations of treatment order were represented in this study. Subsequently, an
alternating conditiogs design proved ideal for the nature of the investigatiof bemng carried out.
Ecological validity, def inea by Kratochwill (1978) is "the extent to which situations
compared in the experiment are representative of the population of situations to which an
investigator wishes to generalize” (p. 24). Of greatest signif icance in the present study, in terms
T of ecoloacal validity, was The Tatio of handicapped-to-nonhandicapped children. It is unlikely
that equivalent numbers of these two groups of children would be found in the mainstreamed
classTooms in the school system. Therefore, the generalizability of thé”results of this
investigation to an environmental situation, where handicapped children are a distinct mi’nqrity'
may‘ be limited. A further consideration, in terms of ecological validity, is the absence of
teacher intervention or interference during free play. Again, it is unlikely that such a

unstructured situation would be permitted to occur in the classroom or playground. A final



point, to recognize is that the PREP playroom is specifically designed for play instruction;,
therefore is penerously equipped with play apparatus and materials. The regular school or
davcar- play area may not have such a variety of equipment available. Although thesg factors
limit the generalizability of these results ecologiéally‘ the type of environment structured for
this siudy provided tll'le most advantageous circumstances for the mentally handicapped
subjects. This study attempted to determir;e whether integrated environments would affect play
or social levels of thé handicapped. Structuring an environment with a proportionally larger
number éf nonhandicapped children, limited equipment choice, and teacher supervision, may
: have been detrimental to obtaining optimal performance f rom the handicapped subj‘ects and
w'v’vould have been unmanageable in terms of the number of programs needed to observe
students. It was hypothesiz/ed, that once the initial questions regarding differences in
performance in integrated environments and potential contributing factors to facilitating

performance were identified, then the next logical progression would be to conduct this study

using conditions that may be more typical in the regular school system.

Independent Variable
The independent variable used for this investigation was an integrated free play setting,
used in comparisbn with a baseline segregated free play condition. These conditions Were
alternated two days a week, over a period of iO weeks (20 sessions).
Wc&p‘ped subjects plus the additional eight
VVVVV borderline moderately to dependent mentally handicapped children who made up the balance of

the two special classrooms. The integrated play environment included the seven handicapped

subjects plus the eight nonhandicapped children from the daycare facility.

' f';)/ »
.l



Recording Strategy
To permit a naturalistic and thorough examination of social interaction and physical -
activity, videotaped recordings were made of children during freeplay. The use of an

automated recording device offers a number of advantages over live observation. The behavio

S

®

of the children may be preserved for future use, the videotapes may be replayed when the

oo

’ o

scoring of a behavior is questionable, and the play sessigns do not have to be scored - - :f i
continuously or sequentially in order to obtain reliable data (Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 197}?)“3 “
S

SF e 5 ¥

Further, observer training and coding may take place at any time, either during or aftef'the. : .

W

= -

study. Therefore, it is possible to give total concentration to program admmxstrano_n.m
-

Two Panasonic Video Cassette Recording units and two Panasonic Videﬁoéafne?ag were
used. The cameras were started simultaneously with a verbal cue, and fifteen minutes of
videotape was recorded each session, during unstructured free play time. A possible 300 minutes -
of videotape were available for each subject. The 15 minute free play period was divided into
two 7 1/2 minute segments, separz[ed by a short cooperative g§ame. The two timed segments
were differentiated by the presence or absence of play vehicles (i.e. tricycles, wagons, bicy;leé) S
Play vehicles were considerably valued toys and an integral part of play time. It was f enf. o ‘

therefore, that overuse of this equipment may significantly af f&play behavior. Subthi;'.

results for these two environments were analyzed separately. a : o
Filming commenced on the second week of programming allowing two sessions for

adaptation with th¢ camera e§uipment present. At the completion of data collectio'n,.all'

(N

videotapes were time-coded (to 1/10th of a second) to further ensure synchronicity during

rd

coding.

Observational Technique
Behavioral research is primarily observational in nature and there are a number of
Ay

» I3 I3 ) . . . . ~.\‘ . -
. possible strategies for assessing overt behavior. A naturalistic, familiar play environment was

used during this investigation. In the study of social behavior in children, naturalistic
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obServatiox; is f redﬁently used. For ‘the same reasons that this tyi)e of observation is useful for
studymg social behavmr it is also useful for study of behavior related to activity partmpauon‘
Novak et al. (1980) cite the predommant advantages of using naturahsmc observational
%echm’ques in the study of social behavidr in handicapped children. Firstly, a natural setting

'provides a more familiar setting for the children as opposed to bsinging the child into an
& ) -
..unfamiliar, experimentally contrived environment. The child's behavior may be affected by the

environment itself. Secondly, it is possible to examine freelyEémitted behaviors from the child,

rather than observing the child in an environment structured toward obtaining certain

¢

responses. Thirdly, it is possible to record more 'holistic" behavior using naturalistic

\

_observation, and behavio: patterns, rather than specific single-responses, may be examined.

o«

The mam disad~antages of naturalistic observation include the need for distinct
behavioral categones to capture ongoing behavior, and tramed observers, able to recogmze

specxf ic types of behav1or zatterns (Sulzer-Azaro?? & Mayer, 1977).

The choice of an assessment strategy is dictated by the purpose of the program, the
characteristics of the target Tesponse, and the goals of the intervention strategy (Kazdin, 1982).
 Frequency measures, time-sampling, and interval recording are the most frequent types of .

assessment strategies found in the behavioral literature.

Frequency measurement involves simply noting the instances of a particular behavior

occurrence. Rate of response can be calculated for any given time period by inidirig tyhc.

frequency of responses by the number of minutes observesd for that session. Kazdin-(1982)

outlines the three main advantages to using frequency measurement; the method is easily
applicabte for scoring in-natural settings, it readily reflects’'changes over time, and it'expresses,,
Y o .

" the amount of behavior performed. The drawbacks to this type of measure are that behavior -
. g ' ~
must be observed continuously and that behavior must be discrete in nature.

Since many. researchers have neither the time nor the resources for continuous
¥ . A N ) » ) ' - ’ .
observation, interval m%tlhods of recording provide an economic alternative. In time-sampling,

behavior is Obs% for brief intervals over a longer period of time, for example, evgry'lO
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f'nirnutes behavior is observed for 5 seconds. An ad¥intage to time-_sampliné is that results may
be.representative of behavior over artl entire day or a broad time span. Although it is not
necessary o monitor behavior continuously, the observgr still must follow the client for a long
' time period. This would be' pafticularly/’/ useful and applicable as a method of observation for
classroom teachers who could carry oﬁ with their normal activities while recording behavior at.
specified intervals.
| ) Similariy' to time-sampling, interval recording measures behavior in.relatibn to time
rather than Behavioral responses. The two main strategies are termed interval recording and
response duration. During interval recording behavior is observed for a.specified period of time |
that is further divided into smallér time units, for example 10 or 20 seconds. Observation is
carried out during the interval and recorded at the end of the inter?al.» Powell, Martindale and
Kulp (1975) make the differentiation betwee‘n the terms of behavior recording. Whole interval’
;écording requires _that the behavior occur throughout the entire inter;/al and is recorded as such. |
at the end c;f the interval. Partial interval recording denotes a behavior as occurring if it is
observed in any part of the interval. In momentary {ime-sampling, behavior is observed at the |
end of the interval only and recorded as occurring or notv o'ccurﬁﬁ'g at that time. Of these three
interval methods, momentary tixﬁe-sar’npling‘ has been found to give the most accurate
~representation of behavior (Powell, Martindale & Kulp, 1975; Repp, Roberts, Slack, Repp &
| Berkler, 1976). '

Duration recording, the second 'method of interval recording invoives recording the
arhount of time that a iqehévior 7(')ccurs. Kazdin (1982) sug’éests that the advantages of this
m,ethod are; i.t is particularly Iuseful for continuous rather”than discrete behavioral Tesponses
aﬂd when the experimental intervention technique is attémpting to increase or decrease the
length of time a behévior occurs. The primary disadvantage in \ising duration recording is that
behavior response categories must be concisely defined.

Duration recording was the observational technique used for Study l.!l"he amount of

' time the handicapped subjects spent in €ach predefined behavior ‘category was examined. -

<
P
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Momentary time-sampling was used in Study 2 as a means of determining yhether differences
‘in equipment use and equipment preference existed between handicapped and nonhandicapped

.children, given the same environment.

Study 1

Fof this study, two related research questions were investigateq. The first question was
whether the segregated and integrated environments would Bring about differential rates of
phyéical activity or social interactions in the moderately mentally handicapped subjects. The
second question to be examined was whether the .presence or absence of play vehicles in the
activity Aenvironrnem during free play would ha\}e any effect on physical activity or social

interaction.

Instrumentation ,
% I“é')‘

il

To answer the question of whether any differential changes in physical and so
activity were occurring, six behavior response categories were developed (see
Generally, these categories described whether the child was active or inac

or she was involved socially with any other chjldren,' eithc:r handicap

Two further categorizations were also necessary; one for negative social bélta ,an one for

instances of noR-observance (see Figur’e 2). It should'be noted that the negative behavior

B

category was primarily intended to capture occurrence df negative behavior of a physical néture
(for example, hitting or pushing) . Negative. verbal responses were not included in this category.
Tﬁis was due to both the low verbal levels of most of the. mentall;l handicapped children
involved and the dif f_iculyty in the videocameramicrdphone discerning specific sounds. It woﬁld
therefore be extremely diff’ icult to judge the intent of many vocalizations.

These categories were somewhatﬁ simplistic, nevertheless, it was felt that this approach
was necessary.for first generation research such as this, to initially answer basic questions

~

regarding the intégﬁa;ive process in physical activity. Further, only ten toggle switches were



Activity Participation

The child may be considered active from two viewpoints. Firstly, the child
may be playing with equipment. The minimal level of acceptable activity with
equipment is; the child is performing an activity with or on the equipment, which
is purposeful, but is at a low skill level, or is of a playful nature (e.g.
pushing/pulling a tricycle, moving equipment, pushing scooters down an incline).
Secondly, if the child is not interacting with any equipment, he or she must be
using some form of purposeful 1ocomomon to travel about (e.g. walking, crawling,
rolling, prone progressmn)

The child is considered inactive when lying, sitting, or standing- (i.e. not
engaged in any type of locomotor activity). The child may be sitting on or holding
a piece of equipment but is not pursuing any purposeful or playful activity  with it
(e.g. lying on mats, spinning a ball on floor, twiddling a hockey stick)  (modified
from Wall, 1977). ‘ :

Participation

» The child is considered to be with the handicapped if he or she is parallel
to (ie. alongside an individual or group, modelling or participating in the same
_behavior) or in association -with an mdxv1du%‘}{ or group of handicapped children
" only.

The child is con’sldered to be with th_e nonhandicapped if he or she is
parallel to or in association with one or ‘more children who are nonhandicapped,
regardless of the presence of other handicapped children.

' The child is considered to be alone if he or she is situated independently of .
~other children. . : ‘

The child will be considered to be involved in the negative behavior category
if -he or she displays negative behavior of a physical nature (e.g. pulling, pushing,
" hitting, fighting over toys). This category also includes a child crying or being
under disciplinary action.

&

Figure 1. Social and activity participation categories.
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Toggle # | Coding Category
& ‘
0 ’ . Active - Albne
1 : - Inactive - -Alone
3 Active - With Handicapped
4 ‘ ' _ Inactive - With Handicapped
o _
6 : Active - With Nonhandicapped
. 7. . Inactive - With Nonhandicapped
. g , \ .
8 _ - Negative' Behavior

.y -9 Unobservable

&

Figure 2. Eight activity and social behavior response

categories.
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available on the OS-3 Event Recorder (to be discussed later), for duration recording. This
necessitated that the combinations of social and activity categories to be somewhat broad in

nature. Although the OS-3 had mechanical limitations, in terms of the purpose is served in this

study, the experience gained from using a device such as this was invaluable. .

Observer Training

Coding for ’thisb study was carried out by two observers, the primary researcher and one
assistant who had ‘worked in the program. The secondary observer for Study 1 was trained for
approximately 6 hours on the use of the OS-3 Event Recorder, comprehension of the various

behavior coding categories, and the mechanics of operating the videotape playback setup. Once

‘the observer was familiar with the coding instrument and the use of the videotapes, the primary

and secondary observer went through sample videotapes discussing the behavior categories and -

“any problems in delineating behaviors. Observer training ceased once the primary observer felt

the secondary observer was competent in the operation of the instruments and observational
skills.

A naive’observer was originally trained io code the videotapes for this study, but was
ﬁﬁable 1o élearly and consistently identify the subjects on_videotape due to poor lighting

L
conditions jn sometparts of the room during filming. It was concluded that this condition would

. , '
necessitate observers who were familiar with the individual chargcteristics of the subjects. This
may be considered a limitation £o the s&t&y since both observers were familiar with the intent of
the research. To minimize observer expectancies or bias, tapes were assiéned arbitrary numbers
by the primary observer approximately one month before coding began. Tapes were viewed in
random order, and the session dates were unknown to either observer at the time of coding.
Coding

The two observers coded independently of each other. Tapes were coded in 7 1/2 minute .

. . o . o . 9
segments in order to differentiate environments with play vehicles versus those without.



47

Therefore tape segments could be separated into four categories; integrated with play vehicles,
integrated without play vehicles, segregated with play vehicles, and segregated without play |
vehicles.

Coding was.;tgcomplished using a behavior g}uration estimate for the eight defined
behavior categories. The apparatus employed for observation was an 0S-3 Event Recorder
(Oﬁsgrvational Systems Inc., Seattle, Wa.) with separate toggle switches for each behavior
category. When a behavior occurred, the correspbnding tbggle was switched on by the observer
~ for the duration of that behavior. Therefore only one toggle switch was on at'a single time,
with the. exception of the 'negative behavior interaction' category. This toggle switch was used
§ole1y for a. freqﬁency measure, therefore was switched on and off with each single occurrence
of a negative ‘behavioral episqde regard%ss of its duration. The appropriate social and
participation categdry was continuously recorded. |

R _
The OS-3 Event Recorder wa;.;,pen capable of generating summary statistics for each of
(4

. the predetermined behavior response categories for each tape segment. This allowed for t
most accurate method of determining the behaviors being exhibited during free play timge, since

observation was continuous.

* Reliability

| Interobserver agreement was calculated across all behaviors ‘and all subjects on the
fourth, tenth and eighteenth day of the program (15% of the data). Reliability was calculated
in three wéiys. First, general reliability across all environments (éegregated, integrated, with
play vehicles and without play vehicles) was calculated for each of the six behavior categories
(negatiye and unobservable categories were not included) using an analysis of ;'ariancé (s;ee
» Table 2). Reliability coefficients ranged from .873 to .998 with a mean of .963.
Interobserver agreements were also calculated using the same method --fdr each

behavior, however this time differentiating between environments without play vehicles -

‘environment 1) and those with play vehicles (environment 2) (see Table 2) This would enable



Table
Interobserver agreement for all behavior
categories, across environments (Study

Behavior Category o Agreement

a. Both Environments

active - alone , .989
inactive - alone N 998
active - with handicapped .996
igactive - with handicapped 956
active - with nonhandicapped . : .873
inactive - with nonhandicapped - 970

X = 963

b. Environment 1 (no play vehicles)

active - alone _ B ' - .99
-inactive - alone _ .997
active - with handicapped * ' .998
inactive - with handicapped ‘ .990
active - with nonhandicapped C 878
_inactive - with. nonhandicapped .985

X = 973

c. Environment 2 (play vehicles available)

" active - alone .986
" inactive - alone - ’ ' ‘ .996
active - with handicapped $ : ' 967
inactive - with handicapped _ .949
active - with nonhandicapped . - .808
inactive - with nonhandicapped A .930

x= — .939
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analysis of whether reliability differed depending on the environment. Reliability resulted in
ranges of .878 to .998 and .808 Lol.996, with means of .973 and .939 for environment 1 and
environment 2 respectively. These high levels of interobsever agreement indicate minimzil
effects of observe‘r drift.

Intraobserver agreements were calculated using a random selection of subjects,
environments, and sessions accounting for approximately 5% of the data. Ranges lay between
79 81 and 97.63 with a mean of 86.16 (see Table 3). Again, high levels of intraobserver

agreement indicate minimal effects of observer drift.

Treatment of the Data

The data generated from the observations in Study 1 y{ere extracted and categorized in
~ terms of active participation (behavior categories 0, 3, and 6) and social interaction (behavior
categories 3, 4, 6, and 7) for each subject. These data were then transformed to percentage of
observable time for environment 1 (no play vehicles available) and environmeﬁt 2 (play
vehicles available). Average scores, between these two environments, were then presented
graphically, dif ferentiating integrated and segregated sesgidns. Data were then subjected to

visﬁal inspection (DeProspero & Cohen, 1979; Parsonson & Baer, 1978)."

Study 2
The research question that was investigated in this study was whether there were
differences in equipment preference and level of equipment use between nonhandicapped and

handicapped children, given the same environment.

Instrumentation
To determine equipmént preference and level of use for both the mentally handicapped
and the nonhandicapped subjects, seven equipment and activity level categories were developed.
L 4

Equipment was divided into four categories; large play, small play, play vehicles and no



Table 3
Intraobserver agreement across all behavior categories;

random subjects and random environments (Study 1).*

Session # . Environment Agreement across
-

all behavior categories

1 segregated; play vehicles A 97.63
2 " segregated; pla&' vehicles‘ 80.82
2 segregated; play vehicles _ 83.82

3 integrated; no play vehicles | © 82.06

3 integrated; no play vehicles c 83.83

4 segregated; play vehicles | 91.57
6 ,‘segregated; Ino play vehicles ' 90.92
10 integrated; no play vehicles ' 4 84.66
10 integrated; no play vehicles 79.81
11 segregated; no” play vehicles 81.84
12 integrated; plaf vehicles 89.54
118- integrated; play vehicles 85.94
18 . integrated; play vehicles 88.26.

| % = 86.16

* based on 5.5% of the data
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< equipment. Activity level was divided into thiee categories; inactive, moderate activity and
vigorous activity (see Appendix A). A child was coded for equipment use if he or she was
interacting with it in’ any way, for example, holding, sitting on, or playing \'vith a piece of
equipment. A child cow be coded as using two or ’more pieces of equipment at the same time
(e.g. holding a ball while jumping on the trampoline). For analysis, a further category of
multipie equipment ﬁse was used to indicate the occurrence of this situation. p

Activity participation was defined by the level of vigorousness of’move_mem in térms of
cardiovascular or muscular involvement. For example, throwing, which primarily.,i_nvolyes
upper body movement, was considered moderate activity, whereas jumping on a;‘trampolihg

which requires more large muscle and cardiovascular involvement, was considered vigorous

.o *
activity. -

Observer Training

Coding for this study was completed by the primary researcher and a secsddary
observer (different to the observer coding in Study 1). The secondary observer for Study 2 was
first briefed on the behavioral definitions. Problems-and clarification dealing with these
‘behavior categ9ries. were discussed with the primary researcher. Samplé videotapes Were then

»
S~d

used to further differentiate behaviors in general, then the observational strategy was tested
using a momentary time-sampling procedure. After expertise was gained in observing and

’
coding sample tapes, observation began using the research videotapes.

Coding >

Coding was carried out using the same set of videotapes as for Study 1; hqwever only
ten segments were used. The segments chosen were integrated settings when play vehicles were
available. These sessions were chosen so that analysis could be made with a full compiement of

equipment available to all children. Data were gathered on the seven handicapped subjects plus

the-seven nonhandicapped subjects, as previously described.



Coding was'completed using a momentary time-sampling procedure (Powell,
Martindale, Kulp, Martindale and Bauman, 1977), using 20 second intervals over a period of
eight minutes. Each observer coded approximately half of the data, erLlapping on

approximately 30% of the data. This overlap was necessary for reliability checks.

T
Reliability

Intraobserver agrecmegi“was obtained on approximately 30% of the data. Observers
\ coded simultaneously, althqugh independently coding different subjects. The primary observer
carried out regular reliability checks on two subjects each session. These were randomly chosen
and coded in random order. The secondary observer was unaware of which subjects were being

checked. Using point by point agreement (Kazdin, 1982) reliability was established with a range

of 85.42 to 97.92 with a mean of 90.83 (see Table 4).

Treatment | 'he Data
IV rom the videotapes were transcribed using a checklist system (see Appendix C)

incorporating the three levels of equip : inactive, moderate, and vigorous, and four
v

equipment classifications; large play, sma /, play vehicles, and no equipment.
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\

Table 4
Interobserver agreement across two subjects
using point by point agreement (Study 2).

% Session Agreement
1 93.75
2 89.58
3 97.92
4 85.42
5 89.58
6 87.50
7 97.92
8 87.50
9 91.67
10 87.50

% 90.83
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Social Validation

In addition to the research data obtained in Study 1 and Study 2, the question of social
validation was examined. A questionnaire was given to the staff from both the schools ;'md the
daycare (see Appendix C). Written subjective responses were requested in regard to the

[ J
teachers' views on the program organization and effectiveness.

-
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Chapter IV ‘ ‘ .
Results _ S
*. : : | : o . ' ‘:“;\r\
Study 1 Do . | |

The general research question examined in Study 1 was whether handicdpped children

uc

- are differentially affected in terms of activity partrcxpanon and social mteractron in integrated
and segrega‘ted play environments. R . ' o X
In applied research, experimental and thérapeutic criterion are used toevaluate data
. (Kazdin, 1982). The eiperimental crr’terion refers to the way that the datd are evaluated to

~ judge whether or not experrmental control can be demonstrated. Thrs is usually accomphshed
¢
.bya vrsual analysrs of graphrc data The therapeutlc criterion refers to the clinical srgmf 1canee

of the results Thrs is an important aspect of apphed research Way appear

@

experrrnentally to have had an effect, however, consrderauon must be given to whether the

,/

behavior change 1s an rmportant one in the everyday Yives of the mdlvrduals in question.
Ina: srngle subJect research desrgn the expenmental crrtenon is judged by evaluatrng

data at different pornts over time (Kazdin, 1982) In order 1o meet the expenmental,cnterron
of an alternating conditions research design, behavior change must be consistent with each
A ¥
phase of the 1mp1ementatron of the independent variable.In thrs case, a unique behavior
\

| pattern should be evident for the mtegrated environment and for the segregated enVrr%%ment

" General Patterns of Active _Participation ,
*?
Data from this stud! were evaluated in two ways, both in terms of activity..
partrcrpatron and socral interaction. First; to get an overall picture of the general patterns of

_actrve pamcrpatron in the free play environment, graphs depicting subjects' mean scores from

the two 7 1/2 mrnute play periods each day were analyzed (see Figures 3 - GT Vrsual rnspectron :

_Teveals that four of the seven subjects showed no consrstent differences in active perf ormance -

between the segregated and integrated environments. Subject 6 (Figure 5) and Subject 7

N
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(Figure 6) displayed a pattern of irnprovement in activity participation on the days involving
integration. Subject 4 (Figure 4) showed a pattern of decreased activity participation during the
integrated sessions. Data on all the subjects show varying degrees of variability, level and trend,
and there does not appear Lo be an overall general pattern. Sub]ects 3 and 5 show high levels of
activity on the majority of days and a ceiling effect may-have masked any potential pattern in

these data. - IR 4
' ‘.i, .

One of the hypotheses put forth as a benefit of mtegration m physical activity, g that
exposure to more highly skilled peers will lead to improved skill pey orfnance. Itis also a'ssumeo
that improved skill performance will, in turn, lead to more active participation in the play
* environment. The data from this study do not generally support this assumption. Examination
of the therapeutic criterion however, reveals certain positive outcomes. .

'l‘he fact that the data showed no systematic changes, is, in and of itself, a posmve
.f inding. The handicapped subjects seemed unaf’ fected by the presence of the n'ohhandicapped ’

_ children and basically disregarded other children in pursuit of their own activities. The
nonhandicapped children were initially timid about the presertee of. the handicapped children in
the playroom, but after a brief period of adjustment, became tolerant of the handicapped
children. This apparent playmate tolerance may lay the foundation for a conclucrve
environment for the structuring of play programs using such methods as peer imitation or
reinforcement techmques

A positive finding in terms of therapeutic criterion that is not reflected in the data is
the effect of peer modelling. All of the hahdicapped subjects showed play behaviors or skills
not prevrouslv demonstrated in their skill repertorres which seemed to result from observing
and 1mitating their nonhandicapped playmates The most noteworthy of these achievements was
that three handicapped subjects learned the skill of climbing up the slide from the bottom. This
is definitely a culturally normative skill that would riot have been taught as part of any play
skill program, yet_is a part of %nonhandicapped children's skill repertoires. Other skills that

were often modelled were playing with hockey sticks, racquets and scoops and climbing more
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complex pieces of climbing apparatus. It would seem that the handicapped subjects lacked the
strategies necess'ary to tackle this equipment on their own. After observing the nonhandicapped
children using the equipment, some of the handicapped children were able to rpodel the skills to

the best of their abilities. .

General Patterns of Social Interaction

The second analysis of graphic data was 10 determine the overall picfure of social
interaction. Figures 7 to 10 depict mean values from the two 7 1/2 minute segments each day,
for the length of the program. Visﬁal analysis of these graphs\reyeals that for five of the seven
subjects, there are no clear or consistent differences in patterns of soc‘ia‘i interaction in the
segregated or integrated environments. Two subjects, subject 3 (Figure 8), and subject 7
(Figure 10) show improved 1evéls of socialization on the days involving the integrated

environment.

The negative behaviors of the handicapped subjects were also coded in this study. There

- were no differences found, between segregated and integrated environments, in episodes of

4

" overall view of socialization. It wag

negative interaction between any of the subjects. Two of the seven subjects showed consistent

minimal levels of negative behavior, but this pattern did not change in any way between the two

different environments. The other five subjects showed extremely infrequent instances of

negative behavior.

Again, overall, the data from this study db"’not sup;;ort the assumpfion that integration
of handicapped and nonhandicappedvﬁwill lead to improved soéial interactions. It must be
pointed out tha_t these data depict social inte;action in genefgl : Thatv is, there'is no
differentiation as to \whether the social interactions of the handicapped subjects were directed

toward the handicapped or the nonhandicapped, Data were initially colle%e‘d separately for

. interactions with handicapped and the nonhandicapped, but no significant increases in

socialization with the ngnhandicapped became ariparent:f Therefore, data were combined for an

€

¢ that the ef f,qc’ts of integration would be positive if the
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hand‘icappéd subjects directed rr;ore social behaviors to othér children, regardless of whether
handicapped or n-ot. |

Although these data show no signif icant increases in social interactions during
integration, fhis is not necessarily an uné@esirable finding. There appears Lo be an overall trend
of tolerance of playmates, regardless of whom, and two subjécts displayed increas.ed levels of
social interactions on the days involving integration.

Taking the therpeutic criterion into consideration, it wés observed »that the
handlcapped subJects did show the desxre and motivation to soc;ahze with the nonhandicapped.
The data”do not capture this, perhaps due to the simplicity of the instrument. Three subjects in !
particular (subjects 3, 6 and-7), showed' increasing preference to associate with nonhandicapped
children, as determined by subjective observations. The classroom teachers, aides and program
assistants all noted the increased interaction and felt that the iqtegiated program was
responsible for this improvement. Although attempts were made t;y the handicapped to play
socially with the nonhandicapped, they moved too quickly for 'the handicapped subjects. As a
result, the handicapped children were unable to msustain contact for long periods of time, and
would of ten just give up trying to "keep up'. This process was evident in subjective

observations of the program, however it was not reflected in the data.

General Patterns of Physical Activity in Specific Environments

The third analysis was an evaluatio‘r; of patterns of physical activity in speci_f ic
environments; that is, an environment where plz‘;y vehicles were available as compared to one
where play ver..ies were not available. Data wejre collated for each subject to include both
segregéted and integrated env’ironments. For this analysis, differentiation was made between
environfnems with and without play vehicles.

The average percentage scores of active péi’ticipation, for each environrﬁent, were

collected and rank ordered.'Figure 11 depicts box and whisker diagrams (Velleman & Hoaglin,

1981) of the range of active participation scores for each subject. Environment 1 (striped

i
A
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Figure 11. Box and whisker representation of the average percent of observable time .'a'ctive"',fo'r‘ )
the handicapped subjects in environments with and without play vehicles. The 'box' represents

the 25th, 50th and 75th quartiles, while the 'whiskers' represent the range of scores.
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boxes) represents no play vehicles available, while environment 2 (opén boxes), represents the‘
envirogem when play vehicles were available. The 'box' represents the 25th, 50th, and 75th
quartiles, while the 'whiskers' represent the highest and lowest score.for each subject. This tvpe
of visual display gives a clea:r method of visually; determining the overall effecl of environment
on behavior across subjects. Four of the seven subjects (subjecfs 1,2,3 agd 5) show no
discernible difference in active participation between envitonments. fwo SMC[S (subjects 6
and 7) appear n’egatively affected by the addition of ’i)lay vehicles to the environment, as
evidenced by a low:r‘dverall range and median score. One subject (subject 4), appeares 10 be
positively affecteq by these same environmental changes.

‘ Of the four s’ubjects (subj,ects 1,2,3 and 5) that show no significant differences in
performance between environments, Lhre; are the most highly skilled children in the group
(subjects 1,2, and 3) and one subject (subject 5) consistently demonstrated a non-productive
but high 'level of activity. A ceiling effect may have contributed to this f inding of lttle
difference betwéen the two envifonments. The three more highly skilleq subjects have a broader
range of skills in their skill repertoires and are able to both adapt and utilize the additional
/equipment.‘Subject 5 consEantly wandered around the playroom with little regard for

-

- equipment or other playmates. This subject did, on occasion, use the tricycles avgilable towards
the /end of the program. This would be considered a ppsitive outcome due to the environment,
not because of increased activity, but because of’ the; change ih activity choice. The two subjects
(subjects 6 and 7) that were negatively'a[ggtédbby the addition Qf pla& vehicles, were the least
skilled children in the group. Subject 4 displayed an increase in activi‘ty level 'with the additioﬁ
of play vehicles. Using play vehicles, specifically pulling a wagon, was this subject's most ’

proficient and preferred skill. Therefore an increase in activity with the addition of play

vehicles would be expected. - : | e
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JGeneral Patterns of Socral Interactlon m Spec1f1c Environments

Sm‘nlarly box and whisker dragrams were construoted (Flgure 12) using the percentage ‘
-‘iscores of social mtera‘ctlon for both integrated and segregated sessions and dif’ ferentratmg
between the availability of play vehicles. A signif icant finding was that all seven subJects,
=, ’showed decreased levels of socral interaction in the environment where play vehrcles were |

- available. It can be assumed then, that for Lthese subjects at least, the presence of piay vehrcles '

s not conducwe to f acrhtatmg social mteractron The assumpnon ‘would be that the
environment was 100 faSt or too hectic for the handrcapped children. As was stated earlier, the
. handrcapped appea:red 10 want to initiate souahzauon wrth the nonhandrcapped chrldren but

‘were unable to sustam their proxrmrty to them because they moved about t60 qulck.ly Adding
* . .
"~ play vehrcles 10 the environment seemed to exaggerate this effect. The handrcapped children

had'no chance to sustain commumcatron in such a f ast paced envrronment This is an even ,

L] \ \

communicate effec 1vely, verbally. The general method of communrcatron by playf ul gestures

greatyf/p;oblﬂ\:;:hese moderately mentally handxcapped chrldren WQQ cannot . 5

_and modellmg the actrons of the nonhandrcapped children, must be done in close proximity to

P

,other playrnates

P

JStudyZ Ch e s .

o

%

Study 2 attempted to mvestrgate whether there were d1f f erences in equlpment "
: preference and level of u‘se between 1 the. handxcapped and nonhandrcapped subJects
: The data f rom the coders checkhsts (see Appendrx C) were transcrrbed t0a rnatrrx

.

format o get a better overall prcture of the mteractron between equrpment preference and’ level

i by .s\ J e -
of use (Table 5) .The results were céllated and are representanve of percgmages of. observable .
el w]\ TR . [ g ‘ PR e l‘

’that the subjec ' partrorpated rr’i each category These fi 1gures were obtamed by takrng the
5.
. number of subJects present each day and multrplyhng this number by the nurnber of possrble '
y "ﬂ \ . .6l -, e LS )
observable mte’rvals for a grand total of observable time, The score for each cell was then

Al

O 1v1ded by this grand total to arrlve ata propor'fxonar percentage f xgure that takes mto account
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Table 5
Matrix depicting the interaction between percentage of equipment preference

and level of use for handicapped and nonhandicapped subjects.

4

Large Play | Small Play [ Play Vehicles No EquipmentjMultiple Equip.|] Total

Inactive

Moderate

‘ Vigorous

Total

. ' nonhandi
' bped
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differences in numbers due to absences, and intervals of non-observation, thereby making these
scores comparable.

<«

’Co‘n?idering the sums of the rows and coluﬁms from T;;'iale 5°(Figure 13) it can be seen
that as f ar os equipment pr'ef erences are concerned, handicapped subjects spent nearly half of
their time with large play equioment (48.08%) . In terms of level of use of equi-‘f)ment, the -
handicapped subjeccs again spent negrly half of their time (44:37%) in the ir}active category.

The noohandicapped' subjects showed a much more even distributiori: of equipmem
prcf erence, although their hfghest scores (37.52%) were also found with the large play
equipment. The nonhandlcapped subjects spent the majority of thexr time (67.82%) at a

_ \/

moderate level of activity.

The nonhandicapped subjects also spent approximately five times more of their time

combinations of Iargc play and small play, (e.g. jurr.lping on the trampoline with a ball) and
small play equipment gnd' play vehicles (e.g. riding a bike holding a hockey stick).

Tt appears from the sum of scores in thlc 'vigorous ' level of actiQity, that the
handicappeg subjects spent more time than the nonhandicapped subjects at this level. As can be
seenvfl rom examination of &he individual cells, the discrepancy occurs in the 'large play,
vigoreus' Cell of the mafrix. This f igure is somewhat misleading, because two of the seven
handicapped subjects spent a large majorit§ of their time jumping on the trampoline, lwhich
f alls into this cateéorization. Therefore, the scores were inflated ih thc'vigorous"gﬁd 'large
play’ categories, énd it is not really an accurate representation of the performance of the group
as a whole. o |

Other general findings from analysis of the matrix are that the handicap‘p‘cd subjects

spent almost double the time of the nonhandicapoed in the 'inactive, large play' category and .

the opposite f inding holds true for the 'moderate, large ‘p'lay,' category..Handicapp'ed children

. spem about four umes more of the1r t1me in the inactive, no equlpment category and twice

5

the amount of time in the moderate no equ1pmem category These values cornbmed lead to

o . s .
S S
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the somewhat expected: f inding that the

A i d
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handicapped subjects spent more than double the time

of the nonhandicapped subjects sitting or lying on the large pieces of play equipment, observing

oy .
the rest of the group, but seldom interacting.

In summary, it seems that lﬁe_

“

play equipment is the most preferred equipment for

both the handicapped and the nonhandicapped subjects, however the nonhandicapped subjects
=
tend to use the equipment f or 1ts mherer’it purpose The handicapped also do not choose to play

T

with play vehicles and small play equrpment as much as the nonhandrcapped probably due to

their limited skill repertoires or the lack

£

equrpmen}ﬁ{his oy also lend support

behaviors.

of epportunity to gain or maintain possession of this

to the contention that the vehicles are not conducive 10

ely able to incorporate more-than one piece of equrpment at a time in their play

boy

o

An important and often overlooked evaluatiort'in apphed research is socral validation .

° (Kazdm 198”) Broadly def ined by Kazdin, socral validation refers to evaluatron of the social;

acceptabrlrty of intervention programs. Thrs evaluauon wonld 1nclude examination of the focus

procedures and behavror changes thar occur as a result of the program.

* ~ Two methods of assessmg socral vahdauon are generally employed, socral comparrson

% and subjectrve evaluation. Socral compa

after treatment, against the behavier of

nln exammes thegxavror of the SUb]CC[S bef ore and

ondevrant peers. Sub]ectrve evaluatron mvolves the

evaluation of the subject’s behavior by individual's who are regularly in contact with the

. SUbJCC[S to determrne whether the behavior change is 1mportant (Kazﬂm 1982)

- In order totry. to establish subJectrve evaluatlon of behavror change as a result ‘of the

integrated al‘ld segregated free play envrronments a questronnarre was given to the teachers and

ardes from the two classrooms present (

see Appendrx £). Questronnarres were grven to the

,.preschool mstructors for the daycare group, though no response wds recerved _This probably

'oc,curred because the preschool teachers

were not present for any of the program sessrons and
- .'rh 4 ; “ 7 P L

LY
PP

a9

9

“
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therefore were unable to comment from f 1rsthand observatrohs of the mtegrated program

All of the classroom teachers and aides f elt that the mtegrated envrronment was more
stimulating arrd the students benef itted* posrtrvely f rom ,the interactrons The teachers sard the
!

- children were more expressrve and exhibited more purposeful behavror on the mtegrated days of

-
. .

the program Accordmg 10 the teachers, most of the children modelled well and made attempts

at mteractmg with the nonhandrcapped chrldren It was felt that the lower skilled children in ~

e <
the group would def mrtely requlre‘rore of a structured program in order 1o benefit from the

Fo

presence of nonhandtcapped models The age of J.ne nonhandtcapped gzbjects seemed

: "v‘

appropriate, as f ar as the teachers were concermdh'l"hey felt thhatgthe npnhandrcapped chrldren

were well skilled but displayed behaviors that Were ‘not too fﬁr advanced f or the handrcapped " .

11 B . ) ’ .
ch dren. e _ )‘3 %
' . P Gg_' 3 B .o
o\ W-. - The results descrrbed in Study 2 in eff ect, provrde a form of social’ comparlson By
;Edef inition, socral comparison examines the behavior of subJects agarnst nondeviant peers,
“pef qye and after treatment. Smce the intervention was continous, comparrsons may be made

throughout the course of the study m terms of equrpment pref erence and level of equrpment

use, between the hi.idrcapped and nonhandicapped subjects.



Chapter V

: s Discussion

. Patterns of Activity and Social Interaction

- }t seems apparent from Study 1 that, in general, there were 1o §ystematic changes in
~ 3 o
the mentally handtcapped subjects' activity pattern when the nonhandrcappedsubjects were

5
¥

present in the playroom Visual tnspectxon of the data revealed a posrtrve pattern for two

-

' subjects (Subjects 6 and 7)and a negative pattern of activity particrpatton for one subject

’ (SubJect 4) on the davs mvolvmg mtegratton There were no exaggerated patterns among any #
of the subJects however and activity perf ormances on both integrated and segregated days were

»

remarkably similar.

)

' &Pn exammtng the subJects perf ormances mdrvrdually itis noteworthy that t«hfe tivb

&y . SR

lec)

7 "**subjects who showed 1mprovgd performance durtng 1rFtegrated programming, were both average

¥

in pffysical appearance. Subject 7, a Dowr¥'s Syndrome child, was physically appealmg, small in
stature, and had an extremely amicable personahty SubJect 6 was an extremely appealing child ¢+

who, at first glance did not dtsplay any of the perceived stereotvprcal behaviors of the mentallv
'
. handicapped. These subjects, bemg more similar to the nonhandrcapped subjects than any of a,} ‘

the other handicapped participants, were perhaps more readtlv accepted mto the mtegrated . 3&"’;

program. It has been suggested that younger children may be more tolerant of individuat ‘ “,—%w

- differenges (Apolloni' & Cooke, 1978; Wylie, 1975) and once the handicapped child reaches
school age, he or she is even less likely to be accepted by peers (Peterson & Haraltck 1977
Snyder et al., 1977 White, 1980). The present findings, though limited to a few sub;ects .
however would be congruent with the findings of Siperstein and Gottlieb (1977) Brteﬂy
reiterated, their f mdmgs suggested that wrth grade 4 and. 5 students, children who looke ‘

'_ dif ferent physTcally were percetved as being mcompetent Itis concetvable that this physical

strgma may be prevalent even at this young age. ThlS may have tremendous negatrve

implications in a physmal actrvtty settrng fora chxld who cloes not assrmllate easrly because he

76
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or she is physically different and who also tras lower skill levels than the rest of the class. Both
physical appearance and physical perf ormance are immediately and distinctly apparent.
Obviously, physical appearance cannot be altered so it is important that levels of perf ormance
competence be improved in physical activity settings. Skll] upgrading and extra gurded practrce
time may contribute to more successful integration. In the present study, the alternate
integrated sessions were effective in allowing for the extra practice time necessary to achieve a
better understanding of the concepts or skills mvol&l‘ in the cooperative ganre segment. During
the segregated session, instructors were able to give attention to the chrldren who requrred&-tere.
assrstance.

In terms of social mteractron again, there was no general evrdence of a systematic

pattern for the mentally handrcapped subjects in erther segre&ted or mtegrated free play

- L i

environments. This inding is consistent with studres of Xeégcral mtezratton prevrouslw discussed.
These suggest that social interaction can occur between t}ﬁ?’ handrcapped and nonhandtcapped
but that social isolation (Guralnick, 1981b) or the preference of the nonhandicapped for, other

nonhandicapped children as playmates (Guralntek, 19%0: Peterson, 1982; Peterson & Haralick';

1977; Porter et al., 1978) may also be evrdent No detnmental ef fects were evidenced in- thre,
study.. This is an important finding since there have been supposmons made suggestmg that m‘
integrated settings, handicapped children may be overtly rejected by their nonhandicapped
peers. ' ' |

It has been suggested that for effective and coope.rative social interagtions to occur,
expressive language may be a prerequisite (Wasson, 1980). The handicapped subjects who
, g‘at‘rred the m_c')st from the integrated activity in terms of activity participation and social
interaction (Sul;jects 3, 6 and 7)', were also the best able to communicate, however not ,
necessartly in the eonverttiorral serlse. Two subjecte (3and 7) showect a,more'consistent positive
Ain_c“rease in social behayior for the sessions involving >integration. Subject 7 was preyiou$ly |
B descri:béd las Being ,physically si‘milar"to the notrhandieapped sttbjectS'. Although this subject had
ex_tremely m‘i.nirnaLverbal ability, he was {aele to(e?ommunicate’ by ,1auéhing and playful gestures

Y

X
it
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‘
and vocalizations. Social interaction took the form of chasing and following games. Subject 3
was average lo:)king in appearance, although was larger in stature than all of the other program
participams. This subject, however, was the most verbal of all the handicapped children. Due
to the size of this subject, the nonhandicapped children were sofnewhat intimidated by him, and .
socialization was also primarily chasing and following games.

It may be logical to assume that if nonhandicapped qhildren initiate iqteracu’om that
are continually not reéiprocated (due t:) minimal verbal abilities of the handicapped child) the
motivation to continue those interactio}ls would soon be extinguished. Social reinforcement
co%ingenci’éf are necessary. Leiter's (1977) work with nonhandicapped preschoolers would lend
support to this comengion. One of the main findings from Leiter's study was that reciprocity of
social interactions in play groupé was pg.rﬁally maimaine'dl by social reinforcers within the

initiation/ response dyad. Social cooperatior, or responding tosthe suggestion initiated, was -

N s
Kl o
&

found to be the best positive reinforcer. '

In the case of subject 7, even though his physxcal size may have beea mtm‘ndatmg tO
the smaller nonhandxcapped chxldren there was sull a type of rec1proc1ty whxch in turn, made
this type of interaction a game. In the case of ;ubject gand 7, minimal verbal ability was |
- apparently overlookcd as these ehxldren were similar enough 1o associate w1th

i s

Thesq three subJects who were more succéssfully mtegrated (subjects 3, 6 and 7) were
all abie to recxprocate in some way and this rec:1proc1ty was accepted by the nonhaﬁndlcapped
children. Wasson (1980) has siugges"ted‘that for the organization of cooperati've sokcial
 interaction with nonhandicapped.childre.ﬁ, gestures are not used but rather expressive and '
receptive 1énguage. Without language this organization is eX[remely difficult to'coordinate.
F iridings f rom the present study seem céngruem with these ideas, as the level of pnlay_did not
‘ hav'e acooperative focus. Thefact that reciprocal play persisted, H’oyever, is a source of ‘
optimism. |

Porter et él. (1978) have suggested tﬁat simultaneoqs manipuiatioﬁ of different objecfs

is also related'to social play, in that it may be an integral f orm of parallel or group play. Their
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findings revealed a greater mean frequency of simultaneous manipulations of different objects
by nonhandicapped preschoolers. Decreased levels of simultaneous manipulations in the
handrcappcd may indicate a related deficit in social skills. The authors suggested that "the low
. rate of Soc1al play-likg behavior by retarded children may be somewhat a function of their
inability to emit appropriate signals to another child or to interpret signals grven by others” (p.
322). Similar findings were noted in the present study in that the handicapped subjects spent a
mere 2% of their play time incorporating multiple pieces of play equipmem, while the.
nonhandicapped children used multipie pieces 11% of their time.

It would appear that successful integration in physjcal actrviry settirigs may be
intimately related, at least in par”to the interrelationships of depth of skill repertoire, level of

perf orrrr"gnce, acceptability of physical appearance and language capabilities.

Equipment Preference and Use .
Large play eqmpmerh was f avoured by both the handrcapped and the nonhandicapped

subje 1l play equrpmem was not a strong preference for either the handicapped or the

a

nonha . From subjective observauon, it was noted that equipment such as hockey

.
’

sticks and scoops were used more by*t‘he ‘nonhgrif/oic‘ap;iéd‘; whrre balls and bean bags were
preferred by the handrcapped Much © of the trme h&wever the small play equipment was not
used for its inherent purpose. It would seent that a possible hypothesrs for thrsek occurrence may - \
be that the handrcapped lacked the appr.oprrate skills for use of much of ‘this equrpment and
the nonhandrcapped were not mterested in using small play equipment because it was less

i appeahng than the majority of other eqmpment available to them in rhe PREP plav room. .

Play vehicles, when avarlable in the f Tee play envrronment were chosen by the - %

" ponhandicapped subjects approxrmately 2?% °§ the time a% by handrcapped sub;ects,' 16% of

| the time. The 1ower-prop§rtion of rirne éridencﬁﬁ%f .xhe- handicapped subjects with this

equipment, especially tricycles and scooters, ma§ be dife to their lower skilg levels ravirh this

equipment. Further, since vehicles were valued piay equipment, perhafps some of the

Ky
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handrcapped subjectls were not aggreSsrve enough to gain and marntam poksess;on of th

. ! \’; N - .

equipment. The play vehicles were not, titen shared spontaneously. = St ,""‘, |

Behavieral differences in environments with and without pla\ vehrcles were apparent
& - \

In terms of activity levels, no apparen averall effects were found, wrth one exceptton SubJect.
4 showed higher levels of partrcrpatron durmg the sessions with play vehicles. As prevroush

mentioned, this was primarily because this subject consrstentl) preferred to play with a wagon
“‘"& v

over other play equipment. With respect to‘§f‘ocial interaction, the introduction of play vehicles

appeared to negatively af f ect the social rnteractron of all seven subJecLs in terms of range and

]

median scores. It would seem that the mtrod“uc&bn of play vehrcles rnrtrated a faster ﬁrc/ed

environment that negated the possibility of social interaction for the handrcapped subjects. The

handicapped subjects "in terms of verbalization and mobility, possessed fewer skills ‘thar would

enable them to participate successfully in such an environment.

Environmental Suitability : k ‘ ‘ RN 8
This study was implemented using equivalent ntimbers of handicapped and
nonhandicapped children in the activity program. In the past sqme researchers have advocat;d

rntegrauon with equal numbers of handtcapped to! nonhandrcapped (Freld et al., 1981; Whrte.

1980) and a majqrity of recent studies have rnvestrgated rntegrated programs employrng -

approxrmately equal nurnBers (Dunlop et al., 1980 Field et al 1982 Peck et al., 1978

Petersonwl982 ‘Peterson & Haralick, 1977; Porter et al , 1978). The findings from these

studres with respect 1o positive rncreaSes in socralrzatron levels, are varred although no negatrve
MY s

results are apparent These rnvestrgatrons although conducted in mtegrated free plav

~ “

environments were not concerned with skill or actrvityo comes. D . ‘ . *

. Usrng equrvalent numbers of handrcapped and nonh,andrcapped in the prcsent study

was successful especrally in regard to the copperatrve game and 5tatron actrvrty e}ements of the'

»

-
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from this study whether the same tvpe of behavmral responses would occur with a different
group ratio. Given the environment 6f ,the presem study, it was possxble thf’ough the group N

game and station activity, for thq‘\‘handxcapped and nonhandlcapped children to interact more
comfortably in small, informal situations. .

mt is an importany consideration for both the
s [

: onment chosen for thlS Studv was one equally

The familarit;‘of the environm

. handicapped and nonhq.\ndicappgd‘u
’ : b : ) u‘" M
familiar to both groups. All of the KIS had previously expenenccd both the facxlm and

s JERY
e.lass groups, before being brought together for ‘this
i '

study . Therefore, adaptation LQMcw envirogment was minimal and both the handicapped

’ .
the play apparatus with their res

LE W" ) " . . ' s v M
and nonhandicapped childreru‘d feel confident in the use of the equipment available (o
B s .
L?em. This is an important factor in activity programming and it may allow fof a more realistic

erspective of integration. If children are not confident or jeel uncomfortable with an

b
unfamiliar surrounding, behavior may be adversely affected.

A

/It was felt that if the handicapped were given the advantage, in terms of familiar peers
\ ,
and environmental conditions, a better understanding of the integrative process could be

~developed. Once this is established, then specific and effective teaching-sirategies for integrated
, _ .,
o  programming could be examined. Apolloni and Cooke (1978) suggest that:

v

when handicapped children are accepted by and interact with their
nonhandlcapped classmates, more structured forms of teaching between

ch1ldren can readily be Orgamzed Such mteractxons should also be beneficial t6 '
the nonhandxcapped chﬂdren as well, by prov1dmg them with opport}gntles o ’

deveIOp sensitive and well informed f eelmgs of acceptancc for human diversity

o . o

(5. 159).. e co

Perhaps ope way (o facilitate ihteg‘iqtion, at least in a child s early years, would be to -
€ ’ ¢ ; ’ co )

erh"ploy equal numbers of handicapped and nonﬁandica«pped childrqn ina p'resc':hgol prc;grar‘n. It

is hypothesued that m1mmal adverse eff ects would be suffered by either }«Poup Thdn, in the

] & b

schpmxvears wherr haﬂdlcapped childrén are uSually mamstreamcd mdxv}dualiy ~9r t a”snwl £

r’
o
&

A
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ratio, all children ma\ be more tolerant of the situation and both groups ber,ter ab le to deal with

: ihe transmon

Program Effectiveness . -

» The teachers of the memaily handicapped felt that the alterpating conditions design was

an acceplable means of introducing integration. All of the teachers indicated that they would

«

- prefer to have their future involvement with integrated programs organized in this manner.
The cooperative games and station activity segments of the program were implemented

successfully. Both activities gave the handicapped an opportunity to interact in informal group

suuauons Elements of group work, such as cooperation, sharing. waiting for turns, and

modelhng were involved. Both the handicapped and nonhandicapped learned to use. to some
. %
extent, all of these valuable group skills.

Information gained f‘! both the teacher queSiiOnnaire and from general,discussion oS
indicated that all ofghe classroom teachers and program instructors felt that the integrated -

program was benéf icu‘ to the handicapped SUbJCCtS and that in most cases, the children were
5

able to benefit positively both from expos\m(e to and interactions with the nonhandicapped 3
children. This is noteworthy, since data do not overWhelmingly justify these perceived benefits.

[t may be that the instrument was insensmve 10 subtle social and kill\”d@hef s, or ihat teachers -

*

were biased by one or tWO overt p0smve benef its and thus generalized ihese to the group as a

whole. The research design allowed for skill upg'fading and practlce 1o be avaiIabieA‘.’o the
1
mentally handicapped children on alternate days "The teachers may have noted ﬁdsmve ef fect;{; '

~ B W

in terms of improvement in skill ,ievehqx;skiii acquismon. which coptributed to/;heir poeitive {
perception of the program on the whole. These variablés were not “rne,asuréd in/tnis stud?’l
It was apparent from observmg Study 1, that an inmal adJustment period was 7 ’
necessary Yor both the handicaﬁped and nonhandicapped chrld%ren even ln this Familif i
) N »

environment. The handicappeyhﬂdren seemed mmally to be overwhelmegl by the presence of _

ihe nonhandicapped subjects. Then, af ter growing aeeusmmed to the new. enVironment the

(4
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handicapped subjects began to model and interact. ;l‘he“‘nonharidic“appes subjects, similarly,

seemed- t&go through an édjustment phase, then b.egan to interact, to some extént, with the

handicapped. Toward the completion'of the study, mo;e frequent interactions, initiated by both

L _ y ‘

\~~~the handicapped and nonh;indiéapped children, occurred. Sinée duration of inte}actions and not

initiation of interactions w;;s being mgasured in this study, this finding was not clearly reflected

in the da_lta. The {nervl‘&ally hafidicapped subjé;ts coflld not su&tafn interactions for long period°s~

of time both due to their low verbal capabilities, and p'roblemsc'in keeping up in the faster paced

environment. - , 7 |

~ Therefore, when structuring an integrated prografn, it is necessary to allow a few

sessions of unstructured.free play, dnitially. This would give all the participants an opportunity

to become more familiar with each other. Once this adjustment has been made, then the

/
i

ba}’ticipants may E)e more receptive to a structured activity- prograinf

| Data on equipment preferences and level of use by both the héndicapped and %
n'onhandice‘lpped in an integrated environment are i.mportant botﬁ for the slt'r‘ucturing‘vof play
programs and th‘e purchase of equipmgnt. Laige play eq}ljpment, being f avo:red by both the
ﬁandicapped and nonhandicapped, would be ideal to begin ,wi'th in an integratéh play pro\gfam.
Large play eq‘ui'}.)ment may be veréatile enough to challenge the nonhandicapped and stimulate
appropriate use for the Handicapped. An irhf)ortént considefatibn, in the purchase and use of
equipment, is Whether the equipmeriﬂt and the child’s size are p’ropprtionél. Mentally
handicapped children are often integrated into programs where the'nonhar‘mdicépped childrén ére ¢
youngér, on the ‘ave.ra"g’e."The skills the m‘entally handicapped possess may be suital‘nle for i
younger age group a/gi/éivities, however, the equipment may be designed for physicélly smaller ‘
children. Therf o?i‘vsogne equipment adaptations may be necessary. It is important that ithe;‘ |
“instructor be wa@i /of/choosing equipment for the integrated group that is developmentally
suited to the handicapped but not age-appropriate. Theref ore the instructor must be conéerﬁe_d .

with equipment-size as well as its suitability to the age and skill of the mentally handicapped

child. Large play equipment is generally more adaptable to broader ranges of skill diff erencés
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{
and age differerices.
ot

v Since small play equipment was not found to be largely favoured bv either the '

4

handlcapped or nonhandlcapped subjects, it would appear logical that small play equ1pment be
mtroduced into the mtegrated envuolnment in a structured manne\r ThlS would 1nglude Sklll
- mstrucuon for both the handlcapped and nonhandicappgg children. ThlS type of equlpment
_wouid be 1dea1 fonfpeer modellmg techmques of instruction, with the nonhandxcapped
demonstragng appropnate use to the handxcapped It was observed in this study that the .
handicapped subjects demonstrated they were capable of observationa_l Iearning by modelling
\\\

was also introdueed in the form of a ﬁrogram of “skil
B 4 } ¢ N

A}

_‘the actions of the nonhandicapped children using s all'play equ‘ipment.. Perhaps if intervention
QL\ modelling, then small play eéuipfnent_
skills 30;11d be deveioped in both groups of children. Ii‘;h’ould be noted.that »this modelling also
occufred spontanec;usly with other skill activities, for exarnple climbing up the slide from the
;"Tbot/tom. This would be coﬁgrﬁent with Bricker's (1978) observation that modelling the
robject-relevém play-of nonhandicapped children byvhandicapped children méy be the basis for

——a-better instructional medium than teagher instruction alone. It would seem thatif this™ ‘
\»r . ) ‘\‘v L

modelling is occurring without prompting in the free play environmer\;, that structuring
programs to include this type of peer teaching may be potentially succ\essf ul. |

Consideration should also be given to the findings of Scholtz and Ellis (1975). Thei;
‘results, with nc;nhandicapped preschool'cﬁil"dren, indiéated that ch.ildrén'é preferénce for
si"rﬁplistic pia_y equipment declined with fépeatéd exposure. This decline occurred at a much
faster rate tﬁan when the children were r’epeate.dly‘exposed 1o a more complex play
environment. Aé' a result of this decreased interest in the play environment, the children's
pref erénce subsequently ’t'ransf erred to their peers.

Findings from the present study showed some indication of this tybe of phenomenon.
A more rapid decline was evident in the nonhaﬁdicapped who, asa group, appeared to lose

interest in the environment toward the end of the ten sessions that they participated in. It was

obvious, at'this point, that more structure was needed. The nonhandicapped subjects’ levels of
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| ag,gre'ss‘i‘ve‘s‘ocial belravior' seemed to escalate. This 'saturation point’, for the handicapped
subjects, appeared to be more-individual in nature,. thoriigh'their limited skill regertoires ha‘r’i, in
most _cases, been erchau'sted by this time. The handir:abperl subjegts then appeared tr) srnenrl
more of their time in idle actir'ity. , ’ !

It may be advisable then, to initiaily keep the play environrrlent simple in complexity,
with a limited‘ amount of large play appara{\(S:. Tlris would be particularly beneficial for the
vhandi,capped since trreir skiils tend to bé more suited to large play equipment. W.he,.n the
‘nonh'andicappgd bégin to lose interest with.t‘,he environment, this may alsb be the point where
they wouldfbe more accépting of cooperating with their handicapped peers. At this time, small
play’ equrpment or structur;)d group activities could be introduced. Introductlon of novel
stimuli, such as this, may then hold a greater attractant value for bo/th the handrcapped and
nonhandrcapped.

From a different vi’ewbqult. Di_sr;fano and Brunt's (1982\) observations regarding
complerdty of environment, also have practical implications in an activity settrng. Perhaps the .

addition of play vehicles to the playroom was sufficient to increase the complexity of the
environment. [t may be hypothesized that the.hgndicapped subjects were unable to deal with

-

the increased environmental stimuli az‘{/d reacted byr \;\"ithdrawing'into observer roles.

A further considération for a-f(ctivity environment strucrure may be based on the findings
of Grazma et al. (19.7'2.). in terms of pos_session, saruration and overflow. Patterns of
equipment preference may kave been affected by the use of oihér handicaﬁped children or J
‘ nohhandicapped children. Handicapped children may have been hesitant to choose certain
;ci\uipme{t becausé the nonhandicapped éhildren ‘had acti"ve posséssion of 1[ OT vice versa.
Teachers st\raﬂcxe\courage use of a variety of equipment by all the program parucrpants
Stauon activities would asmst in implementing this by enabhng the chrldren to become familiar
with and have practice time on a variety of equipment. ‘ |

‘ . . . N .
It has been suggested by Wehman (1976) that a taxonomy of play materials may be

developed. By separating materials in terms of potential function, teachers may be more aware
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of* thq t)}pe of toys to ¢hcourage for each child, depending on his or her developrnental level.
Wehman cites an early example of such a taxonomy using play materials, however, it would be
potentially beneficial to develop one.f or play apparatus. The taxonomy should be developed,

not only in terms of specific skill development but also the potenual social role of the

equipment (e.g. Qurlrtch & Risely, 1973; Polmg, 1976). Further research is needed in this area.

~

5 . . R

.Program Implications ' , (
4The research questions in the presgnt study were primarily concerned with the
unstructured free play aspect of the program. Desprte this focus, many other encouragmg ,

program findings may be noted, from a subjective viewpoint. One optlmrstrc f mdrng was: that it

s ‘possrble to accomodate children with diverse levels of social and skill development in a

) . -
physicalsactivity program.

As previously mentioned, the alterr:ate integrated and segregated environments alli)wed

for that essential extra skill practlce time for the mentally handicapped children. In keepmg

wrth this type of program desrgn the handrcapped children should be allowed differential
" amounts of segregated activity sessions in relation to mtegrated sessions, dependmg on skill and'

social levels. In a regular actrvxtv program itis assumed that there is a bandwrdth of motor

perf ormance that encompasses the range of skills for any grven group of nonhandlcapped
‘ children. It is imperative that the majority of the mentally handicapped child's skills, -
’ particularly motor skills, reach at least the minimal acceptable levels of performance in

comparison to the nonhandicapped group'with whom he nor she will be integrated. As motor
/' skill and social levels improve, then partjcipation in an increased number of integrated sessions,
j or total lntegration, may be feasible. Sklll upgrading, during segregated sessions, woulid then be
\;an essential aspect of this program design. If handicapped children are givenregular
opportunity to be included in intelligently structured invtegrated programs, it should soon
‘become apparent which children would benefit the most and their rate of lntegration may be

3

increased.
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Strichart and Gotth;b (1975) have demonstrated that increases in level of competence
in the mentaﬂv handicapped are related lmearly to the amount of peer imitation by the
«
~ nonhandicapped. Further, competence may be generahzed to other skills. Once mentally

handieapped children have demonstrated skill competence\'x same areas, then teachers may
’ . . =

facilitate the process by overtly demonstrating or emphasizing areas where the mentally
handicapped child has.skill, in specific tasks,or group activities.
Observations from the present study indicate that integrated environments ma' be

capable of inspiring skill modelling and other appropriate social behaviors, from some

P
- v

ﬁandicapped subjects, without teacher intervention. The opportunity to interact with
. R \ ‘ . . EY .

nonhandicapped peers may accelerate learning effects, in some instances, and it does not appear
to hinder the process of participating.
. ' ’ ¢ B .
The integrated activity session provides an ideal environment for teacher directed

learfiing, in te'rms of both individual and'group instruction. Peer teaching and modelling may

»

also be successf ul, once a tolerant or acceptrng atmosphere is established. The physxcal activity
environment may be ideal for improving range and depth of skrlls socral mteractrons and

language skills. \

For example, in the PREP approach to xnd1v1dual mstructmn teacher guidance is faded
within a multr-level prompting continuum. A‘pp,ropriate use of this strategy enables the teacher
to consistently adJust tHe balance between necessary assistance and allowrng the child to

perform a task as independently as possrble [tis apphca,ble for both pre- and post-response.

»\

The PREP prompting continuum, at the lowesgt level, involves complete physical manipulation

and at the highest level, involves environmental prompts with little teacher intervention.
J - : a ) .
Engaging the assistance of a nonhandicapped child would seem to complement the intention of
> N N

this model. Nonhandicapped children could be used as skill models, either for partial or

L

complete skill demonstration. It would also seem appropriate to incorporate a nonhandicapped

peer model into the highest, ‘oz 'environmemal', level of prompting. The teacher may initivally

-

- manipulate environmental conditions so that the desired response is obtained. A

L)
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‘nonhandicap;‘)ed peer may then be prompted qo*involve the handicapped child in the
appropriate.skill'or activity. Alternately, a gi'ouprof nqﬁhandicapped children may be asked to
engage in the desired skill or activity with the intent of involving the handicapped child without
verbal prompting by the teacher. The highest 4evel in the continuum involves the child 1n1t1atmg
the task on hxs or her own. A nonhandicapped peer may be prompted, at thlS point, to join into
the skill or activity with the mentally handicapped child as a form of peer remf qrcement.
Integrated prdgramming in physical activity is also conducive to development of
‘ language and social skills. Social pursuits such as cooperauve games or small group activities
may be emphasized. Language related to skill, or body awareness and movement, or body garts
may be stressed in any physical ac;ivity setting. The involvemem of more highly skilled models,
‘motorically, sociallv and verbally, may increase the benefits f rorﬁ physieal activity programs
. for the mentally handicapped. |
Caref el_consideration should be given to the variables, previously discuésed, that may
affect the succees of integration. Onee a more accepting fouﬁdation exists, then it would seem
that many inst.ructi\onal models ma‘y easily be incorporated in integra‘ted environments. This is
noteworthy in'light of the concerns of ' teechers faced with the difficulties of managing an

integrated activity program.



Chapter VI .
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendaﬁons
Summary. . *

The purpose of this study was to exémine the béhavior of moderately mentally
handicapped children in integrated e}nd segregated programs. Seven subjects, aged 5 to 10 years,
| were obsefvcd during unstructured free play to determine if they would benefit from placement
in physxcal actlvxty programs with nonhandicapped children. Socialization, actmty
participation, equipment preference and level of equipment use were the dependem variables
examined. The presence‘or absence of play vehicles, in these environments, was also
investigated to determine whether this play equipment would further affect behavior. An
alternatihg conditions design was imple;nenlted across a period of 20 sessions and data were
collected during free play time in each’session.

Results from this study showed no group trend and the;ef ore generally do not support
the assumption that exposure to integrated programming will increase activify participation or
social interaction in the mentally handicapped. Gains from integration appeér to be individual
in nature. The fact that the data flo not show systematic effects is, however, considered a
pcsitive. finding. | , |

Activity participation did not appear to be affected M the presence of play vehicles in
the environment, aithough significant negative effects on social interaction levels, m all
subjects, wen;, found under this \condiixton.

In compz\iring levels of equiprxient use and equipmeht preference between the
handicapbed and nonﬁandicappgd subjects, differences were evident. The handicapped subjects
spent nearly half of their time Qith large play equipment (48.08%) and in the 'inactive’

' paﬁicipation category (44.37%). Nonhandicapped subjects also showed preference for large

play equipment (37.52%) and they spent a majority of their time at a 'moderate’ level of

activity (67.82%). The nonhandicapped chose to play with play vehicles more than the

89"
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handicapped, but neither group showed a strong preference for small play eqdipmem.

Conclusidps

As a result of this study of voung moderately mentally handicapped children's

. ' / .
. participation in segregated and integrated free play programs, a number of conclusions may be

drawn.

’

1. Five year old nonhandicapped children can be integrated in an activity program with

5 to 10 year old mentally handicapped chil&ren, in equal numbers, without adverse

o
effects. DU Q)r’
) '}é;"’:‘kﬁ, Nt

2. Activity programs Wlute station activity,a831

BgePETALIVE group game are
o

3
o

ap}nropriate for integrated programs with hand?c% and? onhandicapped
children.
< 3, No systematic effects were evident when moderately mentally handicappéd children
were exposed to nonhandicapped children iln a play program, in terms of activity
participation and social interaction.
4, The presence of play vehicles‘ in'ar_l activity environment appears to evoke sig;lificant
—megative effects in social interaction in young mentally handicapped children.

S. Mentally handicapped and nonhandicapped children display differential rates of
equipment preference and level of equipment use in free play. Moderately mentally
handicapped children spend approximately half vof their free play time with large
play ecw’-pmem\and a similar amount of timé”i‘n an inactive rolc;,. Nonhandicapped
preschoolers sp;:nd approximateiy one-third of their timé using large play equipment
and _Lwo-thirds of their free play time at a moderate level of actfvity.

e, - From a subjective vieWpéint, it appears that some moderately mentally handicapped
children are capable of modelling certgin social and motor skill behaviors of the

nonhandicapped children with no teacher intervention, in a free play environment.

7. It is possible to accommodate children with diverse levels of social and skill
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‘ .
development in an integrated physical activity program.

Recommendations

Owing to the lack of research with regard to integrdtion in physical activity, there is a

myriad of potential research areas that require attention. The following recommendations are

limited to suggestions for further research that are pertinent to the findings of this

investigation.

1.

(]

Researchers should examine the efficacy of implcménting a similar integrated play -«
program in a more typical environment, i.e. in the school facility, with a small
number of mentally handicapped children integrated with a larger group of
ronhandicapped children. ‘
The instrument used to measure activity pagicipation and social interaction shouid
be reexamined. Momentary time-sampling may prove to be a more efficient method
of obtaining similar decriptive information sinée more detailed behavior response
categories may be jdentif ied. An elaboration on the individual categories may
provide more information in regard to behavioral patteins of moderately mentally

N
handicapped children in integrated activity programs.
Researchers should explore more fully the extent to which videotape camefas may be
used for data collection in free pl;y settingg. They are valuable research tools with
numerous potential applications in this area.
The social ﬁaturc of a variety of’ play equ;pment s‘hould be more thoroughly
examined in light of the significant jnfluence found with play vehicles in this study.
The OS-3 Event Recorder should bé more fully investigated as to its potential for
adapted physical activity research. This instrument would have many practical
applications, especially in regard to recording behavior in field situations,rf or
example, observing a program operating in a school 6r community facility. It is

portable and unobtrusive to employ. General decriptive statistics are readily
3 .
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available and data may be interfaced directly into a main computer terminal.

.

Further, there is relatively little training involved in understanding its operation.
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‘Appéndix A: Observer Training Information

Coding Rules - Study 1
Coding Rules - Study 2

Operational Definitions - Study 2
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. | . Coding Rules - Study 1

1. - When a child goes temporarily out of view, count for 2 seconds (one one
' thousand two, one thousand), then turn all toggle swnches off and the

'unobservable' toggle switch on, simultaneously. . - .

to

The only exception to rule 1 is if a child is out of view because he/she is on the
blue foamy mat (under mé arched climber). Code the child as 'inactive" il
he/she is in %iew again. | | |

3. | If the child is only partially in view, continue to code in the same category for

as long as it is clear that the category has n‘ot changed.

4, Do not code any, mteracmons that occur thh adults.

}5. If thewéhﬂd is being dlscmlmed by an adult code as negatlve ‘social behavxor

6. }When 'negative’ social behav:o; occurs, code 1ts "frequency only (i.e. turn the
toggle on and off quickly)- - | " S

7. If "tho child is interacting with a group, and oné or more"r'xonh;ﬁdicggped
ohildren are memberé of that group, code the interactions as with \\\\
nonhandi'capped. , | _ ~ B

8. If the child is actively moviﬁg about-the room and pauses momentarily, use the

2 second count rule before coding as 'inactivo' (this would inctude lying on.the

trampoline oed).

9. - . | If the child is the passive partner in ao activity but is using the equiomem for
its inherent purpose (e.g. being pulled in a Qagon, riding on the back of a
frike) code as 'active' with the appropriate group category.

10. If the child is hurt/upset and being attended to by an adolt, codo as

‘unobservable' until he/she is independent of the adult.

11. Change codes from 'alone’ to 'with' as soon as the child initiates an activity

N
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aan

near or with a group of children or another child. Terminate when the child
/ B S N " t
Yy r‘.’*?f{\"f\"' v

turns his back to the group or activity for longér-thén the 2 second count.
12. If there is still clock time remaining, but no videotape left, immediately code as
. . A TR .

!
'unobservable' until the timer stops.

=z
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Coding Rules - Study 2

Behavior is coded at the end of a 20 second interval, the moment the tone sounds.
Follow the child during non-éo‘ding time to be sure not to lose track of his/her
whereabouts.

4

Code the equipment that the child is interacting with, e.g. holding, sifting on,

playing with. ¢ '

!
!

Ifa chiid is playing with equipment that falls into two dr more categoties, code
them all as occurring, in the same interval, e.g. ball on trampoline, incline and
scooter. |

The tﬁin mats used as 'safety'.rnats under the equipment will not be considered
equipment, unless they are being used as such, e.g. draged over a bench for a L
tunnel, or child is movbiriﬁé mat to change equipment. '

If equipment category is uncertain, for any reason, note the appropriate level of
activity and indicate uncertainty with a question mark at the appropriate interval

spot on the recording sheet.

" If the child has left the screen or it is unclear what he/she is doing, code as

unobservable.
If the videotape ends before all intervals are coded, code all remaining intervals as

unobservable.

If the child is in the act of throwing or jumping from a piece of equiprr;ent. at the

sound of the tone, (i.e. momentarily not in contact with equipment currently in

use), code the equipment that is being used.
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Operational Definitions

EQUIPMENT

4

Large Play Eqiipment: benches, inclines, platform, stairs, trampoline, boxes, bar, climbing

apparatus, slide and associated apparatus, rope, ladders, donut, large foamy mats.

Small Play Equipment: hockey sticks, pucks, as‘d balls, bean bags, foamy mat pillows,
SCOOPS, racqﬁets._bats, hoops, cones, basket, skipping ropes.
Play Vehicles: tricycles, bicycles, scooters, wagons.

No Equipment

ACTIVITY LEVELS

-

Tnactive: sitting, lying down, standing, any idle repetitive movement of body or equipment.

Moderate Activitv: walk, prone progressidn (crawling, creeping, hitching, walking on knees),

throwing, catéhing, striking, bouncing, pedalling, pulling, pushing, riding in/on equipment,
jumping f rom low equipment, hanging/swinging from equipment with feet on the gﬁoung,
sliding (on slide or incline), climbing.

Vigorous Activity: running, wrestling, somersault, skipping, galloping, swinging/hanging from

equipment with feet off ground, jumping from top of slide, jumping on trampoline, jumping

from rope, rolling around bar.



Appendix B: Equipment Layout

Basic Equipment Layout

Range of Camera Span
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Diagram of the basic equipmém lavout in the PREP playroom.

1
T
=

a

19.m

\
F—

< — 2lm . -»>

= = partial screen for camera |

M support pillar

o camera

climbing appafatus

a. observa\tion room

b. office

¢. washroom

d. storage room

e. trampoline

f. incline

g. slide apparatus

h. large flogr mat



Diagram depicting range of camera span.

® PREP Camera

O PSA Camera
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Appendix C: Data Collection Forms .

-

General Data Coding Worksheet - Study 1
MTS Coding Sheet - Study 2

Teacher Questionnaire



AN
General Data Coding Worksheet - Study |
~

1

Jbserver Name:

Student:
Coding|Session|Tape Toggle | Frequency Duration | Range Duration
Date |Date # # ! Min. Max. Awg | S.D.

Video Start Time:

PREP:

PSA:

e e

Video Start Time:

 PREP:

PSA:

Video Start Time:.

PREP:
PSA:
\“‘_,—\
IR S
Video Start Time: . R
PREP:
PSA:
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MTS Coding Sheet - Study 2

L

-

Ubserver:

Student : . PREP:
"ideo Sta ime -

Tape: Video Start Time PGA:

3 ¥

Interval Eaquip L Activity :
(secs) [Lg.Play|Sm.Play | P.V. §o Equip. [Inact.] Mod.| Vig. Jtnobs. .

20

40

60

80

100

L

-

wo | , e

160 |. 1

180 ’ ' ’ : . . ’ :

200

]

260 - '
P

280 .

300

- 320

340 . , b

360

380

400 .

420

1 440

460 -




