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ASSTRACT

This srudy invesrigared the effecrs of play wirh handÍcapped and

nonhandicapped Puppetrì and dol1s on the interaction betr¿een nonhandicapped

preschoolers and their handicapped peers. The effects of the dramatic

play experiences !¡ere assessed by observing the social behaviors that

ei¿ht nonhandicapped subjects emitted tovrards Èwo handicapped chÍldren in

an integrated Preschool. The study Èook into account the effects of

differing initial behaviors, and varied the lengths of time spent in the

trainÍng condition.

The preschool in which the study was conducted r,ras supervised by

an early childhood education professor, and jointry taught by three

fourth-year early childhood education students.

Observed social interactions r^;ere recorded on a specially adapted

observation form according to levels of ínt.eraction, type of social_

behavior, direcÈion of the interaction, type of communicaLion, and level

of play - Data \das supplemented to some extent ¡,¡ith anecdotal incidents.

Although general response to the intervention procedures was weak,

there were some positive signs. rn particular, symbolic dramatic play

experience may increase interactions ¡,¡ith handicapped peers for preschoolers

v¿ho demonostrate an initial acceptance of the handicapped. This study

also suggested that the effects of training may be maintained in the

natural environment follor^¡Íng Èermination of the intervention.
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CHAPTER 1

TNTRODUCTION

Ove rview

Ilainstreaming applies the normalization principle to educational

settings. It means, "making avaÍ1able to Ëhe mentally retarded,

patterns and conditions of everyday life which are as close as

possible to the norms and patterns of the mainstream of society"

(NÍrje, 1969). Including the handicapped child in regular educational

settings has been defended primarily on an ethical basis, as the human

concern for human beings (Ilartin, I974).

The benefits of mainstrearning have been seen mainly as non-academic

considerations such as improved sociaJ- opportunities and competencies

for the handicapped children, (Carlson, I979; Shepherd, I979) and

changed artitudes of the nonhandicapped toward the handicapped (Bricker.

1978; Shepherd, I979). This change Ín attitude of the nonhandicapped

individual is theoretically the expected result of exposure to the

handicapped (Tawney, 1981). In addition, the availabí1ity of better

models is anticipated to Ínfl,uence the handícapped person's social

behavior.

Using the school system to accomplisb these social goals is

based on the premise that "education is one of the primary mechanÍsms

for the transfer of social values from generaËion to generationt'

(Bricker, 1978). What is beÍng suggested, however, by the proPonents

of mainstreaming is not simply the transfer of general social values,

but rather, adjustÍng specific behaviors to be consistent vtith society's

expressed values. It has been found, however, that simple exposure to
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a handicapped individual will not necessarily resul-t in any positive.

benefits (Gurarnick, r976; Gottrieb, semmer, Veldman, 197g). Ir may,

in fact, have adverse resurts (The phoenix conference, r9g0).

Evaluating the potential acceptance of the handicapped chil,d is
a key factor in mainstreaming. Unless he is accepted, the mainstreaming

experience could in reality be the "most restrictive environment', for
a handicapped child (Barcray & Kehle, rgTg). very ofren the handicapped

student Ís avoided by his nonhandicapped peers 1n a mainsLreamed

setting. This avoidance is manifest by shorter interactíons with the

handicapped, greater interpersonal distance, excessÍve helpfulness, as

well- as labelling or name callÍng (Thompson, 19g0; r,fcKalip, rgTg).

There is a distinct tendency for the initial attiËude of the

nonhandicapped child to be negative. SurprisingJ.y, this tendency seems

to be most Pronounced in young children. First grade chiLdren have the

highest percentage of negative responses to the handicapped initiallr,,
(cronk, 1979) and even preschool children respond negatively to the

handicapped children in theÍr cr"ass (snyder, Apolroni, cooke , r977;

cooke, Apo1loni, cooke, r977). Rejection or avoidance of their
handicapped peers by young children has been explaÍned, at least in

Part' by their tendency at a young age to respond warily to incongruence

(Thurrnan 
' L979) - contradictory or ambivalent feelings toward the

handicapped are modeled by society in general and parents Ín particular,

and Ëhese are likely to reinforce children's initial wariness (Cohen,

7977).

DefinÍtion of the problem

Since the

not guaranteed

mere introduction

to result in posi

of the handicapped into the school is

Èive interactions between the handicapped
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and the nonhandicapped, it appears that some method of intervention

is necessary if the goals of social opportunity and competency for thc.

handicapped and positive attitudinal/behavíoral changes for rhe non-

handicapped are to be achieved. This intervention can be conceived of

along tr,ro converging continua: preparing the handicapped child for the

mainstreamed environment; and, preparing the environment for the child.

Considerable work has been done in both areas. Many studies haye

concentrated theír efforts on the handícapped child. They have

attenpted to instruct him in a wide range of social- behaviors so that

he will be abre !o behave and perform in a manner that will be less

different and more similar to his nonhandicapped peers in the

maÍnstreamed setting. Most of these programs have used behavior

modificatíon techniques and have demonstrated considerable success

(cooke & Apol1oni, r976; strain, Shores, Kerr, rg76; strain & Timm,

I974). 0ther studies have focused their attention on the various aspecr

of the environment that facilitate the mainstreaming process.

0f particular rel-evance t,o thís studv are interventions that have

consÍdered the nonhandicapped peers as important environmental factors

in mainstreaming. some studies have used nonhandicapped peers as

tutors to teach the handicapped child behaviors or skil-ls (Guralnick,

1976; Devoney, GuralnÍck, Rubin, 1975). These peer-tutors typicallr.

model and reinforce appropriate behavÍors in the handicapped chi1d.

Relativery few children, however, are likely to feel sufficientlv

comfortable r.¡iÈh the handicapped to act in such a capacitl,. Since

these cbildren are likeIy to be a minority of the total peer environ-

ment' it seems appropriate Ëhat attention be directed to the children

in the mainstreamed environment \"¡ho tend to avoid the handicapped child.

By helpíng these children to accept the handicapped child and to relate
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to him with greater ease, reciprocal interactions v.'ith the handicapped

child would be f acilitared (Kohn , 1966; t^jahler , 1967).

contact or exposure, information or persuasion, and disability
simulations are the three major approaches that have been used to heJ_p

the nonhandicapped student experience a positive shift in his attitude
towards the handicapped (Donardson, 19g0; Jones, sowe11, Jones Ã Butrer,
1981; Steer, I97g; Zelinger, lggO). SuccessfuL contact or exposure

approaches Eust be quite carefully structured and involve a cooperative
effort between the handicapped and nonhandícapped student (Ba1rard,

corman, Gottlieb & Kaufman, rg77; Friedman, 1975). simple exposure

without these qualifÍcations is ineffeccive.

rnformation and Persuasion although frequently advocated have nor

been demonsÈrated to be effective in changing attitudes or behaviors

tordards the handicapped. Active learning, incrudÍng simurations and

role playing, has been shov¿n, on the other hand,to be very effective
(clore & Jeffery, rgTr; orlansky, rgTg). Alrhough rhe subjecrs of
these studies were universÍty students, Ít is possible that younger

students could also be approached Ín a similar manner. since ear1.v

childhood is the most efficacious time to influence human social
development, rhis possibility should be explored (Apolloni & cooke,

r97s).

ïn preschool children general r,¡-ithdrar,m behavior has been

nodified dramarically through symbolic modeling (o'connor, 1969;

o'connor, 1972). rt has been further demonstrated that avoÍdance

responses can be extinguíshed on a vicarious basis (Bandura, Grusec &

Menlove' 1969). studíes such as these see the avoidance response as an

expression of fear, and enploy graduated exposure to the feared object
to facilitate maximar fear reducation (orlendick, 1979). The tendencv
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for young children to avoíd or withdraw from a handicapped child cou1d

similarily be underst.ood as a fear response.

Therefore, an approach that combines the feature of symbolic

uodeling and role play or simulation may be able to effect positive

changes Ín the nonhandicapped preschool child's attitude and behavior

toward his handicapped peer. Expressions of a more accepting attitude

through social approach rather than avoj-dance would provide the

handicapped the opportunity to reciprocate with appropriate social

behaviors (Strain, L977; Strain, Shores & Timm, Lg77).

Furthermore, since play is a natural activity of the young, and

dramatic play is of paramount importance in the preschool years, ages

three through six, (Sruilansky, 1968) Ít seems possible Èhat the dramatic

play of early childhood couLd be combined with graduated simulation and

role playing of a handicap. The use of dramatÍc play, or informal

learning techniques, to help him learn hor¿ to relaËe to a child with a

handÍcap, gains further credence from Ëhe fact that informal learnlng

is a method by which the young child uses the familiar to explore and

adapt to social reality (surton-Smirh, r976; Feirelson & Ross, rg73).

To the young child the "symbol-object is a substÍtute for the reality
it signif ies" (Piaget, 1962) . rn play, the child uses his or¡rn resources

to solve his problems satisfactorily. Because his solution is
based on his ov¿n understanding and abilities ir may have more lasting
value to the child than an externaLly imposed solution. A facilitator
needs only to provide such limitations as are necessary to anchor the

play session in reality (Axline , Ig47).
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Statement of Purpose

This study investigated the effects of play wi th handicapped and

nonhandicapped pupPets and dol1s on the interactions between non-

handicapped preschoolers and theÍr handicapped Peers. The effects of

the dramatic play exPeriences vrere assessed by observing social

behaviors that the nonhandicapped subjects emitted towards specific

handicapped children in an integrated preschool. The study took into

account the effects of differing initial behavj-ors' and varied the

lengths of time spent in the training condition. Ilaintenance of social

behaviors by natural contingencies in the classroom was also investigated.

Hypotheses Tested

Following this line of reasoning several hypotheses vrere tested

in an experimental preschool setting.

1. Symbolic dramatic play of nonhandicapped preschool children

involving "handicapped" dolls or puppeËs positivel,v affects the inter-

actions that the nonhandicapped chÍld, who previousll' díd not interact

appropriately, has with his handicapped peer.

2. Symbolic dramatic play of nonhandicapped preschool children

involving "handicapped" do11s or Puppets positively affects the inter-

actions that the nonhandicapped child, who previously ínteracted we11,

has with his handicaPPed Peer'

3. Training groups consisting of a pro-social and a non-pro-social

preschooler have a greater effect on the interactions of the non-pro-

socíal child with the handicapped child than training groups

consisting of two non-Pro-social children.

4. Newly acquired patterns of interacËion are maintained r"ben training

sessions are terminated.
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The generalizability of the effects of trainÍng were not tested

as the generalization phase had to be deleÈed from the study. A1so,

because of the failure to establish a stable level of interaction during

the baseline period, the investigator did not proceed with comparing the

level of individual children's intervention behavior vriËh their initial

baseline behavior.

Limitations of the Study

ThÍs study was much too short to assess the merits of this type

of intervention adequately. As indicated previously, the time alloted

to the initial baseline period was too short to establish a steady

baseline level of interaction. Because of the overall 1Ímited time

frame of the study, adjustments in the length of the baseline period

were not possible. In addition, the Íntervention periodsr,ere probably

too short to allow the behavior change and required cognitive and social

development to occur. One authority (Gottlieb, 1981) questÍons whether

studies of even a year's duration are adequate to a1low a fair

evaluation of a mainstreaming program.

Possible Implications

This project explored the use of readily available play material

in an attempt to promote positive changes in the att.itudes and behaviors

of rronhandicapped preschoolers toward their handicapped peers. As

significant persons in the hurnan envÍronment of the mainstreamed

preschool classroom, their more posit.ive behaviors are 1ikely to have

a facilitating effect on the handÍcapped children involved.

These nonhandicapped children may then be encouraged to act as

Peer-tutors or nodels. Furthermore, âny social interaction ski1ls that

the handicapped child initÍates will be ¡nore likely to be recognízed,



accepted , and reinforced naturally by his peers ' This recognition '

acceptance, and reinforcement of the socÍa1 behavÍor of tìle reLarded

childmayalsofacilltatethetransitionofbehaviorsthatarebeing

trained to the natural environment. Mainstreaming in the preschool

setting ma.Y thus result in true inlegraËion'



CHAPTER 2

A REVIEW OF T}IE LITERATURE

MaÍnstreaming Ís the incl-usion of handicapped chÍldren in schools

and classes together with their nonhandicapped peers. Recently this
concept has become increasingly popular. The practice is supported

by an underlying ethical concern for human welfare. Because of this
concernr as one educator put it, t'we must attempt to have handicapped

children in sight, in mind, and in settings where they wilr receive

the fullest measure of our educational resources" (Þfartin, rg74).

The Benefits of Mainstreaming

Parents of handicapped children belÍeve that mainstreaming offers
several benefits (Shepherd,1973). They hope, for example, to develop

more normal mannerisms and behavior patterns in the handicapped and a

greater acceptance of the handicapped by his nonhandicapped peers. rt
is anticipated that the handicapped children will develop more

appropriate behavÍors as the nonhandicapped children model and

reinforce socially acceptable behavíors. rn a segregated setting such

peer models would not be available; the only models would be other

handicapped children. At the sarne time, exposing the nonhandicapped

to their handicapped peers is expected to help them to be less fearful

and more accepting of the handicapped. Efforts to mainstream and to

improve the learning environment for the handicapped must recognize

several barriers which must be overcome (Þlartin, Ig74).
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Toward Effective Mainstreaming

0f initial concern is establishing the best age of mainstreaming.

one srudy (Apolloni & cooke, rg75) suggested that infanrs who are

familiar r.;ith one another may stimuf ate one anorher's development.

This implies that early childhood ís the most effecrive time ro

influence human sociar- development. In discussing this idea Bricker
(1978) concluded that providing mainstreamed "opportunities at the

preschool l-evel would seem appropriate".

studÍes have demonstrated, however, thatnonhandicapped children
tend to avoid their handicapped peers. This tendency may even be more

pronounced Ín young chirdren. rn a study in which nonhandicapped

children in grades 1, 3 and 6 were integrated into a speciar school

for retarded chir-dren (cronk, rg79). the initiar artitudes of the grade

one children were the most negative. This trend has been noted in
several studies at the preschool lever as werl (cooke, Apol10ni &

cooke, r977; Devoney, Guralnick & Rubin, rg75; Guralnick, r976; sny,der,

ApollonÍ & Cooke, Ig77) .

A review of these studÍes (Thurman & Lewis, rg-.g) suggested thar
early rejectÍon of the handicapped results from the ¡roung child's
ability to discriminate differences and respond differentÍalry to

them. Later prejudíce and rejection of handicapped children may be a

reflection of rhis tendency. Mainstreaming the handicapped into
preschool settings could, therefore, help the nonhandicapped to become

accustomed to the handÍcapped children and to see them as less dlfferent
This in turn woul-d reduce prejudice and rejection. The study by cronk

supports this theory; 50"A of the initial negative attitudes of rhe

grade one children in her study were changed to positive ones by the
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end of the program. This significant shift (p< .05) occurred afrer

working with the retarded children in a variety of cognitive, notor

and affective domain activities. Although the study did not specif;,

the duration of the program, it did indÍcate that young chí1drc,n can,

in some mainstrea¡ned environments, drastica111, improve their attitudc

toward the handicapped.

Several other studies have demonstrated significant level-s of

íntegration when handicapped children have been mainstreamed. A1l of

them, however, involve populations that are not t¡'pical of nrosr presr:t:rrrr j

cl-assrooms. one stud¡' (Dunlop. Stoneman & Cantre11, 1980) assessed rlre

social Ínteractions in a preschool designed Eo serve children from

poverty level homes. rnteractions between the handicapped and non_

handicapped children were indeed quite similar at Èhe end of the

program, but t he stud;- did no t observe ini t ial in teract ions as a

comparison. The children identi.fied as handicapped and nonhandicapped

were chosen f rom a single cl-as s. A1 though one Dor^'r¡ t s Syndrorne chí ld

was incl-uded among the six handicapped children, the group had a mean

r.Q. of 71.3. This group as a whore, would not likely be seen as

handicapped by the nonhandicapped group.

Other studies that have dernonstrated positive effects of exposure

to the handicapped have used a reverse-mainstreaming approach. Instead

of introducing several handicapped children into an existing group of

nonhandicapped chi]-dren, they have introduced a fer¡ nonhandicapped

chÍldren into the handicapped chíldrenrs environment. One such stud1,

(Peterson & Havalick, r977) involved eight handicapped children and

five nonhandicapped children. ThÍs study measured the type and

frequency of play with various playmates. Under these conditions the

nonhar,dicapped subjects stÍ1.1 chose another nonhandicapped peer 191(
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more frequently than a handicapped peer. Furthermore, play with a

handicapped peer was more likely to be isolated or parallel- rather
than cooperative.

Another study that involved twelve nonhandicapped and 25 handi_

capped children in play actívitÍes demonsËraËed similar effects
(Guralnick, 1980). The nonhandicapped children and nine mildry
handicapped children conmunicated, both motorically and verbalJ.y, at

a high level, but the moderaEely andseverely t"a..dud chíldren did not

integrate effectively. Furthermore, exposure, tended to increase the

comparative advantage of the rnildly handicapped over the moderate-

severe grouP.

while demonstrating posítive effects of reverse-mainstreaming,

the Guralnick study also points ouÈ that exposure may polarize

attiÈudes and behaviors towards the handicapped. simple exposure

of grade five children and their teachers to rnildly retarded children
dÍd 1ittle to create posítive atËÍtudes towards handicapped chÍldren
(GoEtlieb, Semmel & Veldman, 1978). Hours of integration and social
accept ance \.rere correlated . 009 (pearson r) . This indicates that the

amount of exposure to the handÍcapped has virtually no effect on social
acceptance of the handicapped.

Guralnick (1976) writes that. "Ít is not the sÍmple presence of

nonhandicapped children in the class but the way in which interactions
among the children are systematÍcally guided or encouraged" that is
important. A símilar conclusÍon is reached by Allen (19g0) in a

review of studies of ínteractions among handicapped and nonhandicapped

children- She concluded that interaction does not evolve spontaneously,

and that children do not necessarily irnitate nonhandÍcapped models.

Specific programming is necessary A subsequent review (Tawney,19Bl)
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concludes that teachers must be trained to bring about this social

change.

These findings suggest that the preschoor is quite 1ikely a very

approprÍate area in which,to begin mainstreaming efforts. young

children seem to be more likely to make positive shifÈs in attitude

Èhan older children. In order to maximize aII possible opportunities

to develoP positÍve attitudes the mainstreaming experience should be

systematically structured.

Preparing the Handicapped

one method of structuring the environment has been suggested

(GuralnÍck, 1981) Ín a review of research implications. This article

suggests that a minimal leve1 of social interaction among handicapped

and nonhandicapped chÍ1dren is necessary before any positive beneficial

effects of mainstreaming can be realized. A study by Barclay & Kehle

(1979) Índicates thar before a handicapped child is placed in a

mainstreamedsetting the childrs potential for acceptance must be

considered. This conclusion was reached afÈer reviewing three studies

that assessed the social-affective impact of mainstreaming on a total

of 240 uild1y reÈarded children. The authors cautioned that unless

his potential acceptance is considered the rnri¡stream could be the

most restrictive environment for a handicapped child.

This becomes an even greater consideration in view of a study

(Kohn' 1966) that assessed children's interactions throughout theÍr

first year of school. This study recorded positive and negative

behaviors that the children initiated and received. Results of this

study indicate that t'both with respect to quantity and quality, the

child gets erhat he puts out; ín other v¡ords, the child creaÈes his
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ohr¡ environmentrr. A similar result '.ras also reported by Harlul), Glazt,r

ô Charl-esworth (I967). They found that acceptance was consistentJ-y

predicted b1' the frequenc)' of giving positive reinforcers ro peers.

Although these studies did nor involve handicapped children they

aPPear to have implications for structuring of the social environmcnt

in order to foster social acceptance of the handicapped. It appears

that the handicapped child must be able or be trained to reinforce

his peers to some extent Íf social acceptance and integration are to

occur. ThÍs training should likely be done before introducing the

child to the mainstreamed setting. The previously mentioned study by

Gottlieb et al. concludes that once the handicapped are "perceived to

manifest inapproprj,ate behavior, improving their social status mav be

a ver)¡ formidable task'r.

Ilanv studies have attempted to teach the handicapped chil-d

socially appropriate behaviors. I'fost of these studies use behar,¡ior

modification principles to affect the changes. fn one such study

(htritman, Mercurio & caponigri, 1970) twoseverely retarded children

were rej.nforced for appropriate toy p1ay. Each session lasted

30 minutes and consisted of ball rolling and block passing. Both

children showed an increase in the amount of time thel,engaged in

social interaction outside of the training session. This interaction

Íncluded pray with other toys as well as the bal-L and bl-ocks. Two

weeks after the intervention was terminated the amount of time each

chÍld spent in social interaction appeared to be declining rapidly.

Although the authors do not discuss this decline, Ít appears that it

could revert to baseline leveLs Ín another week or two. This tendencr'

of a trained social interaction to decline to pre-intervention levels

when the intervention is terminated was also observed in a study of a
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behaviorally disordered and language delayed preschool girl (strain

& Timm, r974). The interventions consisted of; a) contingent adul t

attention to the girJ-ts peers who were al_so language deJ.a¡,ed ancl had

a range of other behavior problems, and b) contingen I adul t artention

to the target subject. Adul t attention in both cases vras continge'nt

on approprÍate interactions involving the target child. Although the

intervention was dramaticalll'effective, it did not have signíficant

lasting effects. The final baseline was quite similar to the initial

baseline. rn a subsequent study (Strain, shores & Kerr, r976) three

behavioralll'handicapped children were prompted and reinforced to ernit

positive social behaviors. The tendency to revert to baseline per*

formance levels r¡as observed once more. This time, however, the

invesrigators identified vhat they catl a "spi1lover" effect. The)'

observed that children in the room other than the ones specificallr'

receiving íntervention demonstrated increased frequencies of positive

social behavior during the intervention phases. This effect rn'as

more pronounced when two children r^/ere receiving intervention than

when only' one was. This effect v/as seen as a result of vicarious

reinforcement. The authors conclude that some children do not have

to receive intervention directly; they will be affected by the

interventions carried out on other children in the class.

Several studies involvÍng segregated groups of handicapped

chÍldren did show some maintenance of the intervention effect in the

final baseline period. One of these involved six severell' retarded

children (Wiesen, HartIey, Richardson & R¿ske, 1967). These children

\tere trained to gíve primary reinforcement to each other. AvailabilÍti'

of the reinforcer vras contingent on social inEeraction. Appropriate

social atÈempts resulted Ín the target child receiving an "l'f&l'f" to give
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to his partner and then one for himself. The rate of interaction

increased dramatically and was maintaíned without reinforcement for a

period of five days. Whether this rate would be maintained over an

extended perÍod without reinforcement was not explored. There is

also a possibility that the experinenter who v¡as present during the

baseline observations as well as the interventÍon had become a

secondary reinforcer for the interaction and was maintaining the

behavior simply by his presence.

A second study (cooke & Apolloni, l-916) rhat more clearly

demonstrated the maintenance of social behaviors after termination of

intervention involved four trained subjects and three untraÍned subjects.

Unlike the previous interventions designed to improve the handícapped

chí1d's social play behaviors, this study trained the four subjects in

four positive social-emotional behaviors: sharing, smiling, positive

physical contacting, and verbal complÍrnenting. I,iith the exception of

verbal complimenting, these behaviors were maintaÍned after intervention

was termÍnated, and the effects of the intervention were observed in

the Èhree untrained subjects. Their rates of smiling, sharÍng and

physical contacting had increased when the intervention was conducted

on Èhose behaviors with their peers. t^Ihile verbal complimenting dÍd

not generalize and was not uaintained after training was concluded the

other three social-motional behaviors !/ere. The authors conclude that

these behaviors, once taught, are often maintained by natural

cou¡munities of reinforcement. Social behaviors such as Èlese that are

naÈurally maÍntained once they are taught may be one avenue thaÈ should

be explored Ín preparing the handicapped for Èhe mainstream. These

behaviors would enable the handÍcapped child to express hís friendliness

and his desire for friendship in a socially appropriate manner. Preparing
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the handicapped child for the environment is important, but it must

be considered together wiÈh an analysis of the social environment

he l¡-ill enter.

The Role of the Nonhandicapped Peers

Of particular concern is the preparation of the nonhandicapped

peers. In a study of five preschool children (Wahler, L976) it was

found that the behavior of a young child's peers can act as a set of

reinforcers to control his social behavior. Several investigators,

recognizing the reínforcing possibilities of peer behavior and

attention, have Ërained nonhandicapped preschoolers to act as tutors

\dÍth their handicapped peers. One of these studies involving peer

tutors was conducted in a segregated setting by having five nonhandi-

capped preschoolers from another class join seven handicapped children

during free play (Devoney, Guralnick & Rubin, I975). The sirnple

introduction of the nonhandicapped children into the special class

had no effect on Èhe percentage of associaËive and cooperative play

engaged in by the handicapped children. When the teachers structured

the play for the combined group, however, a significant increase in

the play behavior of the handicapped occurred. Teacher structuring

without the nonhandicapped children present had a neglÍgib1e effect

on play behavior. ThÍs study used the nonhandicapped preschoolers but

depended on the teacher's participation to effect any significant

change s .

Other studÍes have trained the preschool peer-tutors prior to

beginning the intervention. In these studies the teachersf behavior

has not been as crucÍal a variable. Tr"p studies that used trained

peers as reinforcing agents were quite successful. One involved peers
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who were trained to initiate play behaviors with withdrawn behaviorall.y

handicapped children (strain, shores & Timm, rg77). The other trained

the nonhandicapped peers to initiate and encourage p1a-v behavior as

well as prompt and reÍnforce playing wíth a toy (strain, Kerr & Ragland,

I979). In this study the target chí1dren were four l-ow funcrioning

autistic children. Both intervention techniques produced ímmediate

and dramatic increases in the handÍcapped children's positive social

behavi or .

One f urther study of this nature (Guralnick & Paul -Bro'*"n , 1980)

discovered that preschool peer-tutors appropriately adapt their verbal

conmunications to the developmental level of the handicapped child.

Each peer-tutor was given the task of teaching the handicapped children

how to play wi th a toy. The tr^¡elve handicapped children were

classÍfied as mil-d1y, moderately, or severely retarded. The peer-

tutor also taught a nonhandicapped child hoi^'to play with the toy

to provide a comparison group. The peer-Ëutor used more repetition

and behavior requests r.riËh the more retarded subjects. The less

handicapped the subject was, the nore informational statements and

complex utterances (measured by ÌfLU) were used by the peer-tutors.

rt appears, in consideraËion of these studies, that the nonhandicapped

peers in a mainstreamed setting are not merely a capable source of

influence over the social behavÍor of the handicapped chi1d, but that

this influence can be directed. Nonhandicapped peers appear to be a

resource that the teacher of a mainstreamed classroom would be wise

to consider in plannÍng intervenÈion strategies.

ThÍs consideration must, however, also include the recognition

that the models of appropriate social behavior in a mainstreamed

classroom are not sufficient on their ovJn. To effect posítive changes
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in the behavior of the handicapped, systematic training of the

nonhandicapped peers is necessary (Guralnick, rg76). A further

consideration may be that alr- nonhandicapped chirdren do not adapt to
the rol-e of peer-tutor equalJ-y wefr. rn the study by Strain, shores

& Timm (I977), for instance, some characteristÍcs of the two children

chosen as peer-tutors is provided. These were the most sociall;.
active children in the classroom and had I.Q.s of l2g and 130.

Obviously children with such ability are the exception rather than thc

norm' In another study involving the effect of peer social initiatíons
on the behavior of withdrar^"n preschool children Strain (Ig77) concluded

that "rhe minimal social responsiveness of (the) non-trained peers,,

probably depressed the effect on the handicapped subjects' positive

social behaviors.

rn her paper on artÍtudes tovrard the handicapped, cohen (rg77)

states that "very little aËtention has been given to the question of
how to develop receptivity in the mainstream toward handicapped children,'
To develop this receptivity v/e must consider the behaviors that the

nonhandicapped preschooler ofËen demonstrates r¡hen a handicapped child
is introduced into the classroom.

As discussed earlier this response is usualr-y one of avoidance.

Avoidance or withdrawal may be due to "respondent fear of social

contact or underdeveloped socÍa1 skills " (Greenwood, I,lalker & Hops,

I977). In their interactions with the handicapped, the nonhandicapped

could be seen as both fearful and lacking ín skirls. The fear could

be related to the dissonance he experiences betv¡een his expectations

regarding the appearance and behavior of his peers and the actual
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appearance and behavior of the handicapped peer. He may possess the

social ski11s necessary for social interactions with nonhandicapped

chil-dren, but may not be able to generalize these skills to his

interactÍons with the handicapped peer.

0ne technique that has proved very successful in reducing fear

and avoidance responses Ís vicarious extinction. This technique was

demonstrated (Bandura, Grusec & Èfenlove, 1967) to be effective in

extinguishíng avoidance responses of children to a dog. This involved

presenting the children wíth gradually more fearful modeled situations

and modeling the desired behavior in a positive context.

A similar technÍque was used by O'Connor Ín several studies

designed to modify the social withdrawal of nurserl' school children.

using symboric modelÍng a 23 minute film depicting eleven nurserv

school scenes \.;as shoç'n to the withdrawn chil-dren. The scenes were

graduated on a dimension of threat that included the vigor of the

social activitl'and the size of the group. rn each of the episodes

the chil-dren in the film experienced reÍnforcing consequences. rn

his first such study (1969) O'Connor demonstrated that one viewing of

the film had dramatic immediate effects on the number of social inter-

actions the subjects engaged ín when they returned to the classroom.

In addition, these positive effects \.rere shov¡n to be maintained in a

fo1low-up survey.

In a second study, (O'Connor, 1972) the effect of the symbolic

modeJ-ing film procedure was found to be more effective than shaping

and modeling procedures in promoting the social interaction of with-

drar*'n children. OtConnor concludes that attempting to enhance social

interaction of peers by adult reinforcement and shaping "may be
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somewhat contradictory, since each delivery of praise and attention

requires the child to withdraw from peer interaction to some extent',.

Tiris suggestion was further researched by Evers & Schwart z (I913)

who used the same fÍ1m and basic procedures. However, since thev felt

that 0'connor's fÍndings might have been contamlnated by using

unfamiliar adults, Ehel'used familiar teachers as reinforcing agents.

These teachers r¡ere instructed to reinforce the entire pJ_a),group to

avoid directing the ÍsoLates attention away from his peers. The

results, however, confirmed otconnorts findÍngs. If the initial

interaction attanpts of a withdrawn child are favorably received by

his peers, adurt attention is not necessary and may even serve to

dÍstract the child from the response of his peers.

Using a simÍlar slrnbol-ic modeling procedure and a series of four

treatment films, this research was further extended (KeIler & Carlson,

1974). Each f ilm was of f ive mÍnutes duration and \,'as presented on

consecutive da1's. The films emphasized the follouing socÍa1 behaviors:

imitation, smiling and laughing, token giving and physical contact

signifying affection. The withdraç'n preschoolers were observed during

free p1a1'after viewing the films and theÍr rates of giving and

receiving social reinforcement and engaging in socÍal interaction were

recorded. The social behaviors exhibited by these children increased

dramatically in comparison to a control group of isolates. The

researchers conclude that symbolic rnodeling increases the probability

that behaviors already in the child's repertoire will occur. It does

this by increasing the expectancy that behaviors depicted as rewarding

in the film will be rewarded in the classroom. Modeled novel

behaviors that have not been previousJ.y learned will not occur.
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These studÍes of symbolic modeling Eay have some implications for

increasÍng Èhe social integratÍon of nonhandicapped children with their

handicapped peers. Most nonhandicapped preschoolers who avoÍd their

handicapped peers are able to interact welt wíth nonhandicapped

children. Thus, they have demonstrated their ability to engage in

appropriaÈe social interactÍons. If symbolic modeling or some similar

technique can indicaÈe to them that such behaviors r¡ill be reinforced

by the handicapped as well, their rate of interacting with the

handicapped is likely to increase. If school-personnel have ensured

that the handicapped child has a minimum leve1 of reinforcing social

skills, this interaction is 1ike1y to be maintained and develop

na tu raIly.

Developing Negessary Attitudes and Behaviors

Some of the behaviors that a nonhandicapped chÍId requires if he

is to interact appropriately wÍth handicapped chíldren may not, however,

be behaviors that are already in his repertoire. For instance, he may

not know how to interact r¿ith a peer who fails to aËtend to his initial

advances, or has limited verbal or rDotor skills. One possible ¡nethod

of teaching these behavÍors to nonhandicapped preschoolers has been

demonstrated in several of the previously rnentioned studies (Strain,

Shores & Timm, L977; Strain, 1977; Strain, Kerr & Ragland, I97g).

These studies used role playing techniques to develop the desired

behaviors.

Some combination of the t.echnÍques of symbolic nodeling and role

playing may possibly be effective in encouraging nonhandÍcapped preschool

children to interact appropriately with their handicapped peers.
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Role playing or dramatic play i-s one of the most prevalent

play behaviors of preschool children, ages three to six (Smilansk1,,

1968). Recent studies (Feitelson & Ross, r973; saltz, Dixon & Johnson,

1977; Ghiaci 6 Richardson, 1980) have demonstrated thar dramatic p1ay,

experiences have a signifícant effect on the cognitive deve]opment of

preschool children. other studies assessing the effects of pray

tutoring on preschool- children (Rosen, I974; Fink, I9l6; Strain &

WlegerÍnk, I976; Smith & Syddall, 1978) have exrended this to show rhar

increases in quantity and quality of social play as wel-1 as improved

social ski11s are similarly enhanced. rmprovements in role taking

abiJ-ity, rol-e conservation, and social perspectivísm were demonstrated.

Since cognitive development, understanding the handicapped children,

and social development, knowing how to relate Ëo the handicapped, appear

to be important areas to be developed when helping children interact

with their handicapped peers, dramatic play training is a promising

avenue to pursue.

Modeling social behavior in dramatic play has been reported to

serve a socializing function for children. By creating his own play

reality, a child Learns how to relate to reality (sutton-smÍth, 1976).

Play may be used by the child to explore the unfamil-iar and adapt to it.

The possibility of using young childrenrs modeling and role plafing

behaviors to help them make social adjustments was investigated b)'

Chittenden (1942). The general aim of her study was to reach children

to respond appropriately to social situations. The chÍldren observed

short skits using dol1s that depicted areas of social interaction that

each child found problematic. Training included insrrucIion, mode]ing,

role playing and problem solving techniques. rn a more recent studv

(Day, Powell, Dy-lin & Stowischek, 7982) a pupper, manipulared by the
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teacher, served as a surrogate withdrawn handicapped child to facili tatc

role playing activi ty and training of oEher handicapped children as

peer helpers. These procedures r.rere found to be effective in teaching

the desÍ red social- behaviors.

Such an approaclr to fostering improved social ínteractions

between the nonhandicapped and handicapped preschoolers would be

similar to the methods that have been found ef fectÍve r*'i th older

subjects. Approaches that have involved active learning such as ro-le

plaving or simul-ation of a handicap and problem solving activities

have beeu successful. 0ther approaches, such as non-guided exposure

or information sessions, have had 1Íttle effect.

Two studies exploring the effects of active learning on attitudes

toward the handicapped have been conducted with universit; students.

One study compared the effects of role praying a handicap with a

control- group (clore & Jeffery, 1971). The second srudl' (orlansk¡',

I979) compared the effects of roLe plafing, simulations of handicapping

conditÍons, problem solving activities and open-ended discussions with

a lecture based ínformation approach. rn both instances, the active

learning approach exerted a more positÍve effect on attitudes.

It has been suggested (Zelinger, 1980) that this I'hands on"

approach wouLd be effective with young children as wel-l-. A studv bv

Jones, sowe1J,, Jones & Butler, 1981) has, in fact demonstrated an",'

this type of approach did, for 74 children ages 7 to 9, acruall; result

in a posiËive attitude shift toward the handÍcapped.

The reported shifts in the above studies v/ere measured bv various

attitude scales. A folLo¡ up study by clore et a1., however, reported

that attitude shifts vrere not reflected in acÈua1 behavíor changes one

month later. rt appears that either the attitude shifts were not
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maintained or erse that the positive attitudes did not result in

posÍtive behavior changes in regards to the handicapped. rn a review

and analysis of research concerned with attitudes toward the handicappecì

(Donaldson, 1980) Èhis problem is addressed. "whether or not eliciting

resPonses indicating more positÍve attitudes toward handicapped persons

results in subsequent behavior change or has long term effects needs

further exploration. "

It may be that the actual behaviors and ínteractions that take

place between the nonhandÍcapped and handicapped must be observed

directly to make conclusive staEements regarding the actual effective-

ness of an intervention. Role plaving and modeling with preschoolers

mav be found to foster more positive social interactions bet\reen the

nonhandicapped children and theír handicapped peers. rf so, this

rel-atively simple technique would enabl-e teachers in a mainstreamed

setting to Prepare the social environment of the class to receive the

handicapped child. Such a social environment vrould be better able to

accept and adjust to the handicapped child. The children in such a

cl-ass would be more receptive and reinforcing of the handicapped

chitdf s social behaviors. rf, in addition, the handicapped child has

been trained to emit a minimum level of positive social behaviors the

stage will be set for a mutually reinforcing atmosphere. Such a

situation would J-ikely promote the continued social development of both

the handicapped and nonhandicapped chÍl_dren.
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METHOD

Settíng

The preschool in which the study was conducted was supervised

by an early childhood educarion professor, and jointly taught b),

three fourth-year early childhood educatíon students. The class

had been in operation for three months before thÍs study was conducted.

Parental perrnission was gained for all experiemental Ss. This form

appears in Appendix I.

No handicapped chiLdren had attended the class until the beginning

of this study. The effect of the intervention was assessed in terms of

quality and quantity of social interactÍon that the nonhandícapped Ss

dírected towards the two handÍcapped ss after they were introduced.

Subjects

Nonhandicapped Subjecrs :

Eight nonhandicapped chÍldren from the morning preschool class at

the university of Manitoba were used in thj-s study. sÍnce only eight

children attended on both Tuesday and rhursday mornings, the days on

which the study was conducted, these eight children were chosen as

subjects. Prior to introducing the handicapped children into the

classroom, observations were conducted to confirm that these eight

children did interact with other nonhandicapped children Ín the

preschool and v¡ere not generalJ.y social isolates. The chÍ1dren ranged

Ín age from three and one-half years (3 I/2) to four and one-half years

(4 I/2). There were three girls and five boys.

¿b
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Girls Boys

A-4r/2 G-3r/2
s-4 D-4
K-3 F-3r/2

B-3r12
\t - 3 Il2

Table 1

Subjects (sex & age)

Followíng the introduction of the inítia1 handicapped child the

number of positive interacËÍons that occurred between each of the

nonhandicapped children and the handicapped child r.lere recorded for

two days. The two children that interacted most frequently v/íth the

handÍcapped child were defined as the prosocial (ps) subjects in rhe

study and the remaining six children became the non-prosocial (Nps)

subjects. The PS children lrere assigned to group 1 and group 3, and

the NPS children were randomly assigned to the four groups so thar

each group contained two Ss.

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

G (PS) S (NPS) A (PS) W (NPS)
D (NPS) T (NPS) B (NPS) K (NPS)

Table 2

Assignurent of Subjects to Groups

Handicapped Subjects:

The two handicapped children in this study ürere recommended by

rParent to Parentr, a 1ocal support. group for parents of handicapped

children. They were children who were available on Tuesday and Thursday

rnornings and l¡hose parents I"Ere interested in exposing them to an

integrated play experience. P was a four year old Downr s syndrome

girl. she was attending a non-integrated preschool program in the

afternoons. She had good motor, and self-help skil1s, but had difficulty
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relating to other chÍldi¡en. Her articulation was also quite poor; most

adults and children had difficulty understanding her speecli. AJ.tlrouglr

slìe came Tuesday and Tllursday mornings for two weeks, she attended only

Tliursdays for most of the term as she became overtired from the two

mornings a week.

I'f was a tin)'seven year old bo,v who displayed autistic-like

behavior, rocking, flapping and echolalia. He had aËtended a non-

integrated Da1'Care Program for three years and had difficulty relating

to other children. l-l began attending Tuesday and Thursday mornings when

P had to drop out of the Tuesday class.

Procedures

Ilateri-a1s

The materials used in the symbolic dramatic play were mostl-)¡

homemade. llcCall's pattern number 7809 was used as a pattern to

construct the do11s. The one smal-l- do11 conformed exactly to the

pattern whereas, for the other dolls, the arms and legs were lengthened

and had seams stitched across them to simulate shoulder, elbou, hip

and knee joints (See Fig. 1).

The puppet pattern v/as adapted from this do11 pattern. The

adapted puppet pattern is incl-uded in Appendix II.



Figure 1 Dolls Used in Study

The prosthetic devices used in the study were made out of various

materials. The arm cast r.ras a covered cardboard tube that fil over

one of the puppet.sr arms. The glasses were made from black wire ç-ith

clear mac-tac for the lenses. To make a helmet elastic straps were

attached to the end from a ribbon tube. An empty sample dental floss

case attached to a button with a piece of wire became the hearing aid

and ear mold. The leg brace was made by covering tv/o popsicre sticks

with ¡naterial and fastening them together with velcro. A read-v-made

doll scooter board was used, but the wheer chair and the tabÌe and

chaírs had co be constructed out of scraps of wood and dowling. The

specially designed patterns for the wheelchair, and tabl-e and chairs

are included in Appendix II.

29



Figure 2 Prosthetic Devíces

Figure 3 Puppets Used in Srudy
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The simulated playroom vras desÍgnated by a piece of carpeting

approximatery 3 Il2'x 4'. other playroom furnishings included short

pencils, crayons, smalf 3" x 3" pieces of paper, short paint brushes.

an aluminium baking pan containing sand, bottle lids and small spoons,

and a set of l, 2, and 3 cm cuisenaire rods. Snack.ilems included;

raisins, peanuts, cheerios and popcorn.

Figure 4 Simulated Playroom

Additional pictures of the puppets and dolls using the prosthetic

devices are displayed in Appendix II.

The room used for the symbolic dramatic play sessÍons was adjacent

to the preschool classroom.

The preschool classroom itself was a large double classroom Èhat

contained a typical selection of early childhood play equipmenr. All

observations lrere rnade during free play periods that usually ran from
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9 otclock, when the chilren arrived, to around 10 otclock, when the

children were asked to clean up for bathroom and snack time. During

free pJ-ay time the children had the opportunity to interact socially

in their play with a minimum of adul t intervention. ftis was deemed

to be ideaL for the purposes of this study as it would allol,'the

researcher to assess any changes in the nonhandicapped Ss self-directed

interactions with the handicapped target children throughout the

duration of the studv.

Interverrtion

All interventions consisted of taking children in groups of tr.'o

to the experÍmental play setting. Most sessions were introduced r^'ith

a mot ivat ional statement - Af ter approximatel;- 10 minutes each session

ended with a snack time which was incorporated Ínto the dol_l or puppet

p1ay.

Each plav sessÍon began with the children choosing and naming their

puppet or do11 for the day and the investigator introducing the problem.

The problem lJas introduced by stating the nature of the handicap and

its possible imprications. Play then began with the inviration,
ttlet ts pretend.ttt

When the "handicapped" dol1 or puppet encountered difficulties in

the play the invesËigator pointed this out to the children if they

did not notice. rf the children suggested ways to help the handicapped

do11 or puppet, these were fol1owed. The investigator prompted

suggestÍons by askÍng, "How can vre help?". If solutions to problems

r.rere effective, the investigator or the puppet or doll saíd how happ)'

he or she was with it.
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If the children did not notice that a solution was not satisfactory,

the investigator made a comment such as, "(dol1ts name) is stilr having

troubl-e. " This technique guided the chi ldren to solve all problenr^s

themsefves.

Figure 5 Croup of Children Involved in Plav SessÍon

Phase I: General Intervention

Phase r consisted of the first four weeks of interventÍons.

During this phase the handicapping condÍtions depicted in the slmbolic

dramatíc play sessions v¡ere general physical handícaps: smal1 size;

wearing a cast, a helmet, glasses, a hearing aid, and a leg brace; or

being confined to a wheelchair or a scooter board. A detailed account

of how these sessj,ons vJere introduced is gÍven in Appendix rrr.

Phase II: Specific Inrervention

In an attempt to make the handicaps more relevant to the mentally

handicapped target children's handicaps, the second phase of the

investigation, which consisted of the second four weeks of interventíon.
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attempted to depict the specific handicaps that our targer children
displayed. seven of these conditions vrere portrayed: retting the

tongue hang out of mouth, staring when wanting to joÍn in play, not

talking, speech problem, rocking, flappíng, and putting fingers in ears.

In addition, the dol1s or puppets r.rere named after the handicapped

targeËchiLdren. The investigator emphasized that these exceptional

behaviors v/ere not meant as unfriendly gestures, but as expressions of
pro bl ems .

Introductions were sirnpl

had become a desired activity.

Specific introductions of the

Phase II are found in Appendix

0bservational S)/stem

Events Recorded:

ifÍed in this phase because play sessions

The children named it the "l,luppet Shorr"

handicapping conditions presented in

III.

Pre-experimental Observat Íons

a) General Level of Interaction

Prior to the introducËion of the handicapped chÍldren into the

preschool the general leveL of each SsrsocÍal inËeraction was globally
assessed. on two separate days each chÍrd was observed for a fÍve
mÍnute period during free play. Any interacrions with a peer in pIa1,

during a fifteen second intervaL resulted in a check mark being recorded

for that Ínterva1. Play behavior íncruded p.ara11e1, associatÍve, and

cooPerative play as defÍned in the following section dealing witir the

experÍmental observations. This general assessment was conducted to

ensure that none of the Ss were children whose behavÍor could be described

as withdrar.rn.
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Following the introduction of the handicapped child into Ehe

classroom, the behavior of the eight Ss was again monitored. This time,

however, it was monitored in reference to rheir interactions with the

handicapped ch1ldren. This was accomplished b1' observing the handicapped

child throughout Ehe enrire free play period for rwo days. once again,

behavior r,ras recorded Ín fifteen second intervals, however, now each

child who interacted with the handicapped child during an interval in

one of the three play behaviors received a tally mark beside his name.

The two children who received the highest number of tally marks were

identified as the PS Ss and the other six children were the Nps ss.

Choosing the Ss in this manner without reference to the acEual behavior

observation form used in the study avoided the possible effects of

regression to Ëhe mean.

Experimental 0bservations

The University of Manitoba Integrated Pre-School Project pupil

Observation Form (Hughes, 1979) that was used in the integrated

afternoon preschool to record the social- interactions of the handicapped

children was used Ëo record the social- interactions of the handicapped

target children throughout this study. This same form was adapted for

the purposes of thÍs study and used to record the social interactions

t.he nonhandicapped Ss directed Èowards the tr¡o handicapped children.

These two observation forms are given Ín Appendíx IV.

There were four main levels of interactions. They were defined

as follows:

Speech Attempts to Peers (code 1) included all vocalizations while a chíld

was directly facing a target child within a radius of 0.9 m or all
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vocalizations that by virtue of content (e.g. proper name, "hey you',,

etc ' ) and/or accomPanying non-verbal motions clearly indicated that the

child was directing the utterance to a targeË handicapped chÍld.
Non-verbal attemPts to Peers (code 3) included all movements emitted by

a child that caused his head, arms, or feet to come into direct contact

t¡ith the body of a handicapped child; that involved waving or exrending

arms directly toward a target child; or that involved pl_acing of hands

directly uPon a materÍa1, toy, or other movable apparatus tbat r^,as being

touched or manipulated b¡' a handicapped child.

rnteraction with peer in play (code 5) included the following three

forms of play behavior.

Paral-le1 Activj t)' The child plays independenrly, but the activi r't,eciro@ingshimamongotherchi]dren.Hep1ayswith
toys that are like those which the children around him are uring, buthe pla.vs with the to)'s as he sees fit, and does not try to influenceor modify the activity of the children near him. He plays beside ratherthan with the other children. There is no attempt to control the comingor going of children in the group.

Asgociative play The child ptays with other chirdren. Theconversation concerns the common activity; there is a borrowing andloaning of play material; following one another with trains or wagons;mild attempts to control which children may or may not play in the group.All the members engage in similar if not identical activÍty; there is nodivision of labor, and no organization of the activity of severalindividuals around any material goal or porudct. The children do notsubordinate their individual interests to that of the group; insteadeach child acts as he wishes. By his conversation with Èhe other childrenone can tell that his interest is primarily in hÍs assocÍations, not inhis activity.

. cooperalive. Play The child plays in a group that is organÍ zed forthe purpose of making some material product, or of striving Io attain
some competiÈive goal, or of dramaÈizing sÍtuations of adult and group
1ife, or of praying formal games. There is a marked sense of belãnging
or of not belonging to the group. The control of the group situation
is in the hands of one or two of the members who direct the activity ofthe others. The goal as well as the meËhod of attaining it necessitates
a dívísion of 1abor, taking of different roles by the vãrious group
members and the organization of activity so that the efforts of one childare supplenented by those of another.



Interaction with Peer as 0nlooker

(1974, 1976, 1977 e 1977) and Parron (1932)

definitions.

(code 6) included all obvious visual

inspections of a handicapped child or his/her bel.¡avior made bv rhe

subject. This visual Ínspection must not be fleeting.

The play behavior was coded as either "/ /" - paral1e1; !r-,, _

associative; or "X" - cooperative.

Non-verbal and Speech attempts r4rere also coded as either pro-socia.l

(P) or AntÍ-social (A). Pro-social verbal attempts included all vocaÌj-

zations directed to the target child excludíng screams, shouts, cries,

whines, and not accompanied by gestures that indicate rejecting

oppositional- behavior. Pro-Social non-verbal attempts included a touclr

wÍth a hand or hands; hrg; holding hands; kiss; wave and al1 cooperarirze

responses invol-ved in sharing a toy or material. Anti-social verbal

attenpts included screams, shouts, críes, whines, or other utterances

that were accompanied bi'gestures that indicated rejecting, oppositional

behavior. Anti-socÍal- non-verbal at temprs included a hit; pinch; kick;

butt with head; "non-p1aying" push or pu1r.; grabbing object from

another child; or destroying construction of another child.

rn addition, non-verbal and speech attempts were also coded as

either initiated (i) or responded (r). Initiated behaviors were those

that were emitted by the subject at least three seconds before or after

another child's behavior. Responded behaviors were those that \^/ere

emitted by subjects r.rithin three seconds following another child's

behavior. Speech attempts

word (W), or vocalization

were also coded as either a sentence (S)

(V). A sentence included both complere

sentences and phrases.

a vocaLization included

A word included discrete ident ifiable words, and

all other utterances- Studies by Strain er al

were used to contruct these
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In the event that two behaviors occurred during one observation

interval, the behavíor with the hÍghest ratíng was recorded. (e.g. If

"1", speech attempt, and t'5", pray, both occurred during one intervaÌ,

"1" would be recorded. ) In addition to these specified observati.ons,

the observers were encouraged to urake anecdotal notes.

Data Collection

Al1 data was collected using a fifteen second time sampling

technique. This fifteen second interval consisted of twelve seconds

of observation and three seconds for recording those observations. This

was monitored initÍa11y be a taperecorder with audible sound, and later

by the visual display provided by a large wall clock.

All data was collected during the free play period in the preschool.

After the first two observation days, when only half of the ss were

observed each day, an attempt was made to observe each ss for ten

minutes each day he was in attendance. These observations were randomly

assigned to the obbervers each day so as to avoid any systematic observer

or scheduling biases.

3et-l-eE_l_r_!r

A total of five graduate students, includÍng the investigaror,

were observers for this study. They began observing by collecting initial

baseline data and continued Èo the conclusion of the study. All síx

observers had experience r¡ith the original integrated preschool

observation form and had developed a degree of reliabilíty with it.

Reliability using the adapted observaÈion form was checked before the

study began. Throughout the study relíabÍlity checks r¡ere made at least

veekly, usually twice weekly.
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0bserver reliability was monitored by calculating the percenIagc

of agreement of all possible observer pairs on a rotating basis. The

formula used was as fol,lows:

agreemen t s X 100. Overall reliability was found to bc
agreements + disagreements

98.2. It was consistently 95 or hígher.

Schedul-ing of Interventions

An initial three week basel ine period was f ollowed b,v two, f our

week intervention periods and a two and one-half week final baseline

period. Groups 1 and 2 were involved in the symbolic dramatic plav

during the first intervention period while groups 3 and 4 had an

extended initial baseline period. During the second intervention period

groups 3 and 4'¡ere Ínvolved in the symbolic dramatic p1a1'. Groups l- and

2 returned to baseline conditions for two weeks and then had an additional

two weeks of the symbolic dramatic p1ay.

roups Pasel-i n e.'
I

1 V,IKS

I ntervenllqr
! n'ks

Þ

-, rri ia c
r2
2Fks

iìaseline r
2 1 / Z,t¡'¡'s)

Ì.'IPS-PS
;{.{X)iX):)il{XXXX
XXXXXXX;{LYXX oix){x)i

a
}]PS-].iPS

/\ /\ -'\1\/\/\ -'\ /\i! /\ r.- 7

XXX]T)i)',XXXX){}
{ )iXXXX

t
ÀfnIrr -P

.r\¡. / \/\,-\¡\/ \,r 1t\t\¡ 1/
/\/\ / \1\ f \/t l\ 1\ 1t1\ / \ /\

,( ]iXX XX)(X,{XXX

4
iIPS-Ì{PS

F;aseline ., 6 r,¡ks . ntervenliqn
+ vJks

Baseline
2 1/2 vrk

Figure 6 Graphic Time Line of Study.

Data Analysis

Pre-experimental observations were analyzed simply in terms of the

relative frequency of the behavior ín question.

JÒ
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ResulËs of the free play observations were tal¡ulated and graphed

according to the 1eve1s of interaction, type of social behavior,

directÍon of the interaction, type of conmunication and Level of plal'

across all phases of the study. They were analyzed according to

possible differential effects that were reflected in the slopes of the

lines in tlle graphs in question. Each hypothesis was considered

separately as follows:

1. To discover if the slmbolic role play had an effect on the inter-

act.ion between the NPS child and his handicapped peers, âny differentíal

effect that occurred during intervention I between the NPS subjects in

group I and 2 and the NPS subjects in groups 3 and 4 during their

concurrent baseline period was compared.

2. SimilarIy, any differential changes that occurred in tlris period

between the PS children in groups 2 and 4 were compared to discover if

the treatment had an effect on their interactions with the handicapped

chi ldren.

3. The effect that the inclusion of a prosocial child had on the effects

of treatment r¡rere assessed by considering any differential effects

between groups I and 3 NPS subjects and groups 2 and 4 NPS subjects

during interventÍon I.

4. To discover if these newJ-y acquired social behaviors were maintained

by natural contingencies, the level of behaviors during the final

baseline were compared with the 1eve1 of these behaviors during each

group's fÍnal intervention period.

In addition any other overall effects \dere considered and graphs

were made to gain a betrer understanding of general effects of the

st udy.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Pre-experimental Results

Results of the initial observations of the general level of

interaction of Ss r¡ith their nonhandicapped peers in play is depicted

in table 3, column 1. None of the Ss were found to be social isolates;

all interacted to a reasonable degree with the nonhandicapped. In facr,

wÍth the exception of i^J, all interacEed at a high frequency.

When Èhe handicapped child was first introduced, the Ìevel of each

Ss' interaction witli her \.ras 91obally assessed during two entire free

play periods. These results are also shown in table 3. column 2.

Three chil-dren interacted positively with the handÍcapped child (one at

a high frequency) and two interacted negatively.

Subj ec t L. nteirac ti ons i¡vi- lh :

i'jonhandicapped Handicappeci

U
T\
]J

¡'
A
D

20
19
13
14
13
20
14
2

¿+
1-
0
0

44+
1+
0
f

Table 3

Average no. of interactions with nonhandÍcapped peers
(possible 20), column I

and
Total no. of interactions with handicapped peer

(+ = positive; - = negative), column 2

LT
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Experimental Results

The results of the study have been tabulated according to levels

of interaction, type of socÍal behavior, direction of the interact ion,

tlpe of conmunÍcation, and level of p1ay, and are presented in Appendix V.

Several of these categories provided very little data. An average of

only 0.52 Speech Attempts, code 1, and 0.22 Non-verbal Attempts, code 3,

occurred each day, whereas Play, code 5 and 0nlooker, code 6, averaged

5.3)í and 3.42 respectívely. 0n1 y those categories in whÍch behavior

occurred with some regularity: interaction as an onlooker; interaction

in play; and overall interaction 1evel v/ere graphed according to the

stated hypotheses. Since speech and non-verbal attempts occurred

infrequently, descriptive data related to these behaviors was al-so

min imal. Data as to the t)?e of play reveal-s that almost all play,

98. 8t: was parallel in nature.

Contrarl' to expectations, initial interactions occurred at a high

frequency. During the baseline períod the leveÌ of interactions declined

rapidly. The baseline period did not continue long enough for a stable

pattern of Ínteraction to be established.

In order to control for any variability due to the differing

number of handicapped target children availabl,e on the tr¡ro experimen tal

days, the graphed results are averaged for each week. The daily data

r.ras represented in weeks in the manner shown in table 4.
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DAY WEEK

I 1lz z l¡r
3e4 3J
7e8 S \Slgroups3

15 e 16 9 J 11 groups 3---==-:--17 e 18 I0 ? il (conr's)

9 & 10
11 & 12
13&14

79

I1 groups ì

82 groups I

64
1agL

&2
&4
grouP s
t.)

grouP s

3&4
IIJ 12 groups 1

20&2I
22623
24

I2
13fFina1Ball

Table 4 Compression of Dar.s lnto rdeeks

The following section will discuss the results in relation to

the hvpotheses stated in Chapter l.

H)'pothesis 0ne

It was hypothesized that s1mbo1Íc dramatic play of nonhandicapped

preschool chÍldren involving "handicapped" do11s or puppets would

positively affect the interactions that the nonhandicapped chi1d, w¡o

previousJ-y did not Ínteract appropriately (xps), has with hìs handi-

capped Peer. To discover if this was demonstrated by the results of

this study, the effect of the intervention on the three NpS ss in

grouPs 1 and 2 was compared v/ith the concurrent basel-ine of the three

NPS ss in groups 3 and 4 during phase r of the experinent. Graphs

depicting these results are given in figures 7,8, and 9.
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Figure 9 Interaction wjth Handicapped peer, as Onlooker, NpS Ss

Figure 7 shows the overall percentage of Ínteraction of the Nps
ss with theír handicapped peers during baserine and ínterventÍon for
groups 1 and 2 (inaicated by tlre trianguJ.ar poÍnrs on the graph) and
the concurrenr perÍod of extended baseline for groups 3 and 4 (rnaicated
by the circular points on the graph). The sl0pes of the rines for eacrr
condition is almost pararrel. Both groups decreased in the percentate
on interaction with their handicapped peers. The groups receiving
intervention exhibited this decrease s1Íghtly prior to the groups that
remained in baseline conditions.

Figure g shows the percentage of interactÍon Ín play of the rrpS ss
with their handicapped peers. An effect simirar to the one observed
in figure 7 is also seen here. The lever of play with the handicapped
peer decreases over the duration of the interventÍon. Once again, this
occurs earlier for the Ss receiving intervention.

Figure g shows the percentage of. interacrion of the Nps Ss with
their handicapped peers as onlookers. This time the grapb shows litrle
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difference between the Ss receiving intervention and those in baseLinc.

The lines are almost identical.

This data demonstrates that the intervention had no discerníble

effect on the level of interaction of the NPS Ss with their handicappect

Peers. Children in both conditions behaved in a similar fashion as

demonstrated by the parallel lines on the graphs. Hypothesis one was,

therefore, rejected. Symbolic dramatic play was not found to have a

positive effect on the NPS Ss interactÍons with their handicapped peers.

H)'pothes is Ti¡o

It was hypothesÍzed that symbolic dramatic play of nonhandicapped

preschool children involving "handicapped" doll-s or puppets would

positiveJ-y affect the interactions that the nonhandicapped chi1d, who

previousl¡' Ínteracted well (PS), has with his handicapped peers. To

discover if this was demonstrated by the results of this study, the

effect of the initial intervention period on the ps subject in group 1

v,¡as compared to the concurrent baseline of the pS sub ject in group 3.

Graphs depicting these results are given in figures 10,11, and 12.

Basel-i ne Intervention, Gr-oup 1 PS - a
ßasel-ine, Group J PS - o

Pe rc en tage
o f overal-l-
Tnteraction

lveehs
Overall Percentage of Interaction with llandicapped peer, pS Ss

1)^
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0

0

Figure 10
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These graphs illustrate Ínteractions between rhe two PS Ss ancl the

handÍcapped peers ín terms of overall interaction, figure 10; interaction

in pla1', figure 11; and interaction as an onl.ooker, figu re I2. The

behavior of the subject that was involved in intervention is represented

bl'the triangular shaped points on the graphs, and the behavior of the

subject r.'ho continued in baseline conditions is represented by the

circular points on the graph.

The graph depicting overall interaction, figure 10. shows that rhe

child uùro was receiving intervention began the intervention by

exhÍbiting no interaction with hÍs handicapped peers. Over the period

of the intervention his level of ínteraction increased s1ightly. The

other child who was in a concurrent baseline period began the period

interacting at a higher l-eve1, but this 1evel of interaction decl-ined

over the four week period. During the final week of this phase the

behavior of the child who was in baseline fel1 below rhat of the child

receÍving intervention. This same pattern can be seen in the graph

depícting interaction in play, figure 11. These two graphs seem to

indÍcate that there was a pqsitive intervention effect on the pS ss.

rf the baseline period had been extended, however, and stabilized at

the level shoum in week 5, the two PS Ss would have been more equitable.

Had this been the case the effect of the interventíon wouLd have been

1ess. The PS subject receiving intervention would have increased

slightly in his interaction with his handicapped peers Ín contrast r¡ith

a slight decrease for the PS subject under baseline conditions.

The graph in figure 12, interaction as an onlooker. did not

demonstrate an intervention effect. The slope of the lines for the tç'o

Ps Ss ís nearly identical during the interventÍon period, weeks 4 to 7.
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0n the basis of these results, hypothesis t\ro, that the inIervention

has a positive effect on the interactj-on of the PS Ss with their

handicapped peers, receÍved 1ittle support. A slight trend towards an

effect was noted, however, in terms of overalI interaction and p1a.v.

Hypothesis Three

Hypothesís three stated that training groups consistÍng of a PS

and an NPS preschooler would have a greater effect on the interactions

of the NPS child with the handicapped child than traÍning groups

consisting of two NPS children. The effects that the inclusion of a

PS child had on the treatment resul-ts vras assessed by considering an)'

differential effects between groups 1 and 3 NPS Ss and groups 2 and

4 NPS Ss during each group's first intervention period. Since only

2 NPS Ss were trained r^'ith PS children whiLe four NPS Ss were trained

with other NPS children, the resul-ts for the two groups were averaged

to make them comparable. These graphs are presented in figures J-3, I4,

and 15.

These three graphs indicate that there was no real difference in

the effect of the intervention betneen the NPS Ss who were trained with

a PS subject and those that were trained with another NPS Ss. This is

shoç'n most notably in the graphs for overall interaction, figure 13 and

interaction as an Onlooker, figure 15. In these two graphs the slopes

of the lines are virtually paral1el. In figure J.6, interaction in pla¡'.

rhe NPS/pS Ss engaged in no play with the handÍcapped children througlr-

out the last three weeks of Íntervention and in only 3.1257" during the

first week. The NPS/tlpS Ss also declined over the course of the

intervention f rom an initial high o.f 10.8 on \./eek one to 7.1 on week

four. It can thus be observed that the two groups experienced a similar
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decrease in percentage of interactions with handicapped peers in

over the intervention period.

Hypothesis three was therefore rejected. Training groups

consisting of an NPS and a ps ss were not demonstrated to have a

effect on rhe Ínteractions of the NpS child with his handicapped

than groups consisting of two NpS Ss.

Ê1)I

play

greater

peers

HypoÈhesis Four

Hypothesis four stated that newly acquired patterns of interaction

would be maintained when training sessions were terminated. To discover

if newl1' acquired social behaviors were maintained by natural

contingencies in the classroom, the level of behaviors during baseline

3 (final baseline) vrere compared with the Level of these behaviors

during the final four weeks of intervention. For groups 3 and 4 the

final four weeks of interventíon was the period from day 13 to day 24;

for groups I and 2 this vras the period from day 9 to 12 and 17 to 24.

The graphs are presented in figures 16, I7, and lB.
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rn graphs depÍcting the overalJ- pattern of interactÍon and the

interaction in play, figures 16 and 17, the intervention is seen to

have the effect of increasing the interaction. The slope of the line

increases slíghtly over the course oi the intervention in both cases.
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Tlris is more evident in figure 16 than in fÍgure ri. During baseline.

however, the slopes of the lines on both graphs decline Índicating

a decrease in the lever of interactions. In the graph depicting

interaction as an onlooker (figure lg) a different effect is demonst-

raËed. During the interventíon period the slope of the.line is
virtually paralJ-e1 to the abscissa. This indicates that the interven-

tion is having no effect on the interactÍons of the nonhandicapped Ss

with their handicapped peers as onlookers. Fo11owÍng intervention,

under baseline conditions, however, the interactions of the nonhandi-

capped Ss with their handicapped peers as onl-ookers increases ini tiallv
and then decreases to a level simiÌar to that observed during the four

week in terven tion period.

on the basis of these results, hypothesis four,

acquired social behaviors are maintained by natural

received little support. A slight trend towards an

however, in several categories.

that the newl¡'

contingencies,

effect was seen,

Overall Interaction

Figure 19 depicts the level of overall interaction for al_l

nonhandÍcapped ss throughout the study. During the initÍal baseline

(Bl) for al1 groups a sharp decline in interactions bet\"/een the

nonhandicapped Ss and their handicapped peers is demonstrated b1, the

steep slope of the line. rn phase r of the interventÍon, when groups 1

and 2 were parÈicipating in the do11 play and groups 3 and 4 were

continuing under baseLine conditions, the decl_ine in overall_ inter-

actions with the handicapped contínues at a slightly slower rare. The

level of interaction begins to increase in phase II of the intervention-

DurÍng the first tt¡o weeks of thís phase groups 3 and 4 were particÍpating
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in the dolJ, play and groups 1 and 2 returned to baseline.
during the fast two weeks of phase II when alJ. groups were
intervention the r-evel 0f interaction increases even nore.
final basefine period (83) when inrervention of aLl groups
terminated, the level of interaction remains quite high but
off sharply during the final week.
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CHAPTER 5

DIS CTIS SI ON

Summary of Results

Although general response to the Íntervention procedures used

in this studl'was weak, there vrere some positive signs. rn particular,

symbolic dramatic play experience nay increase interactions with

handicapped peers for preschoolers who demonstrate an initial accepLance

of the handicapped. The study al so suggested thar the effecrs of

training may be maintained in the natural environment following

termination of the intervention.

Implications

The results of this srudy suggest several major implÍcatlons.

I'lethods that may take advantage of initial receptivitl'of the

nonhandicapped toward their handicapped peers are suggested in

response to the high initial interaction leve1s found in thÍs stud¡..

rn addition, according to Èhe effects of the symbolic dramatic pla¡,

intervention in this studv, several suggestions regarding the utility

of the procedure and adaptations that nay be made are presented.

High Initial Interaction Leve1s

contrary to expectations (Thurman & Lewis, r979), overall initial

interaction attemprs by the nonhandicapped Ss to their handicapped

peers occurred at a relatívely high 1evel. rt mav be, in this case,

that the behavior or social responses of the handicapped children. and

not their appearance, identifÍed the.m as different. As the nonhandi-

capped Ss became aware of these differences, social interaction r+Íth
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the handicapped children declined rapidly.
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The overall effect of rlrc

intervention was seen to counteract this decrease in social inter-
actions to some extent. Had the handicapped ss been able to respond

appropriately and reinforce initial friendly overtures, however, t¡e
nonhandicapped Ss mav have learned tc interact with them with ver'
little adult intervention.

since the high Level of social attempts of rhe nonhandÍcapped ss

has not been documented elsewhere, initial encounters should be

studied further. rf high ini tial levels of interaction are found

consistently' then Ínitial contacts måy deserve cfoser attentíon in

inÈervention programs. perhaps handicapped children can be trained
to resPond appropriately to other children's initial social overrures.

Such training might reinforce the nonhandicapped children's initiatives,
and thereby prevent their dramatic decrease later, as happened in this
studl'.

Gottlieb's (1981) suggestion thar we identif¡, characterisrics

of pupils who "appear to adapt well in mainstreamed classes', rel-ates

Èo this issue. rf r,re can identify socÍar behavÍors that facilitate
a handícapped chiJ-d's acceptance by regular children, as welr as

methods for training them in these behaviors \,/e may set the stage for
more natural social interactions in a maÍnstreamed seËting. Like

other children, the handicapped may create their orÁrî social environment;

the frequency of positive social reinforcement given ma), be directLy
reflected in the degree of social acceptance received. rf in fact

their lack of socÍalLy reinforcing behaviors causes their socÍal

rejection or isolation in the mainstream, social skill training prior

to integration may well be a solution. Even lhough social skill

training is not a panacea (Gresham, rgï2), a few studies cited
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earl-ier have demonstrated generalization and maintenance of socially

reinforcing behaviors such as smÍ1ing, sharing and positive physical

contacting (Wiesen et al., 1967; Cooke et al., 1976).

Another urethod of preparing handicapped children for an integrated

class would be to make them familiar with the classroom and staff so

that they would be more confident and ¡nore able to use theír social_

skÍr1s. The handicapped children in this srudy appeared ro be

affected considerably by the physical environment of the classroom. At

one point, for example, the house and book corners r¡ere interchanged;

the house area was moved closer to the quieter areas of the classroom.

PreviouslY ì1. , who avoided the noÍsy areas, had never been observed in

the playhouse' but now he began playing there dai1y. opportunities

for Ínteractions to occur between him and his peers lsere thus increased.

Shortly after this M. began curring up in a large arm chair in the

house center' rather than playing. hlhen the chair.was moved out of the

house the amount of time he spenË curled up in it, engrossed in his

ov¡n world, decreased, and he began playing again Ín the house centre.

Such behavior changes imply value to acclimatizing the handicapped

children to the classroom environment purposely and Èo adjusting the

environment' program or methods to suÍt their observed needs. When a

handicapped chird is introduced Ëo an established, ongoing classroom,

he must deal wÍth many new experiences as well as attempt to. participate

in existing social groups in spite of weak social skills. perhaps he

can cope with this complexity better if he is already familiar r¿ith

the classroom and its routines. If the nonhandicapped are introduced

to hÍs established environment, he may be abre to concentrate more

fu1ly on interacting wÍth them.
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Svmbolic Dramatic Play

For several reasons, symbolic dramatic play may be a valuable

tool Ín developÍng social interactions betu¡een the handicapped and

nonhandicapped preschoorer. This approach is quite adaptable and

incorporates many established social- learning techniques: role p1a1,ing

pray therapy, positive reinforcement, coaching and modelÍng. In

addition, by focusing on chird-directed solutions, Èhe behaviors

portrayed ma¡'be more readily assÍmilated by the children than adult

directed programs.

rn this study, however, some of the chÍl-dren may have found the

symbolic nature of the task too difficult, and focused therefore on

the play narerials instead of on the problems presented. Although

by age four children can often hypothesize and, solve problems about

future events (l.lestby, l9B0), rT'ny of the children in this study may

just be entering this stage.

In addÍtion, the task presenÈed Ín this study required decentering

and rore taking abilíties which many of these chirdren nay not have

possessed. If so, then, thÍs play intervention would work better with

children who are slightly older; as Fein (19g1) states, r'older chirdren

are more 1ikely than younger chirdren Ëo produce inÈegrative role

structures.rt Alternately, the problem could be presented more simpl.v,

to match closer the children's developuental level. In some situations,

simprifying the tasks has al1or.¡ed preschool children to perform

decentering tasks (Maratsos, I973; Donaldson, 197g).

The tendency to interact in the classroom following intervention

may actually last longer than appeared in the results. DaËa for the

last week includes observations from only one day, the last regular

Èeaching day, usually not considered a Èypicar teachíng day. possibly,
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for example, teachers felt less enthusiastic at this point. one

teacher commented to the investigator that she did not feel rike
comÍng; her courses were over and she had completed arl her degree

requirements. Excluding the final day''s observations from the data
would have made Èhe remaining data seem more promÍsing by suggesting

a continuation of social ínteractÍon between the nonhandicapped Ss

and their handÍcapped Peers. Continuatíon of interactÍon was predicted
because the intervention required ss to draw on their ov¡n understandings

and attitudes in their symbolic dramatic experiences with handicapped

chíldren' Solutions to the problems of how to relate to the handicapped

chíldren had to be in accordance with the children,s abilitÍes and

understanding, rather than superimposed teacher soLutions.

The intervention might haveshov¡n greater effects if attitudes as

well as behaviors had been monitored. This study focused on observable
social interactions, hor¿ever, because they are roore Ímportant; from

the handicapped cbÍrd's perspective, an attitude that does not

translaËe into actual interactíons in the natural setting has 1itt1e
value. The tentative and rirnited trends identifÍed in this study,
therefore, do at least represent real behavior change in the classroom

environment' Even such uinor changes may represent major iroprovements

in the social atmosphere afforded the handicapped. Furthermore, sÍnce
the behaviors were not imposed, the changes observed are more 1ikely
to reflect underlying changes in attitude.

rdeal1y, in keeping with the principle of integration, further
investÍgations of this nature should be conducted in the classroom.

This should facilitate generalization of the skills (Michelson & wood,

1980) and help demonstrate its suitability for regular classroom use

(Gottlieb, L982). A classroom program using synbolic dramatÍc play can
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use material avaÍlabl.e in most early childhood classrooms. A

program Ís needed that would be less disruptive of children's pla1,

allowing children to focus on problem solution rather than manipulatÍon

of materials. This miglrt be done, for exampi-e, with the teacher

manipulating a pupper representing the handicapped chi1d, and joining

the ongoing p1ay.

Individual Di fferences in Intervenr ion Effect

The intervention affected individual Ss'behavior to,*'ard the

handicapped to varying degrees. There was a slight intervention

effect observed Ín the pS Ss, but none in the NpS Ss.

For example, one of the ps ss told his mother, "Therets a nice

boy in school called M.", and during a play session, the other ps

child commented, "I love p. and I love If ." The.v made these conments

earlier and seemed to be less ambivalentin their feelings than the

NPS children. Their positive atritudes \^/ere reflected in their
receptivitv to positive behavÍor change. G., after his first interven-
tion session tried to get M. to come and play with him. He persisted

untÍ1 he succeeded. DurÍng the second set of intervention sessions

G. began making speech attempts to his handicapped peers. He had not

been observed to do this since his initial speech attempts when the

handicapped children were first introduced. It seernspossible that a

longer study would have demonstrated a greater effect even for the

PS children in the srudy.

Although simílar behavior changes were not observed in the n-pS Ss,

the intervention may have had some effect on their thoughts about thc,ir

handicapped peers. For example, D.r. one of the Nps Ss who interacted

infrequently with the handicapped children throughour the study, drew
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a pÍcture of a child wearing a cast, and commented, ',This is a kid in

a cast, but we cantt help him. Hets a pícture." This cou¡nent may

indicate that he had begun to think about physical difficu1ties from

a "being helpful" point of view. Later on at the end of the study,

hÍs mother told the investÍgator that he said, "when r talk to M

he never answers me." This may signÍfy that he was attempting to
interact with him. perhaps, had the study continued, this woul_d have

been reflected in observed behavior changes.

one of the eight ss, i.rr , \.ras af fected adversely by tbe play sessions.

During initial observations this child engaged in rel_atively few

interactions with his nonhandicapped peers, and was considerably more

agressive towards the handicapped child than any other ss. wrs mother

indicated that he had a 5OZ hearing loss which ¡¿as only discovered and

corrected at trr,/o years of age. She felt he had some socÍal problems;

he especially didn't ad¡ust v,ell to nel,r people. l{ did noÈ lranË to

leave the room and play with the dolls. Llhen he did come, he was very

aggressive wíth the do11s (hitting, throwing sand, grabbing snack, etc.).
sÍnce this appeared to be reinforcing negative behavÍors, I,i was onJ_y

included in three intervention sessions. A degree of positÍve general

social interaction skiIls appears to be a pre-requisite for a program

such as this.

This differential treatment effect suggests that behaviors of the

nonhandicapped children prior to intervention must be carefully exarnined.

Research that r.¡ou1d help identify the characteristics of nonhandicapped

children who are suitable candidaËes for integrated cl_assrooms is

urgently needed. A study by Strain, shore & TÍmm (rg77), for example,

used prior social actÍvity and high r.Q. as criteria in choosing peer-

tutors. rn this study, the ps children both seemed to have a strong

sense of ríght and wrong in tenns of adulË-made rules.



62

Focus of Sessions

Overattention to Play Materials

Manipulating the dol1s and puppets required considerable effort

on the Part of most Ss. They would often focus their attention on how

to use them, or, more frequently, lay them aside and focus on the

prosthetic devices or play equipment. This over-attending to the

materiars was reflected in several incidents. one boy, when putting

on hÍs shoes, decided to use his shoe as a puppet and said to the

investigator, t'Hi: rtm shoe." others asked questions about how and

why the do1ls lrere made the way Èhey !ùere. sËÍll others focused on

the devÍces, taking the scooter board, for instance, or preËendlng

that an ordinary chair !¡as a wtreelchair. During the second intervenËion

phase the prosthetic devices ürere not used, however, the children \,rere

still required to manipulate the dolls.

Other studÍes that have used dol1 and puppet play to modify social

behavior have usual-Iy been more dírective, and have involved the

experimenter manipulatÍng the dolls or puppets (chittenden, rg42; Day,

Powel1,Dy-Lin & stowÍtscher, 1982). rn doing so these studies prevenr

the children from focusing on the materials too much. Although superior

results are demonstrated, they have not been maintained once the

intervention is terminated. This could reflect the more dírective

nature of the solutions, however,and not be related to Èhe actual_

manipulation of the doIls.

General Versus Specific Approach

The second intervention phase in this study, by focusing on the

problems of the actual children, seemed more effective than the first,
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general aPProach. I t ',ras during the second phase that t¡e overal L

level of interaction beth)een the nonhandicapped ¿nd handicapped began

to Íncrease. Partly the increase resur-ted from incrudÍng arr ss in
tlie interventioD. rn addition, however, the Ss who had participated

in the first intervention seemed more receptÍve to the ideas in tlre more

focused session than they had been to the ideas presenred in tlre more

general interventions. This trend suggests that future studies should

use quÍte specific interr,¡entÍon, and should confront tIe nature of

handicaps quíte explicitly. At tlle same time, a balance must be struck

between teacher and clliLd initÍative. Perhaps teacher structure may

be needed to produce the desired effect at fírst, but, to maintain this
effect afr-er intervention, the chÍld must direct himself.

0bservational S:'.stem

Throughout the study anecdotal incidents \,rere reported and

recorded b¡' the observers, teachers and parents. Although tìreç were

not collected regularLv or systematically, they have enriched Èhe data

collected on the observation forms consÍderably, and may even suggest

how Ehe observatíon form can be improved. rn order to gain as mucl.l

infor¡nation as possible from further studies of this nature, it ma1,

be advisable to "broaden the data base" (sheehan & Keogh, lggl).

Supplementing the obse;:vation form with naturalistic observations

collected in a systematic manner may provide a more thorough under-

standing of the various factors affecting the outcome of the studl..

Over the course of this study, for instance, lhe investigator

and others noted that the childr-en were pla.ving closer to each other.

It appears that this míght be an early indication of an atrirudinal

change. Initially children avoided .the area where a handicapped chiJ-d

was playing. This appeared to be an intentional behavior; several times



64

a child who was heading for a specific area r.¡ould announce, "she's in

there." and go somewhere else. Gradually this decreased untir, by

the end of the study, such discrimination was no longer observed.

Lrhether or not this was specifically affecÈed by the interventions or

not is not clear. The inclusion of a t'proximÍty" measure in future

studies of this nature would appear to be a valuable addition to the

observation form.

Handicapped Children

Although this study focused on changing the behavior of the

nonhandicapped children towards the handicapped, the effect of the

resulting environment on the handicapped children v¡as constantly

monitored. The data gathered on the two handicapped children is
presented in Appendix VI. Generally onlooker behavior decreased as the

handicapped chÍ1dren became involved in the classroom activities. At

the same ti:ne, their attempts to interact beca¡ne more prosocÍal.

Several individual effects v/ere noted as ¡^¡el-1 . p experienced

a decrease in solitary pfay, but M did not. His self-stimulatÍng

behavior appeared to decrease in intensity, however, and mosÈ of his
rocking and ear pluggÍng behavior disappeared. M rs speech attemprs

to adults increased while P ts non-verbal atteupts to peers increased.

P spend most of her tiure inside a large shape box watching the other

children at first, but, by the end of the study, she was involved in

many classroom activities and ¡¿as hard to distinguÍsh from her nonhandí-

capped peers. she was observed, on several occasÍons, to stand up for

herself and defend herself against aggressíon.

Although M conrinued to flap objects in hÍs hands, and ro engage

in a considerable amount of solitary play, he did make some gains. Mts
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solitary Play more frequerìt1y occurred in closer proximity to other
children. Towards the end of che study he rarely went off to a corner
by himserf; Ínitia1ly this had occurred regularly for extended periods

of time. M's mother was impressed with his progress in the integrated
setting' Prior to his involvement Ín this study, he had been attending
a segregated day care program for Ëhree years and his mother doubted

that he could cope with or benefit from school pracement next far_r-.

After seeing him function quite well in this program she felt more

confÍdent in his ability to manage next year.

1"1 himself had definite feelings about the Íntegrated environmenr.

His mother reported that on days vuhen he knew he was going to the

university, he would get up and get dressed willingry. on other days,

however, when he was to attend the segregated program, he became quite
opposiËionaI, and refused to get up and dress.

Conclusion

onry weak, non-significant effects of symbolic dramtíc play on the

integration of nonhandicapped and handÍcapped preschoolers vrere

demonstrated in thís study. Nevertheless, further exploration of this
method seems warranted for tr.¡o reasons: fÍrst, because the intervention
had slight positive effects on some children, and second, because

these effects appear to be naÍntained by natural contingencies. There

has been very little research to date using social rearning theory

Èechniques, including modeling, coaching and role pJ_aying to facilitate
fnteractions between nonhandicapped and handícapped children (Gresham,

1981) . Future studies should sample the children's behaviors over a

longer period of time, and the intervention should more closely match

the developrnental levels of the children.
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To maximize tlre effects of synnbolic play intervention, the

sessions should be qui te specÍfic. The nature of tlie handicapping

conditions must be addressed as directly as possible. The materials

should be chosen with care; those that may'distract attention from

the problem at hand should be avoided.

rn addition, since some chÍldren proved more responsive to

intervention and Íntegration with the handicapped than others, behayiors

that mav indicate suitability for integrated programs must be considered.

rn thÍs studl'the Íntervention program proved nost successful fc,r

children with average or above average general social- interaction skills
and Ín1tia1 acceptance of the handicapped child.

Perhaps of er,'en greater importance, the period of ini tial

acceptance that this study discovered suggests further expl0ration

of rnethods that will enable tlìe handlcapped to respond appropriatelr.

and tlrus reinforce the initial social approaches of the nonhandicapped.

capitalizing on the initial receptivit)'of the nonhandicapped peers

ma¡' be a very productíve ídea to develop.
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APPENDIX I

Permission Let ter



January, 1982

Dear Paren ts ,

Your child has been chosen to participate in a progran which

involves measuring the interactions that occur with handicapped

children. The project will Ínclude a ren mj-nute period of pupper

and/or doll pJ-ay two times a week for a portíon of the term.

r wou]d appreciate your sígning the consent form below and

returning it to me at your earliest convenience. should you have

any questions regarding this project, please feel free to tark to

me at the preschool or call me at home.

Sincerefr',

Bonnie E. Thiessen

I hereby give permission for my child,

to parEicipate in a project to measure interaction in the preschool

at the Universi t-v of I'lani. toba this term.
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Ifaterials



I
f,xtend sleeve several inches.

J

(Puppet ourline)
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Wheelchai r Pat fern

side vÍe'*' rear vlew

wheels

Materials used for r¡heelchair, table and chairs:

1 - piece 1/4" plprood 24'xI2"
2 - lengths of l/4r' dowling
28 - I/2" brads
4 - 3116" stove bolts
8 - 3 116" flat washers

Scalelcm=1 ]n.

;; oo
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Table (Top View)

Table and Chairs Patterns

Table (Side Vieu)

Scalelcm=1in.
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Doll htearing
Helue t

Do1l l{earing
Leg Brace
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Do11 in ltheel chair

Puppets wearing - from
arm cast, glasses,

left to right:
hearing aid
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APPENDIX III

Introductions to Intervent ion Sessions



METI.IOD OF INTRODUC]NG C}IILDREN TO THE PLAY (INTERVENT]ONS)

Phase I

Small problem:

In classroom - Remember those dolls I showed
Today v¡e' re going to pl ay wi th them.

you a few days ago?

ln play session - Here is the playroom. rt is snack time. see theteacher has put the snack on the table. Here are the children. Thisone is smaller than tire others. The other children have to help hersometÍmes. r'm going to play with her. what shall I caLl her? you
can be one of the chíldren. which one wi]r you be? Lhat is your name?(to both children) This litt1e gÍr1 sometimes doesn'r remembår whatthe teacher wants her to do. Letts see Íf we can help her today. Let'spret end .

Do you knor.¡ what one of the

In pla)'session - ThÍs bo¡'has a heLmet. r r¡i11 be him. His name is. He has to \"/ear a helmet all the time because his head gets hurt

Helmet problem:

In classroom - Have
dolls has roday? A

very
are
play
see
Letf

Cast problem:

In classroom
(yes) ¡rhat did
(no) Do you know
our puppets has

you e\¡er worn a helmet?
helmet! Come and seel

- Have you ever broken your arm or leg?
you do? (cast)

someone who did and had to \,Jear a cast? Today one of
a cast on her arm. Come and see.

easily. He has to be careful not to fal-l or bump hÍs head. Here
two other children rhat go to schoor wirh him. They are going rowith him at the block centre. r wonder what they'lI makã? ier'sif they can he 1p him. I¡rhich one wi1l, you be ? what's your name ?s pretend !

.In play session - This girl broke her arm. She has to r^rear a cast. Shecan't bend her arm with the cast on it. It makes problems for her.
she cantt color very we11. Her cast gets in her way. She canrt eatvery we1l. She can't go swimming. The children are coLoring todar..Let's see if the other children can help her have funl Let'J carl hersusy. which one will you be? what's your name? Let's pretend.
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Glásses problem:

rn classioom - Have you ever worn glasses? How would you líke to wear
giasses like these? (t"t the children try a pair of very strong
lenses on that makes everything foggy.) Today one of our puppeLs Ís
wearing glasses like this. Come and see!

In play session - Here is the puppet that is wearíng glasses. Her name
ís Jane. Even with the glasses on she can't see too well. Today the
children are playing in the sandbox. Jane can't see the toys too well.
She can't. shovel- the sand too we11. Sometimes she misses Èhe sand and
it seems as if she's throwing it. Let's see if you can help her.
Which one are you? l¡ft¡at is your name ? Let ' s pretend I

Hearing aid problem:

rn classroom - r have some music ín thÍs recorder. you cantt hear it
very well unl-ess you listen with this earphone. would you like to try
it? Some people can't hear unless they wear earphones in their ears all
the time. These special earphones are cal1ed hearing aids. Today our
puppet has a hearing aid. Come and see!

In play session - This is our puppet, John's, hearing aid. He wears
the receiver, like a small radio or tape player, Ín a pocket and puts
an ear mold in his ear. Even with a hearing aid, he can't hear too
well. Let's see if you can help him. Today they are playíng with rhe
blocks. some noises, like blocks banging, åre too 1oud. other noises,
like talking, are too quiet. htrich one are you? hhat is your name?
Let's pretend:

Leg Brace problem:

ln classroom - Today we
the dolls has a brace on
with a stiff 1eg down to

are going to play with the dolls again. One of
his 1eg. He can't bend his leg.
the playroom? Let's see !

Can you walk

ïn play session - This is John. One of his legs is very weak. It's
not strong enough to walk on. He has to vuear a brace on it. He has
trouble walking, running and kneeling down. Sometimes the brace gets
in the way and hurts him. Let's see if you can help him paint toda.v.
l^Ihat are your names? Lett s pretendl

I{heelchair Problem:

In classroom - Do you have a bike or a wagon? Do you like to ride it?
Have you ever been in a wheelchaÍr? Today one of our doll_s has a
wheelchair. Come and seel

In plav session - This is Joan. She cannot walk. She must use a
wheelchair all the time. She needs help to get out of it. She has



trouble getting close to
are printing in school.
name? Letts pretend:

Scooterboard problem:

things that she
Let's see if you
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wants. Today the children
can help Joan. Whatts your

In classroom - Today we have a scooterboard for our
and=õl--

muppets. Come

Jn pl-ay session - This is l.like. He cannot sit or stand up. He has tolay down arl the time. His Mom and Dad got hÍm a scooter board toget around on. It is hard for Mike to play and eat. He feels shy
because he Ís different from the other chirdren. Let's see if you canhelp him have a good time. Lett s make sure hets not lonelr,. Lrhatrsyour name ? Let t s pre tend I

Phase II

In cLassroom motivalion for a]l sessÍons - Itts your turn for the
'lluppet Sho'*"'

Sessíon L

This is P. she is going ro play with you in the play room. Shelikes to pla1'with you, but sometimes her tongue hangs oui ul,accident.rt doesn't mean she doesn't like you. she isn't sticking her tongueout at you. Letrs see if you can have a f un time r..ith her today. Irtlicir
one are vou? What t s your name? Lett s pretend:

Session 2

This is Ìf. He likes to pla)', but sometimes he sits bl,himself
and rocks back and forth. r wonder if vre can help hÍm plai,with us
todar'? which one are .vou? hhat is your name ? Let 's pietendl

Session 3
Here is P agaÍn, she likes to play with you, but sometines she

doesn't know ho''to join in. when she wants to play she just comes
and stares ar what you're doing. she is trying to be friãndry. she
might not talk to you even when you talk to her, but she wants to play,
with you. I^¡hi ch one are you ? Let I s see if you can help her toda1,.Let's pretendl

Session 4
Here is M again. He likes to play. sometimes he has troubl-e

knowing how to play with things though. sometimes he just twirl-s or
flaps toys in the aÍr instead of playing with them lÍke you do. Letrs
see if you can help him play wi th them the right nay toda¡,. l^Iho areyou? Let's pretend!

Session 5

Here is P. she wants to play with you today. She has troubLe
¡alking, though sometimes it's hard t.o understand what she says.
sometimes she doesn't say anything because she thinks you,on't
understand her. Itrs really hard to understand her. Lre'11 have ro
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Èry very hard, but Iet's see if we can do it and help her have a good
tirne. What is your name? Let's pretend!

Session 6

Here is 11. Have you ever seen him put his fingers in his ears?
Do you know why he does that? Sometimes the classroom gets too noisy
for him. It might not sound too loud for you, but it might be too
loud for M. Let's see if we can play today so that M doesn't have to
plug his ears. hlho are you? Let's pretend.'

Session 7

Here is M. He wants to play with the other chÍldren, but he
doesn't know hou'. Sometimes he just sits by himse'lf and looks at
the other children, or looks around the room. He would really have
more fun if he were playing with you. Let's see if we can help him
do that today. htro are you? Letrs pretend.

note**Session I was deleted from the intervention as the class took a
trip to McDonalds on that day.
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Observation Forms



Subject:
Project
Da te:

No. :

Ilníversity of Manitoba
Integrated Pre-School Project

PUPIL OBSERVATION FORM

Recorder:

Time Ended:

Time StarEed:

Duration:

Level of Interaction

Speech attempts to peers

Speech attempts to adults
Non-verbal attempts Èo peers

Non-verbal attempts to adults
Interaction with oËhers, toys

(in para1le1 play)
Interaction rvith oÈhers, toys

(as onlooker)

Interaction with se1f, toys
(solitary play)

Unoccupied (includes cryÍng)
TOTAL

Interactions dÍrected to
D-D children

Interactions directed to
N-H children

Code

1

2

3

4

v10ur
Percen tage

S

I^l

V
7

I ffi
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Subje ct:
Proj ect No. :

Nonhandicapped Student
Integrated Preschool Observat.ion Form

Recorder:

Time Ended:

Duration:
Started:_

Date:

Level of Interaction

Speech Attempts

to Peer

Non-verbal Atteurpts

to Peer

Interaction with Peer

as onlooker

No interaction
TOTALS

Adapted from the University of
Pupil Observation Form.

Manítoba Integrated
(January, 1982) B.

Quality of Soc. Beh.
Ta l_e s

DÍre ct ion
Code Tallies

Communicat ion
Code Tallies

Level of Play
Code Ta

Preschool Project
Thiessen

Interaction with
in Play

Peer

Tallies Percent

B8
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Tabulated data for nonhandicapped Ss



¡ercentages of Over41 In teract ion
to@

dayl chil d

t
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1,0

11

I2

13

I4

15

16

I7

18

19

20

2I
22

¿J

24

70

17.5

5

Y

0

0

5

0

t\

12.5

5

5

7.5

5

7.5

2.5

42. 5

0

r7 .5

25

5

0

D

5

20

?q

20

X

0

U

X

)\
0

,q

,)<

5

{)

2.5

0

10

0

0

0

5

0

0

0

S

17 .5

7.5
v

38.75

10

5

¡
0

0

5

2.5

10

55

5

0

0

10

15

2.5

30

0

0

11.25

0

tt

72.5

4

7<

U

5

0

0

0

0

1E¿.J

2.5

0

0

10

U

5

5

A

65

5

40

32 .5

5

72. 5

?e

0

5

0

3

7.5

10

0

0

0

0

10

0

55

20

t0

B

0

0

5

7q

ìtr

l0
82.5

5

0

0

12. 5

10

¡

5

L'

0

0 70

I7 .5

025
YY

0 8.75

- 27.5

- 35

0 t2.5
0 2.)
2.5 2.5

200
55
5 32.5

- 0J,

-^ v

- 0':'

- 10'!

73 0'!

50
t7 .5 10

-0
20 10

-0

- child absent

X missed observation
* missed intervention
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Percentage of Speech Attempts
to Handicapped Peer

day/ ch i. t ¿

I
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3
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6

7

I
9
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I2
13

I4
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0
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0
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Percentages of Non-Verbal Attempts
to HandÍcapped Peer
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43 0,r

00
0 7.5

-0
00
-0

- chíld absenr

X missed observation
* missed inËervention
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Percentages of Onlooker Interaction
riti,@

day/child

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1L

I2

13

I/-+

t5

16

I7

18

19

20

2I

22
., .)

24

G

0

7.5

5

X

U

0

5

0

ô

2.5

2.5

5

U

7.5

5

)\
)\
5

U

r.7.5

20

5

0

D

5

10

?q

20

X

n

0

X

t(

0

2.5
,q.

5

0

2.5

0

10

0

0

U

5

0

0

0

S

0

7.5

6.25

10

5

I
j
U

0

5

0

2.5

5

5

0

0

5

12. 5

2.5

5

0

A

r0

2.5

25

0

5

0

7q

0

5

0

3

5

10

0

0

0

0

10

0

25

20

10

K

0

5

0

X

0

0

0

2.5

12 .5

5

5

r

j
T7

5

77 .5

20

l4l

0

)\
X

8. 75

0

5

0

0

5

0

0't

0

0 -Å-

f ijr

0,!

0

0

0

10

0

t

U

5

0

0

0

4

7.5

0

)\
0

0

0

0

2.5
1tr

0

0

0

0

0

5

B

0

5

ô

7.5

10

0

5

0

0

0

t0

!

5

0

- child absent

X missed observation
* mÍssed intervention
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dayl ch i1d

1

)

3

4

5

6

7

a

9

10

11

I2

13

I4

15

16

I7
18

19

20

2I
22

23

24

o

0

0

0

X

0

0

0

0

0

U

0

P=1 ; A=0

0

P=2 ; A=0

n

0

X

0

0

U

I
0

0

0

0

0

0

U

0

0

P=? . Á=l-ì
^ & tr¡ v

0

0

0

0

0

fl

0

0

0

0

0

0

P=l ; A=0

0

0

U

0

0

0

0

0

U

0

P=2 ; A=0

0

K

0

0

0

X

0

0

0

0

P=3; A=0

0

0
j

¡

P=5 ; A=0

0

0

0

h'

P=0 ; A=2

P=1;A=0

X

0

P=3 ; A=L

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0 t'.

0

0å-

p= I . d=Q;'t

U

0

D-l . 
^ -^¡ -I,ö-U

0

0

0

G

P=0; A=2

P=2;A=0 P=2;A=1 0

Number of "p" & t'Art Attempts
To Handicapped peers

(Per lO riì.-ãElãt"ation)

A

P=2;A-0

P=1; A=0

P=l ; A=1

0

0

P=1 ; A=0

U

0

¡t

0

0

P=1;A=0

0

U

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

X

0

1,.,

0

0

0

X

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

U

U

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

r

0

0

0

0

0

0

- child absenr

X missed observation
* missed intervention
P = prosocial
A = antisocial
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Type & Freq. of Conununication
roH"n@

( Pe r 10 r in . -õEiãr,, 
a r i.o., )

day/child

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0
t1

I2

l3
I4

15

16

I7

1B

19

20

2I
22

¿J

24

D

0

s-1 ; w-l

0

0

X

0

0

X

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

n

0

0

0

U

0

0

0

U

w-2

s-1

0

0

0

0

I
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

s-1

0

5-Z

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

X

0

0

0

:
0

0

0

0

0

rì

0

0

U

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

n

0

0

0

0

0

U

0

0

0

s-2

0

A

5-Z

s-l
0

0

U

s-l
0

0

n

0

0

s-1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

U

0

0

K

n

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

r'

I

Þ-J

0

0

0

14'

^a5--

0

X

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

u.'

0

0*

r+-] ^"

0

0

s-l
0

0

0

B

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
j

I
0

- child absent

X mÍssed observation
* míssed intervation
s = sentence

w = word

v = vocalization
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Level & Freq. of Play
with Handicapped Peers

(Per 10 min. observation)

day/ch i.1d

I
2

3

4

5

6

7

a

9

10

11

I2

13

I4

15

I6
I7

18

19

20

2I

22

23

zLl

G

a/. I l -a-Lq I / , L-

2lt
0

0

U

0

X

T

0

0

4//
0

2/l
U

0

r//
0

II/ I
0

0

2/l
0

0

7//

0

X

13//
0

0

I
0

0

0

r/l
Jl /

201 /
n

0

ô

0

r/l
0

r0l /
0

A

201 /

0

4/ /

13l /
0

4//
0

0

0

U

0

0

0

0

U

0

0

0

0

12//
0

0

D

0

2//
n

U

X

0

0

X

0

0

0

0

U

n

0

0

0

0

U

0

0

0

0

0

0

\/ /

0

0

2e//
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

U

0

4/t
0

0

0

0

0

3/l

0

0

26/l
U

0

0

5l/

¡

U

0

0

0

0

0

0

¡

¡
L7//

0

0

0

r//
0

0

0

L3l I

0x

0

Lr ^

0,!

0

0

3//
0

0

0

t^lF

0 26//
5//
0 6//;2=
XX
00
_ 7//
_ r2/l

0

- child absent

X missed observation
* missed intervention
/ / = parallel
= = associative
X = Cooperative
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APPE¡*DIX VI

Tabulated dara for the handicapped Ss



DAY

i
iÍ
I
2

3

4

5

6

7

I
9

10

11

I2

t3
I4

15

16

I7

r8

19

20

27

22

¿J

L.1

PERCENTAGE SPEECH ATTEMPTS TO PEERS

P

2.5

0

0

U

0

0

0

X

0

0

0

2.5

0

0

I'f

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2.5

10

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

X = mÍssed observation

- = child absent

N.B. da1's i and ii are pre-experimental days

t0c



PERCENTAGE SPEECH ATTEMPTS TO ADULTS

DA)'

Í

ii
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

10

11

I2

13

I4

15

16

I7
18

19

20

2I
22

23

24

X = missed observation
- = child absent

P

0

0

7.5

X

7.5

0

0

0

n

0

2.5

7.5

0

6

6.6

5

2.5

0

0

0

7

0

7.5

30

37 .5

0

0

72 .7

20

0

25

10

35

J

I4

r01



PERCENTACE NON-VERBAL ATTEMPTS TO PEERS

DAY

i
ii
l
2

3

4

5

6

7

a

9

10

1t

I2

13

I4

15

16

I7

18

19

20

2I

22

¿J

24

X = missed observation
- = child absent

P

2.5

20

0

X

0

25

0

7q

X

0

5

2.5

7.5

'C

5

0

?q

0

0

0

0

7.5

0

0

0

U

0

)\
5

0

5

0

0

0

0
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PERCENTAGE NON-VERBAL ATTEI,ÍPTS TO ADULTS

DAY

i
ii

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

9

10

t1

I2

13

I4
15

16

I7

1B

19

20

2I

22

¿J

24

X = missed observation

- = child absenr

P

0

0

0

Y

0

10

45

25

x

2.5

7.5

t5

0

0

5

5

0

5

7.5

7

10

0

10

0

20

0

0

0

7.5

0

5

?q

15

0

0

)/

103



PERCENTAGE INTERACIIqN W]T'I] OTHERS ]N PLAY

DAY

ii
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

l0
11

I2

13

74

15

t6
T7

18

19

20

2T

22

23

24

X = nissed observation

- = chÍld absent

P

0

12. 5

75

7.5

55

55

27 .5

,(

5

35

35

55

75

1.6

0

0

0

2,5

7

0

0

2.5

0

0

0

0

18. 5

5

60

0

0

0

20

3

10
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PERCENTAGE INTERACTION WITH OTHERS AS ONLOOKER

DAY

i
ii

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

I2

13

I4

15

16

I7

18

19

20

2I

22

23

24

)(=

P

50

30

75

À

40

5

0

20

X

)) 5

35

20

15

0

20

38. 3

55

77.5

60

15

67

15

45

7.5

50

7.5

30

30

9.1

7.5

25

20

27 .5

77 .5

40

20

missed observat ion

child absenr
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PERCENTAGE INTERACTION WITH SELF IN SOLITARY PLAY.....-

DAY

i
ii
l
2

3

4

5

6

7

I
9

10

11

I2

i.3

74

15

16

L/

1B

19

20

2I

22

23

24

x=

P

42 .5

37 .5

5

X

45

5

0

20

X

70

16. 5

25

12 .5

t) q

43.3
1i)J

r7 .5

32. 5

75

20

66

55

62 .5

10

40

70

70

U

57 .5

10

50

55

32 .5

37

60

27

missed observation
child absenr
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PERCENjqAGE OF SOCIAL BHtA\¡IOR

DA)'

i
ii
I
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1l

I2
13

7L

1C
!)

16

I7
1B

19

20

2I
22

23

24

P

P= 100

P=75,A=25

P= 100

X

P=100

P=93, A=7

P= 100

P=92 , N= 8

X

P= 100

P=40,4=20,N=40

P=100

P=l 00

P=100

P= 100

P=1 00

P--100

P=5 0, N=50

P=33,4=33,N=33

P=1 00

P=1 00

P=100

0

P=55, A=36, N=9

P=100

P= 100

ô

0

P=100

P=l-00

P=100

P= 100

P=100

P=100

P=100

P=100

)(=

N.B.

missed observation
child absent

?rPrr - pro-social ; "4" = an ti-soc iaI ; ttNt' = neu tral_
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PERCENTAGE OF ''i'' AND ''T' N DIRECTION OF SOCIAL BEHAV]OR

DAY

i
ii

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

I2

13

1¿+

15

16

I7

18

19

20

2I

22

23

1t,

X = missed observation

- = child absent

N.B. t'i" = initiated;

P

i=50, r=50

i=50, r=50

i=100

X

i=100

i=51,r=43

í=22 , r=7 B

i=15, r=85

X

r= 100

i=20, r=80

i=I2.5, r=87. 5

i=25.r=75

r=100

i=8, r=92

i =30, r= 70

i=25,r=75

i=0,r=100

i=33, r=67

i=33, r=67

r=l 00

r=100

0

i=33, r=67

í=87. 5,r=12,5
i=14. 3, r=85. 7

0

0

r=100

i =67 , r=33

r=100

i=1 7 , r=83

i=57rr=43

i=20, r=80

r=100

í=60,r=20

trrrr - re sponded
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PERCENTAGE OF

DAY

i
Íi

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

t0
11

T2

13

I4

t5

16

I7
1B

19

20

2I
22

¿J

24

X = mÍssed observation

- = child absent

N. B. rrsrr - sentence; t'l{tt

USED IN COIßÍU¡-I CATION

P

v=1 00

0

w=67, v=33

X

w=100

0

0

0

À

0

U

w=100

w=50rv=50

0

s=l 00

s=100

w=100

s=l 00

0

U

0

w:5 0, v=50

U

s=25,w=75

s=75 , w=25

s=7J,w=23

0

0

r^- 100

s=62.5,w=37.5

0

S=80 r'"-20
s=25 , r"-75

s =50, w=50

w=100

s=60,w=40

M

r09

= word; and ttYrr= vocalization


