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Abstract

In the present study, the social behaviours of visually
impaired children in a variety of preschool programs was
examined. To date, l4ittle empirical literature is avallable
regarding the participation of these children in preschool
programs. In general, those studles that are available
Indicate that the integration of visually impaired childzren
is associated with difficulties.

Nine visually impaired children, representing 90% of
visually impaired children attending preschool programs in
the tri-county area of south-western Ontario, and nine
sighted children participated in the study. Children were
observed as they participated in their day care routine
using a Behaviour Observation Record. The primary caretaker.
of each chlld participating in the study was interviewed °
with the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale-Survey Edition and
2 questionnaire specially developed for this study. Teachers
also completed the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale-
Classroom Edition and a questionnaire similar in content to
the Parent Questionnaire for each child involved in the
study.
. Paired t-test comparisons of the Behaviouri’bservation
Récord indicated that the visually impalired chi¥dren made
fewer initiations to others and were more likely to be the
réclpient of a teacher interaction than were the sighted
children. Also, the visually impalred children were observed
to be near a preschool teacher more often than the sighted
target children. S . ‘

Although differences were observed, the visually
impaired and sighted target children initiated or responded
to interactions using a variety of means of communication,
suggesting that the visually impaired children have acquired
basic communication skills. In addition, teachers did not
interact with either group of target children
differentially, suggesting that teachers made similar
demands of the visually impaired and sighted target
children. |

Overall, the behaviour observation data indicated that
the visually impaired children were not as involved in the
preschool program as the sighted children. This observation
has Implications for the inteqration of visually impaired
children in preschool programs. For example, integration is
believed to beneflit both handicapped and nonhandicapped
children by providing them with opportunities to interact
with each_other. The low levels of interaction observed in
this study suggest that more program planning may be
necessary to maximize the social opportunities avalilable for

iv
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these children, \

In addition to demonstrating low levels of soclal
involvement, the visually impalred children were rated as
having significantly less well developed adaptive skllls
than the sighted target children on the Vineland Adapttive
Behavior Scale by both parents and teachexs. However,
teachers provided a more positive evaluation of the visually
Impaired children's adaptive skills. This finding reflects
posltively on the potential for successfully integrating
visnally impaired chlildren in reqular and rehabilltatlive
programs. For example, the teachers' .positive evaluations of
the visually impaired children suggests an appreciation cof
each child's abilitles and strengths to participate in the
preschool routine, a basic starting point for successful
integration. i . :

In addition, none of the teachers interviewed with the
Teacher Questionnalre indlicated any significant difficulties
with the enrollment of visually impalred children in their
preschool programs. For example, teachers evaluated the
participation of the visually lmpaired chilldren favorably,
and saw thelr enrollment in the preschool as a positive and
challenging experience. Parents of the visually impailred
children echoed the perceptions of the preschool teachers,
speaking highly of thelr child's program and teachers.

It 1s evident from the 'findings of this study that the
integration of visually impalred chlildren in preschool
programs can be successful, and that the parents and
teachers interviewed 1n this study support this endeavour.
However, glven the observed differences in the level of
participation between the visually impaired and sighted
target children, program development to encourage and
maximize interactions between these children appears to be a
necesslity. Without such programs, the low levels of
involvement observed in thils study 1s likely to continue to
occur.
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CHAPTER I~
: N e
INTRODUCTION .

The purpose of this study was to examine .the social

behaviours of visually impaired children in adyariety of

- preschool programs through direct observation, parent

interviews, and teacher interviews. The goal was to provlide
a comprehensiyg analjsis of those conditions which
facilitate or impede the social interactions between
visually impaired children and thelr sighted peers.

‘To date, little empirical literature ls available
regarding the paxticipation of visually impalired children 1&
preschool programs. A majority of the-literature which s
avallablé tends to focus on the play behaviour (e.q. olsonf
1981; Parsons, 1986, 'Talt; 1972a, Taitﬁ 1972b) or language
deficlits (BExin, 1986; McGinnis, 1981) of visually impaired
children, rather than on patterns of interactlion or
participation in-thé preschool setting. In addition, the few
studies that have looked at participation have done so from
different‘perspectives, and have been somewhat negative in
terms of outcome (e.q. Simon & Gillman, 1979; Tait &

Wolfgang, 1984; Workman, 1986).

Reasons for the limlted amount of research available



with visualiy impaired.children includes the vefy small
nuﬁbers of children with vlsugl impatrments alone, or in
combination with other impairments (Gardner, Mprse, Tulloch
& Trlef, 1986Y. Also, the relatiﬁely smal} number of
visually impaired preschool children (Gardne>f et al., 1986)
generally dictates that they be served in diverse preschool
sgttings making comparisons and generélizations difftcult,
For example, visually impaired children may Be'enrolled in
programs which serve primarily nonhandicapped chlldren, or
in programs which focus on rehabilitation,.w}th the - i
preschool population beling véry diverse or-heterogeneous.
This diversity of preschool piacementg poses additional .
problems in terms of studying participation at the preschool
level. |

Flnally, part of the difficulty in conducting research
with this population stems‘from the hgteroggneity of -
visually"impaired preschool children. Visqal impairment may

range from no functlonal vision to some useful vision

(Alonso, Moox, . Raynor, Hippel, & Baer, 1986). For example, a
visually impaired child may be able to percelve light the ’
outlines of objects, 0or may have sufficient vislon to read
print wlth assistance (Akonso et al., 1986). Even tbough a
child may possess some functlional vision; variations may be
noted in the degree to which a child uses this capacity
(Genshaft, Dare, & O'Malley, 1980; ﬂowenfeld, 1948; Truan

1984). In additlion, detailed‘ophthalmologic informatlon 1is
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often unavallable for preschool age children, ﬁaking
accurate classification difficult (Davidson, 1986). This
factor ls also confounded by thq lack of an adequate
definition of blindness and visual impairment accepted
worldwide (Davidson, 1986).

Visual impairment may result from accidental injury,
prematurity, (Alonso et alg, 1986), prenatal retlnopathies,
congenital cataracts, optic nerve disease, (Davidson, 1%86),
or from other syndromes or diseases such as maternal
‘rubella, spina bifida, or Marfan's Syndrome which produce
predictable.mglﬁiple impairment patterns (Truan, 1984).
Other handicdps often associated with visuwal impalrment
include hearing 1mpairﬁents, cerebral palsy, heart defects
and brain damage (Alonsc et al., 1986). )

Although visually Impaired preschool children represent
a very diverse group, there do appear to be some .
commonalities which may iInterfere with their participation
in the preschool setting. For example, visually impalired
preschool children are believed to show sSome degree of delay
in the acquisltion of play, language, and social skills
developme;f (Alonso et al., 1986; Fralberg, 1975; Lowenfeld,
1948; Scott, 1969). According to Alonso et al., (1986) these
children may evidence delay in only one domaln, or in
several. Kv’/

For ‘example, Olson (1981) compared the exploratory play

behaviours of visually impalred and sighted preschool



children when glven a novel and conventional téy. Shés
reported that the visu§1ly impaired children were
significantly lgss aggressive In thelir exploratory searches,
tnitiating fewer actions on the novel toy and using thelr
hands to a significantly lesser degree than the sighted
children. | ‘

Andersen, Dunlea and Kekelis (1984)-#Xamined the
language development of visually lmpalred children and
determined that there were early differences in how blinq
children understood and used language. For example, the
blind ;hildren asked many Nwh" questlions, repeated what was
sald to them, and demonstrated a lack of perspective takling
in conversation when compgigéﬂfo the sighted‘children.\The
blind chIlgren also demonstrated poor class inclusion and

concept development. These findings~parallel observations

made by Lowenfeld (1948) 36 years earlier.

X
Visually impalired children may also experience

difficulty using personal pronouns such as "I, you, and me"
" (Anderson et al., 1984; Santin & Simmons, 1977; Talk to Me
IT, undated). Lack of pronoun use has been attributed to the
poor development of a sense of selfl(Fraiberg, 1975: Santin
& 3immons, 1977), and to a poor language environment (Talk
to Me II, undated). For example, parents of visually
impaired children may drop the use of pronouns when speaking

to their children (Talk To Me II, undated). However,

McGinnls (1981) ohserved that her sample of visually
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impaired preschool children had acquired the concept of
,~R§rsona1 reference, but were not as proficient as sighted
/Sgildren in using this skill.
/fﬁ\ McGinnis (1981) also noted the limited use of hand and
\ \bther nonverbal gestures during conversation. She concluded
that her sample of visually impaired children did not
éomprehénd the communicative capacity of gqstures during
‘conversation. Lowenfeld (1948) has-gﬁggested that the léck
of faclal expresslions and gestures characterizing the soclal
interactlons of visually impaired children may be
interpreted as lack of Interest or apathy by sigpted
children.

Other beﬁaviours that may interfere with participation
in the preschool setting include mannerisms or blindlsms.
Mannerisms may be compensatory actions to make up for the
lack of visual stimulation, to provide relief from pain, or
to provide pleasurable sensations (Alonso et al., 1986,
Harrison, 197&). These behaviours may involve eye qulng,
fluttering the fingers or hands in front of the eyes,
ferkiﬁg the head back and forth, or rocking the whole body
(Alonso et al., 1986; Harrison, 1978). Also; behaviocurs such
as tongue clicking, hand clapping and foot stomping, which
non-handicapped children find unpleasant, may be used to
galn auditory Informatlon abouf the surroundings (Alonso et

al., 1986).

Beécause visually impalired children demonstrate a wide
: .



range of diffliculties, various programs and educational

facilities have been established to assist these children.
'~ For example, there is varlety of resource books and how-
to-guides to help parents and teachers of visually impaired
children (e.g. Ferrel, 1986; Harrell & Kinsom, 1987; Swallow
& Huebner, 1987). Also, Jastrzembska, (1984) has prepared a
bibliography of-available rescurces for teachérs and special
needs educators. Speclalized programs héve also been
developed expressly for parents and their visually impaired
children. An example Is the Blind Children's Center in Los
_Angeles (Talk to Me II,-undateg). Visually impaired qhgldren
are also being integrated into existing preschool prog;ams
| such as Headstart in the United States (Alonso et al.,
1986),-and some day care facllities in Canada.

Inteération currently seems to be the placement of
choice for most handicapped children {(New Directions in
Child Care, undated; Sandys & Piet, 19586). Many studies
examining the 1ntegrat10h.of physically ox mentally
handlicapped children report successful integration, (e.q.
Guralnick, 1978; Ispg & Matz, 1978). For example, recent
research indicates that inteqrated special needs—or
handicapped children may show mbre appropriate sgocial and
play behaviours (Devoney, Guralnick & Rublin, 1974; Dunlop,
Stoneman, & Cantrell, 1980; Ispa & Matz, 19768; WwWilton &
Densen, 1977), enhanced language development {Fredericks,

Baldwin, Grove, Hobre, Riggs, & Lyons, 1978; Guralnick,



1978), and greater acceptance by non-handicapped peers
(Guralnick & Rubin, 1974; Ispa & Matz, 1978; Pol, Crow,
Rider & Offner, 1985).

Integration Is believed to be effective because non-
handlcapped peers act as role models (Apolloni & Cooke,
1978; Guralnick, 1978), or specialized tutors providing
_Instruction (Devoney et al., 1974; Guralnick, 1978) for the
handicapped children. Nonhandicapped children alsotﬁfovide
opportunities for active play and positive interaction

(Wasson & Austin, 19806) as well as opportunities for the

handicapped child to practice their newly acquired lanquage

apd social skills (Guralnick, 1978; Howes, 1985; Ispa &
Matz, 1978). .

Both handicapPed and non-handlicapped children are.
believed to beneflt from 1ntegra¥ion (Field, Roseman, De
Stefano, & Koewle:, 1981; Sand;¥’& Plet, 1986)i Also early
intervention is belleved to facilitate greater galns than Is
1nt$gration at a iater age (see Fralberg, 1975; Hourcade &
Parette, 1986).

The majority of these-studies, however, have not
addressed the Integration of visual}y impaired preschool age
children. The studies (Simon & Gillman, 1979; Tait &
wolfgang, 1984; Taylor-Hershel & Webster, 1983; Workmén,
1986) that have examined the preschool participation of
visuaily Impaired children have done so from different

perspectives, making generalizationé difficult. one common



finding of these studies, however, is that.there'are
dlfficulties associated with the assimilation of visually
impaired chlldren into preschool programs.

For exémple, Simon and Gillman (1979) reported that
attémpts to iIntegrate four visually 1mpa1red\ch156ren into a
regular éreschool program resulted In several problems. The
introductioﬁ of the visually impalréd children was\ found to
be an anxiety provoking experience fér both the teachers and
sighted children. Simon and Gillman also noted that the non-
handicapped children expressed concern over becoming blind
and demonstrated Increasing avoidance behaviours of the
visually impaired childrxen as the program progressed. The
authors recommended that extensive preparation of both the
non—handiéapped children and teachers was vital for
successful Integration. |

In a later study, Talt and Wolfgang (1984) recorged the

concerns of teachers és a vlsuq}ly impaired three-year-old
| chlld was integrated into a regﬁﬁar preschool setting.
Teachers expressed concern with the child's mouthing of
objecés, her passivity in not initiating contact or play, of
not following the others during cilrcle time and‘Fejectinq
the advances of other children to come and play.

Talt and Wolfgang also reported that the nonhandicapped
children demonstrated some difficulties with the visually
impalred child. These included tryiﬂé to help the child too

much, physically forcing thelr attentions on her or

r/,
\‘/\/



competing for her attention, viewing her as a baby during
play, or avoiding attempts by the blind child to touch them
(Talt & Wolfgang, 1984).

Hore.recéntly, Workman (1986) has focused on teacher
beha;lours, especially the. types of teacher verballizations
which faclilitated interactions between visually impaired
preschool children and their non-handicapped peers. Teacher
verbalizatlons most useful to the‘vlsually impaired children
were descriptlons of the social environment and direct
prompts ("give the patient some medicine"). Workman (1986)
belleves that these strategies help the visually impaired
children structure their énGironment and thereby increase
the probability for successful interaction. However, Workman
(1986) noted that when the teacher did not attend to the
visually impalred child or his peer group, peer interactions
were unlikely to occur. This suggests that the teacher's
presence is at least necessary to facillitate or encourage
interactlons between visually impaired and non-handicapped
children. |

Finally, Taylor-Hershel and Webster (1983) reported the
successful integration of a three year old visually impalred
boy into a Montessoril Preschool. Some of the di€fficulties
mentioned by Simon and Gillman (1979) and Talt and Wolfgang
(1984) were also noted by these authors. The sighted
children expressed fears about blindness, and initially

rebuffed or ignored the visually impalred child's attempts
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at participation. However, teacher modeling and prompts to
both the sighted children and visually impaired child helped
to facilitate soclal interactions, a Ein@ing also noted by
Workman (1986}. '

Generally, the assimilation of visually impaired
“éhildren into preschools with normally slghted children can
be difficult, although some of these Problems can apparently
be overcome. For example, even though visually impaired
children may be delayed in play (Olson, 1981; Tait, 1972a;
Tait, 1?72b), and language development (Andersen et al.,
1984) and may engage in mannerisms (Harrison, 1978) or other
behaviours contrary to appropriate social Interactions
(Alonso et al., 1986), structuring the preschool environment
to encourage participation between the leually impalred
children and their peers fosters more peer involvement.
Structuring the preschool environment may involve teacher
interventions such as describing ths play eﬁvironment and

on-golng actlivities to the visually lmpairedzchild, angd

modeling appropriate prosocial behaviours for this child and

her/his peers.

Further support for the contention that assimilation
can be successful comes from the work of Raver (1984) and
Hendrickson, Gable, Hester, & Straln, (1985). Raver (1984)
modified the head-droop of é three-year-old visually
impalired child In an integrated ﬁreschool and found that._the

gpkld's peers prompted and pralsed her for appropriate head
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and-eye orientation during and after intervention.

Hendrickson et al., (1985) reported efforts to improve
the soclal and play skillls of two severely handicapped
preschool children, one of whom was visually impaired.
Hendrickson et al., (1985) used a same-age peer as a role
model and instructor and observed that after Intervention
the visually impalred child contlnued to initlate and
respond prosocialiy with the ncnhandicapped child.

The observationé of Ravef (1984) and Hendrickson et
al., (1985) demonstrate the capacity of sighted children to
support and relinforce appropriate soctal behaviours in
visually impailred preschool age children. These two studies
also illustrate the potential for using sighted peers in |
addition to teacher interventtions to encoufage the
participatlion of visually impalred children in the preschool
sefting.

To gain a greater understanding of the current level of
participation of visually impaired children enrolled in a
variety of preschool programs, and the types of teacher and
peer interactlons that occur with these children, the
present study utilized behaviour observations, the Vineland
Adaptive Behavior Scales-Survey Form, the Vineland Adaptive
Behavior Scales-Classroom Edition, and Parent and Teacher
Questlonnalres in preschools throughout a broad gebgraphlc
area.

The behaviour observations provided a record of the
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naturally occurring interchanges between visually impaired
children and their sighted peers and teachers. The'Vineland
Adaptive Behavior Scales, Survey Form and Classroom ﬁdition
provided a comparison of the visually lmpaired preschool
child's adaptive behaviours across the home and school
environment, while the parent and teacher questionnaires
permitted comparisons between parent and teacher perceptions
of the degree of involvement of the visdally 1mpa1red child
in the preschool program. In addition, the behaviour |
observations and parent andg feacher perceptions permitted a
greater under;tandinj of the components which facllitate or

impede the successful participation of visually -impaired

rd

preschool children.

The following hypotheses provided a framework for this

research.

Hypothesis 1. On the basis of previous research it was

predicted that the visually impaired children would spend
more time alane, 1n1tia§e interactions less frequently, and
spend greater amounts of time interactling with thelir
breschool teachers than with peers.IIn addition, visually
impalred children were predicted fo_usé gestures less often
and to interact wiéh other children for shorter durations

than their sighted peers. -

Hypothesis 2. On the basis of the assumption that

teachers would be less biased{than parents in their -

evaluations of the visually impalred children, it was
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predicted that althouq&/parents and teachers would provide
similar assessments of each visually impaired child's level
of daily functioning on the Vineland Adaptive Behavior
Scales, teacher estimates would be somewhat below that of
the parent's estlmate,.

Hypothesis 3. On the basis of current beliefs that

integration promotes and encourages partlcipatioh; it was
predicted that parents and teachers would overestimate the
l degree of involvement of the visually impalred children in

the preschool program.



CHAPTER II
METHOD

Subjects

Nine visuaily impaired and ﬁine sighted qhildren from
the tri-county area 6f south-western Ontario participated 1in
the stqdy. This represented 90% of the visually impaired
children attending preschool programs in south-western
Ontario. The demographic characteristics of the visually
1mpaired and sighte¢ children are presented in Tabie 1. The
visually impaired childxen‘(ages 2 years 7 months to Glyears
3 months) were drawn Erom‘ln%egrated settings serving\é
nonhandicapped children and from rehabilitatlve preschools
serving speclél needs children.

Teachers were asked to identlfy children enrolled in
thelr preschool program who met specified criteria of visual -
impairment. These criteria included less ﬁhan 20/70
cérrectlon in the best eye (Vision: Curriculum for Teachers,
1978), or children registered with the Canadian National
Institute for the Blind as legally biind (20/200 orx worse),
(Blind Persons Act, 1962). Table 2 provides a description of
the visual impalirments of the visuvalily lmbéired children.

[ %
Each visually impaired child was matched with a same-

14



Table 1

~

Démoqraphic Characteristics of the Visually Impaired and

Sighted Children

.’

£

Syndrome

Observatlion Demographlc Characterlstics
Dyad .
' Sex Age Useful Other Estlmate . Length in
(Mnths) vVviston Handlicap of Mﬁéllity Program
{Mnths}
(1) Vi M 31 unknown none limited 03
s M 23 full Develop- limited, 12
- mental beginning
Delay to crawl
{2) Vi M 57 some Cerebral 1ilmited 30
y Palsy
‘s F 37 £ull  Cerebral. limited 12
Palsy :
(2) VI' M 74 none none fuil 30
5 M 63 full none £nll 24
(4) VI M 75 . some none full 24
S M 63 full none full" 30
(5) VI M 49 some Cerebral full, must 24
Palsy wear helmet
outside
S M 47 Eull none full 15
(6) VI F 41  unknown Cerebral limited, 18
' Palsy can roll
across floox
S M 41 £full Soto full 17

15



Table 1 Coﬁ@inued

(7)

(8)

(9)

VI

VI

Vi

T m oz X

51

51

70
65
39

54

Some

- full

none
full
some

full

Cerebral

_Palsy

Develop-
mental
Delay
none
none

none

none

Iimited,
can roll
across floor

full

full

full

ﬁull

full

24 -

24

24

18
04

18
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Table 2

barentsLDescription of Their Child's Visual Impalrment

.Chlld Description of Visual Impalrment

1 ' Cortical Blindness; may have peripheral vision

in one eye; is t6Y young at present to fully
determine extent of useful vision.
2 . Optic nerve damage; blind spots on both

retinas (location unknown); poﬁi eye muscle

control.
3 Glaucoma and bilateral cataracts: no useful ‘
vision. A
4 q;Cataiacts; astigmatism; poor peripheral vision.
5 Retrolental fibroplasia with a profusion of

1 blood vessels on the retina; wears glasses.

6 | Degree of disability unknown, nystagmus; poor
eye muscle controlg possibly some periphéral
vision.

7 - Degree of disability unknown; wears bifocal
contacts.

‘8 ) Glaucoma; no vision.
9 - E“Ran:e disorder resulting in bulld up of protein

on the retina; has some vision in one eye; 1is

very light sensitive.

17



sexed, sighted peer from their preschool class. Teachers
were asked to select a sighted peer most nearly average for
the child's age group. Three sighted femaleé and seven
sighted males, ages 1 year 11 months to 5 years 5 months
partlcipated in the study. No significant differences were
obéerved between the visually impaired and sighted children:
for age or length_of time enrolled in a preschooi program.
Children were observed in dyads‘to control for possible
‘fluctuations in the preschepl,eng}ronment that might occur

during a given observatfﬁﬁ period,\éhd\Po facilitate data

™~
collection and comparisons between the visually impaired apd

sighted children. |
Materials ' ' i /

The present study involved both behaviour observatiorns
and pa;ent and teacher interviews. For the observations, a\h\
Behaviour Observation Record was developed. The Vineland
Adaptive Behavlior écales—Survey Form, the Vineland adaptive
Behavior Scales-Class;oom Edition and a Parent and Teacher

Questionnaire developed for this stady were used for*the

parent and teacher interviews.

Behaviour Observation Record. An event sampling format

developed by Brownlee and Orr (personal communication,
September 1887) was used to assess the social Iinteractions
of the children. For this study, modifications were made to

the original behaviour categories based on empirical

research data.
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The following behaviour categories were used to h““\
describe the social~interactions between the target child
(visually impaired or sighted) and her/his peers and/or
teacher: Antecedent Condition, Initiator, Recipient, Nature
of the Initlation, Type of Initlation, Nature of the
Response, Type of Résponse, and Duration. In addition,
blindisms were fecorded 1£ they oécurred during the
behaviour observations. (See Appendix A for a copy of the

Behaviour Observation Record Sheet).

Behaviour Observation Record Categories

Cateqory 1

Antecedent Condition: number of children and/or

teacher within 3 feet of the target child.

A= Alone
aﬁcTeacher

1= One or two peers
G= Three or more participants
Categqory 2
Initiator: Qho initiated the interaction.
V= visually impaired.target child
S= slghted target child
T= teacher
C=-other sighted child
Cateqory 3
Reciplent: who received the inltiation.

V= visually impaired target chiild

gy
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8= sighted target child

T= teacher
C= other sighted child
Cateqory -4

Nature of the Initiation: whether the initiation

was communicated by Physical contact,

gesture, vocallzation or in combination.

P= Physical: touch, hit
- G= Gestural: point, shrug
V= Verbal: words
C= Combinations of above
Category 5

Type of Initiation: content of the initiation.

R= Request: initiator requested asslstancé, or
help. For example, "plgase glve me the
ball".

0= Question: initiator asked for information.
For example, "where 1s the book?".

Command (C): 1nitiétor told another what to

do. For example, "stop that".

o)
n

Posjitive: initiator made a positive
overture not 1nvol?1ng & request or
question for the participation of another.

For example "offers a toy".

w
It

Agonlstic behaviour: initiator took a

toy, hit or shoved another. For example,
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"child grabs another child's doll".

0= Other: behaviours not falling into the above
categories,
Category 6

» Nature of the Response: whether the response was

communicated by physical contact, gesture{

vocalization or in combination.

p !

]

Physical: touch, hit
G= Gestural: point, shrug

V= Verbal: words

C= Combinations of above

Category 7

Type of Response: content of the response,

N= No response. -

H= Help: recipient offered heﬁP, instruction or
direction. For example, "child helped B
teacher set up paint easel".

Co=Comply: reciplent carried out request. For
example, "child put away the toys".

C= Command: recipient te®d another child what
to do. For example, "don't do that".

P= Posiflve: reciplent made a positive response

’ not involving help or comply. For example,
"took toy Gffered to her/him".

A= Agonistic behaviour: reciplent took a toy, -

hit or shoved another. For example, "knocks
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over a tower of blocks",.

Othex (0): behaviours not falling into above
categorlies,

Cateqory 8 !

Duration: the number of 1nterchangés
{initiations §1u5 responses) that occurredl
between two participants per obseryation

interval.

Vineland Adaptive'Behavior Scales. There are three
versions of the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scaies available:
the Interview Edition, Ekpanded Form, the Interview Edition
Survey Form and a Cladssroom Edition. Each version measures
adaptive behaviours across four domains, Communication
(receptive, expressive and written subdomains), Daily Living
ski11d {personal, domestic and éommunity subdomalins),
Socialization (interpersonal relationships, play and leisure
timé, and coping skills subdomains) and Motor Skills (gross
and fine motor subdomains). The Expanded. Form and Survey
Edition are parent réport measures..The Expanded Form

-provides a comprehensive assessment of a child's strengths
and'weaknessesj while the Survey Form offers a more general
‘assessment of a child's adaptive behaviour. The Classroom
Edition is completed by the child's teacher.and prov.ides an
estimate of a child's adaptive behaviour in the classroom.
Although supplemehtary norms are not available for visually

impaired preschool age children, the‘Vineland Adaptive
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Behavior Scales are a valuable assessment tool for
identifying a child's level of adaptive functioning and
permit a relative comparison of visually impaired children
to the normative preschool population.

The Vineland Survey Form and the Vineland Classroom
Edition were used in Ehe'present study. The Survey Form is a
semistructured interview and was completed by the child's
hother, the Classroqm Editlon 1s in questionnalre format and
was completed by each child's preschool teacher.

Parent and Teacher Questionnalre. The Parent and

Teacher Questionnaires were developed specifically for this
study-and were designed to parallel each other. The Parent
Questiqnnaire (See Appendix B) was designed to elicit
parents perceptions of thelr child's preschool program, the
degree of involvement of their chlild 1n the program, and the
eage with which particlpation had occurred. Also, the
questionnaire was designed to supplement the information
provided by the Vineland-Survey Edition by providing a
comparison between the child's adaptive level of functioning
aﬁd the parent's perceptioﬁ of the Ehild's involvement in
the preschool progzam.

The Teacher Questionnalre (See Appendii C) was desligned
to eliclt teacher perceptions of each child's involvement in
the preschool program and the degree to which the child
participated in the program. In addition to augmenting the

information provided by the Vineland-Classroom Edition, the



Teacher Questlonnaire permitted a comparison between parent
and teacher perceptions of each child's involvement in the
'ﬁiéséhéoluprqgram;
Procedure

All preschool and day-care supervisors serving visually
impaired children in Essex, Kent and Lambton Countles were
contacted by letter (See Appendix B) requesting their
participation in the study. Preschool and day care centre
supervisors agreeing tonpartlcipate were asked to ldentify
children enrolled In thelr program meeting the criteria ;f
visual Impalrment contained in the letter. Each program
supervisor having one or more visually impalred child
enrolled in their facility was asked to select a comparable
number of sighted same-sexed peers in the same age group as
the visually impaired children. Teachers were asked to
choose the "most nearly average child(children) for their
age group" among the sighted.peers. The préschool
supervisors were then asked to send letters (See Appéndix c)
of permission to the parents of the visually 1mpalred and
sighted comparlison chlldren enrolled in their program
Pata collection began when parents informed the day care
supervisor of thelr wlllingness to particlpate in the study.
The first phase of the study involved behaviour

observations.

Behaviour Observations. Eight of the nine preschool

programs particlipating in the study were half day programs.

H
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Behaviour observations were collected over a two day periocd
for seven of the nine visually impairﬁg-sighted chiidrén
dyads. One dyad was observed for a full day and one dyad
could only be observéd-forlone observation period due to the
summer closing of the preschool. The length of eaéh‘ :
observation perlod per dyad varled across each facility.
This varliabllity was due bartly to different routines in
each of the facilities visited, the needs of the individual
chlldren, and the participaflon of'éhildren with handicaps
in rehabilitative or special programming during day-;are
hours.:observation periods ranged from a minimum of one hour
pex chlld to a maximum of three hours per child; with an
average length of two hours pgé child.

The format for data collection was identicalifor'all
particlpants. Observatlions were collected as the children
followed the day care routine. The observer remained within
hearing distance df the target child, and interacted with
“her/hlim as little aé possible. A second observexr was present
for approximately 60% of the behavliour bservations.

The Behaviour Observation data were collected in an
event sampling format witﬁ each Interaction constituting an
event. Observations were alternated across each visually
1mpa1reé sighted chlld dyad. Each child was observed for a
maximum of five minuteg and the flirst linteraction that

occurred was recorded. An Interaction was considered to have

terminated if the 1n1t1ator~recipieh£ ceased to interact for .
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. - : 1
a8 30 second period following an interaction. Aftet an

interéction'had terminated, the observer(s) switched to the
comparison child. This child was observed until an : \B\H
interaction was recorded or the five minute qgggrvation

PR

period explred. The observer(s) then switched¥Fack to the
first chiid.

The social interactions of each target child were
recorded according to the 8 categ es of the Behaviour
Obsexvation Record. Interactiong/zzze recorded as elther an
inltiation”directgd towards a fecipient (child or teacher),
0or as a response to an Initiation. The behaviour of the
reciplent was also recorded. Social initiations were defiﬁed. *
as any attempt to engage a child or teacher in-an
Interactlion. Responses were defined as any actlon of the
reciplent that elther continued or terminated the
interaction sequence. Duration was recorded by counting'the
number of 1nterchanges between initiator and recipient.

Scoring. Sevén of the eight cateqories of the Behavlour'
Observation Record (excluding Duration) contalined specific
behaviour codes (e.q. Antecedent Condition contalined
"alone", "peer", "group", and "teacher"). Incidences of each
category code were summed for each participant (visually

impaired target, sighted target, other child or teacherx).

Because the number of interactions recorded for each tardet

child was different, code frequencles were converted to

proportions. The resulting proportions for each category
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code then .formed the basis of the statistical analyslis.

Reliabillty.'Reliability for each of the behaviour
cateqgories was éssessed'using two coders for approximately 1
60% of the behaviour observation sessions. Rellabllity
coefficlents were calculated by dividing the number of
agreements by the number of.disagreemenﬁs plus the number of
agreements. Cohen's Kappa was calculated to correct for

agreements due. to chance.

J

Parent and Teacher Interviews. The primary observer was
responsible for conducting all teacher and parent |

interviews. Teacher and parent interviews dccurred after the
behaviour observatlions of each dyad. Teachers were asked to

complete. the Vineland-Classroom Edition and the Teacher

Questioﬁhaire'which was administered in interview format.

s

Teachers were asked to complete the Teacher Questionnalre
for the visuwally impaired children only.

In the final phase of the study, the mother of each
target child was interviewed with the Vineland-Survey Form
and the Parent Questionnaire. The Vineland-Survey Form was
administered according to the standaxdized procedure
outlined in the manual (Sparrow, Balla, & Clcchettl, 1984).

Scoring. The Vineland Survey Form and Classroom Edition
were ;cored accordlng to the procedures outlined in the
respective manuals (Sparrow et al, 1984). Questions on the
Parent and Teacher Questionnalres were examined both

quantitatively and qualitatively. Parent responses to slx of
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S
o

the Parent Questionnaize items and five Teacher
Questionnaire items identical with guestions on the Parent
Questionnaire. were rated on five-point Likert scales by the
primary and reliability observer. This permitted a
quantitative comparison of the visually iﬁpalred"and sighted
childien;' parght's perceptions of thelr child's involvement
in the éteschool program, as well as a comparison,oﬁ the
parents! and teachers' perceptions of.the visually impaired
children's development andlinvolvement In the preschool

programs. Parent and teacher responses were also examined

qualitatively for simllaritlies or general themes in their

responses.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

Frequency scores from the Behaviour Observation Record,‘
Standard scores from the Survey Form and Classroom Edltion
of the Vineland Adaptive ﬁehaviour Scale, and Parent and
Teacher Questlonnaire data were compared for the nine
visually impalred and nine _sighted comparison children

particlpating in the study.

. Behavliour Observation Record.

Behévioui observations were collected over a two day
period for seven of the nine visually impaired—sighped d}ads
and over a one day perlod for two of the-dyads. One dyad was
observed across the morning and afternoon program, and one
dyad was observed for one period only due to the summer
closing of the preschool. Because observation data was
aQaiiable for the first observation period only for this
dyad, particlpant's scores were compared for each
observation period separately. In additlion, all data
available for each dyad were analyzed fogether in a separate
category called Combined.

Reliability. Accuracy of the behaviour observations

was assessed using a reliabiiity coder for'approximately 19

29
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of the 32 hours of observation. Interrater agreement was

evaluated for each of the eight categories of the Behaviour

-Observation Record and the reliabillty coefficlents are
presented in Table 3. The percentage agreement ranged froﬁ
790% (Duration Catégory) to 93% (Rgcipient}Category), with an
average percehtage agreement of 82%. Coheﬁ‘s Kappas were
calculated to correct for agreements duefto chance and
ranged from .36 (Du;ation) to .97 (Init%gtor).

Antecedent Condition. The mean proﬁortions, standard

deviations, and t-test comparisons for/the Antecedent

30
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Condition are presented in Table 4. On Obgervation Period 1,

’

Observation Period 2, and Comblned, gﬁe visually ilmpalired
children were observed to be within ;hree feet of &' =
preschool teacher significantliy moré often than were the .,
sighted target children (t=4.28, df=8, p<.003; t=3.66, df=7,
p<.0b8; and t=4.26, df=8, p<.009 xespectively). Sighted
target children were also observed to be within three‘feet
of one or two peers on Observation Period 1 (t=-2.49, df£=8,
p<:038). Although not significant, a similar trend was
observed‘gn Combined (p>.05). No other signlficant
"differences were observed between the two groupé of chlldren

for antecgdent condition.

Initiator and Recipient. Each .interaction involved an

1n1tiatof and a reciplent. Initlators and reciplients could
be a visually lmpaired targét, slghted target, othexr slighted

chlld or teacher. Table 5 indicates the.mean proportions,

-



Table 3

Reliability Coefficients for the Behaviour Cbservation

Record
Behavliour Observatton .Rellabllity Cohen's Kappa
Category ! i Coefficient

(% Agreement)
Antecedent | .85 LTo%*
Condition : ,
Initiator ' .90 L9TR%
Reciplent .93 { 90 %%
Initiation- ' .79 .65*%
Nature
Initiation- .77 .67%k%
Tyne
Response-. .80 LT3x%
wature
Response- .85 ~ LTTRE
Type
Duration .70 .36%
*p<.05
**p<.01
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Table 4

Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

for Antecedent Condition Between the Visually Impaired and

Siaghted Target Children

Antec. Observation Target t value af jo}
Cond. Period VI s
. Teacher 1 M .3274 L1231 4.28 8 L003%*
: . SD  .223 .138 ~
. : s
Teacher 2 M .2438 .0885 3.66 T .008w
' SD .157 .094
Teacher 1+2 M .2766 L1071 4.26 8 009 *x
' Sp .178 . 099
Peer 1 M .0709 .2435 ~2.49 8 .038%
D .104 .213 N
Peer 2 M .0885 .1561 -0.71 7 .S500 ¥
5D .166 .226
Peer 142 M .0708 .1791 ~2.12 8 .066
sp  .121 172
Group 1 M .4953 .5532 ~0.62 8 .554
8D .203 .229
Group 2 M .5392 .6415 ~1.44 7 .193
SD  .279 .223
Group 142 M .5235 .6222 -2.25 8 .054
Sp  .222 .178
I A b



Continued
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Table 4~
Alone. 1 M .1064 .0802 ©  0.75 8 .473
SD  .093 .080 .
5 Alone 2 M .1286 .  .1139 -  0.26 7 .804
'f’ SD .097 .133 _
Alone 142 M ,1286 .0916 1.30 8 .229
SD  .092 .077
* p<.05
% p<L01 >
- ~
N



Table 5
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Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comgarisins

for Initiations made b& the Tarqet Children, Teachers and N

Other Siqghted Peers

Initiator Obser. Target

£ value df p
Period VI s
- Target 1 M .1973 .4739 ~5.17 8 001 %%
SD .165 0 .197
Target 2 M .2213 .4384 ~5.26 7 L001%x
SD  .149 177
Target. ‘142 M .2133 .4784 ~6.40 8 L001*x
SD .149 .180
Teacher 1 M .7204 .4134 5.96 8 L001%%
Sp  .216 .234
Teacher -2 M .6894 .4190 4.67 7 L002%%
SD .231 .263
Teacher 1+2 M .69472 .4019 6.08 8 001 %%
§D  .210 .241
child 1 M .0662 .1229 -1.83 8 .105
- SD .041 .09%6
chila 2 M .0895 .1409 -2.23 7 L061
§D .090 L117
Child- 142 M .0648 .1188 -2.06 8 .074
SD .063 . .098

*xp<d, 01



standard deviations, and t-test comparisons for Initlations.
The sighted targét children made significantly more
initiations fow&xds others during interactions than did the
visually Impaired children. This observation was signiflicant
across Observation Period 1 (t=-5.17, df=8, t<.001),
Observation Perlod. 2 (t=-~5.26, df=7, p<.001), and Combined
(t=-6.40, df=8, p<.001}. On Observation Perlod 1,
Observation Period 2; and Combined, teachers madé
significantly more initlations towards the visually impalred
‘than to the sighted children, (t=5.96, df=8, g<.o'01; t=4.67,
df=7, p<.002; t=6.08, df=8, p<.00l1).

~ Table 6 presents the mean proportions, standard
deviations, and t-test comparisons for initiations made by
the target children toward teachers and other sighted peers.
Teachers and other sighted peers were significantly more
likely to be the reciplent of a sighted target chila
initiation than a Qisually impaired target child 1n1t1a£?§h
on Observatlion Period 1 and Combined (§=-2.30, df=8, p<.05;
£=-2.43, df=7, p<.041 and t=-3.68, df=8, p<.006; t=-3.12,
df=8, p<.014) In other words, the vlsually impalred
children were less likely to be the reciplent of a sighted
target child inltiatlion than were teachefs or other sighted
peers. No other differences were observed.

Nature and Type of Inltlation and Response

Interactions. All initlations and responses were coded

according to the nature (physical, gesture, verbal, or
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Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of Initiations made by the Target Children to Teachers anép

Other Sighted'Peers

Recipient Obser. Target t value p
Period S

Teacher 1 M .1270 .2351 -2.30 .050
SD .084 .110

Teacher 2 . M .1437 .2437 -2.06 .079
SD .08¢6 .160° '

Teacher 1+2 M ,1385 .2433 ~-2.43 .041%
SD .072 .126

Sighted 1 M .0718 .2273 -3.68 .006%x%

Peer Sp .059 .151

Sighted 2 M .0845 .1787 -1.58 .165

Peer Sb .063 .189

Sighted 142 M .0645 .2126 -3.12 L014%

Peer SD  .066 .175

*p<.05

X*p< 01
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combination) and tipe (positive, comply, question, etc.i.of
tnteraction. Due to the small number of interactions between
the visually 1mbaired or sighted target children and other
sighted peers, seven and 18 percent respectively, the.nature
and type of initiations and responses made by other sighted
peers was not considered for further analysis.

Initiation-Nature. The mean proportions, standard

' devliations, and t-test cdmparlsons of the Nature of
Initiations made by the visually impaired and sighted target
children are presented in Table 7, and for teachers in Table
8, respectively. On Observation Period 1, the sighted
children were significantly more likely to inltiate an

/;Lnteraction using "Combination" (physical, gestural and
verbal nature of inltlations} than were the visually
impaired children (t=-3.14, d£f=8, p<.014). However, the
visually impaired children were observed to use more
"Gestu;es" to Initlate an Ilnteraction than were the sighted
children on Combined (t=2.75, df=8, p<.025). No other
slgnificant differences were observed in the nature of
Initiatlons made by the visually 1mpa1red.and sighted target
children. In éddition, no significant differences were
observed in the nature of initiations made by ﬁeachers

towards the visually impaired or sighted children.

Initiation-Type. The mean proportions, standard

deviations,“and t-test comparisoné of the Type of Initlation

made by the visually impalred and sighted target children
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Table 7

Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of the Nature of Initilations made by the Target Children

Nature Obser, Tarqet . £ value df o]
Perlod VI S

Physical 1 M .0191 . .0432 -1.43 8 .191
SD .045 . 059

Physical 2 M .0286 .0237 -0.13 7 .901
sSD .076 .053

Physical 1+2 M .0190 .0486 -1.33 8 .105 ;
5D .050 .046

Gesture 1 M .2995 .1507 1.42 .192
5D .344 .140 '

Gestufe 2 M .2687 L1037 1.22 .267
SD .415 .104

N
Gesture 1+2 M .2921 .1198 2,75 8 J025%
’ SD  .277 .092

Verbal 1 M .5481 .4726 0.70 8 .502
SD .408 .2x7 .

Verbal 2 M .4727 .6791 -1.54 7 .183
8D .342 .200

Verbal 142 M .5047 .5402 ~-0.41 8 .696

SD .345 .164



Table 7 Contlinued

Combin- 1 H .1333
atlon S .179

Combin~- 2 M .2300
ation Sp  .200

Combin- 1+2 M .1843

.ation SD  .167

.3495
.113

.1935
.180

.2914
.130

-3.14

~-0.39

-2.02

.014%*

.709

.078

*p<.05



Table 8

Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparlsons

of the Nature of Initiations made by Teachers

Nature Obser. Target t value af 2]
Period VI . 8

Physical 1 M .0258 .0182 0.48 8 .641
Sp  .025 .039

Physical 2 M .0093 .0000 1.47 7 .186
SD .018 . 000

Physical 1#2 M .0195 .0105 0,91 8 .389
SD  .020 .024

Gesture 1 M .,0296 .0144 0.81 8 .443
sD  .044 .029

Gesture 2 M .0160 ,0000 1.28 7 .242
sD .035°  .000

Gesture 142 M .0226 .0062 1.21 8 262
SD  .036 .012

Verbal 1 M .5876 .7454 -1.74 8 .120
SD .219 .244

Verbal 2 M .5882 6705 -1.08 7 .317
§D .224 L211

Verbal 1+2 M .5950 .1326 -2.23 8 .056
SD .205 .152 ' '



Table 8 Continued
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Combin—
ation

Combin-

. ation

Combin-
ation

1 M .3570 /
sD  .190,

2 M .386%
SD .204

1+2 M .3629
SD .180

.2220 1.34
.260
.3295 0.83
.211
. 2507 1.83

.153

.216

.433

.104

o
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are pfesented in Table 9, and for teachers in Table 10,

respectively. The sighted target children were observed to
- make signlficantly more "Requests” than the visually
Impaired childzren. This.difference was observed on
Observation Period 2 (t=-4.44, df=7, p<.005) and Combined
(t=~3.00, d£=8, p<.017). No other 31gh1£1cant differences‘
were observed. ~

No significant differences were observed in the type of
initiafions made by teachexrs towards the visuvally impalred
or sighted children. Thls observation indicates that the
teachers in thls study do not interact In a dlfferential
manner with the visually impalred or sighted targét
chlldren.

Response-Nature. The mean proportions, standard

deviatlions, and t-test comparisons of the Nature of
Responses made by the visually Impaired and sighted children
are presented in Table 11, and for teachers in Table 12,
respectively. The sighted chlldren made significantly more
"Verbal" responses to lnitiations than did the visually
impaired children on Observation Period 1 (t=-2.62, df=8,
p<.031), Observatién Period 2 ((t=-5.09, df=7, p<.001) and
Combined (t=-4.84, df=8, p<.001l). On Observatioﬁ Period 2,
the slghted chlldren were also significantly more likely to
respond to an initiatlon using "Combination" (physical,
gesture or vefbal nature) than were the visually impaired

children (t=-3.49, df=7, p<.0l1). The visually impaired



Table 9

Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of the Type of Initiations made by the Tarqet Children

4

Type Obser. Target t value df o]
Period VI s

Request 1 M .2463 .1432 0,82 8  .438

. SD .330 .128 '

Request 2 M .0260 .3335 ~4.44 7 L005%*
SD .069 ~.169 )

Request 1+2 M .0950 .2115 ~3.00 8 L017*
SD .083 .113 :

Question 1 M .1301 .0388 1.57 8 .156
SD .159 .045 o

' Question 2 M .1096 .1079 0.02 7 .983

Sp .196 .084

Question 142 M .1145 .0616 0.91 8 .387
SD .166 .049

Command 1 M .0159  .0093 0.58 8 .577
SD  .Q48 . 019

Command 2 M .0065 .0246 ~1.38 7 .218
SD  .017 .051

Command 1+2 M .0182 .0307 -0.73 8 . 487
SD .047 .037 .

Positive 1 M .4616 . 7430 -1.94 8 .088
SD  .316 .175

Positive 2 M .7772 .4797 2.16 7 .074
SD .202 .186

Pogslitive 142 M .5849 .5985 -0.16 8 .875
Sb .249 .129 :



Table 9 Conttinued

Agonist 1 M .0307
5D .061

Agonist 2 M ,0303
5D .062

Agonlst 142 M ,0432
5D .061

Other 1 M .1154
Sb .332

Other 2 M  ,0540
SD  .073

Oother 1+2™M  .1442

SD .325

.0657
.109

L0339

.080

.0826
.100

.0000
.000

.0204
.054

.0101

.030 -

.74
.08
.36
.04
.77

.21

126

.935

.211

328

472

.259

*p<.,05

kxp<.01

44
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Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

~F

of the Type of Initiatlons made by Teachers

value at

Type Obser, Tarqget o]
Perilod VI S
Request 1 M .3484 .3886 -0.53 8 .609
o sD  .173 .164 -
.Request 2 M . 3856 .4482 -0.86 7 .418
SD  .183 242
Request 1+2 M .3738 L4141 -0.65 8 .536
§D  .157 .142
Question 1 M  -.2940 .2776 0.24 8 .817
Sp  .131 .158 .
Question 2 M  .2298 .1872 0.80 7 .452
+ sp .130 .146
Question 142 M  .1953 2562 -1.38 8 .206
SD  .160 141
Command 1 M  .0392 .0573 -0.40 8 702
SD  .080 .087
Command 2 M  .0181 .0060 0.81 7 . 446
SD  .041 .017
Command 1+2 M .1040 .0451 1.05 .8 .307
SD 137 .081 '
Positive 1 M  .3185 .2765 0.74 8 .478
SD  .189 .192
Positive 2 M  .3665 .3586 0.06 7 .950
: 5D  .197 .303
Positive 142 M  .3269 .2846 0.55 8 .595
§D  .187 .195

Rt

X
LS



Table 10 Continued

Agonist 1 M .0000

SD . 000
Agonlst 2 M .0000
SD . 000
Agonist 1+2 M .0000
i : sSD .000
Dther 1 M .0000
' Sb .000
other 2 M .0000
SD -000
Other: 1+2 - .0000
D .000

.0000
.000

.0000
.000

.0000
.000

.0000
.000

.0000
.000

.0000
.000

46
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Table 11

Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of the Nature of Responses made by the Target Children

Nature Observ. Target t value df P
Period VI 5

No Response 1 M .1953 .1330 1.11 8 .300
Sb  .159 .091

No Response 2 M .2282 .1140 . 2.15 7 .069

" . 8D .100 .105 :

No Responsel+2 M .2239  .1240 2.15 8 .063
S .119 . .080

Physical 1 M .0840 .0681 0.40 8 .697
SpD .174 .076

Physical 2 M .0963 .0553 0.84 7 .430
Sb .198 .083 .

Physical 1+2 M .0833 .0618 0.52 8 .616
SD  .179 .071

Gesture 1 M .4763 .3775 1.61 8 .145
SD .230 .192

‘Gesture 2 M .4748  .2869 2.81 7 .026%
ED .258 .169

Gesture 1+2 M .4827  .3372 2.88 8 .020%

N SD  .240 .146

e



Table 11 Continued
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Verbal 1 M .1359
SD .198

Verbal 2 M .1071
SD "~ .132

Verbal 1+2 M .1143
SD  .156

Comblnation 1 M .0947
SD .085

Combination 2 M .0823
sp .061

Combination 142 M .0956
Spb  .065

.3080
.109

.3705
.196

.3335
.128

.1133
.094

1734
.088

.1436
.058

-2.62
-5.09
-4.84

-0.36

-1.70

.031%*

001 xx*

.001%x

125

.010%=*

.128

*p<.05

**p<.01

A~



Table 12
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Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of the Nature of Rgsponses made by Teachers

Nature Obser. Target £t value daf P
Perliod VI ]
No Response 1 M ,1458 .1322 0.18 8 862
SD  .193 .111
No response 2 M .2124 .3401 -1.24 7 <263
SD  .227 .159
No Response 142 M .1688 .2182 -1.21 8 .266
SD .155 .099
Physical 1 M. .0000 .0185 -1.,00° 8 .347
: SD .000 .056 . '
{
Physical 2 M, .0000  .0000 K
SD .000 .600
Physical 142 ¥ .0000  .0185 ~1.00 8 .347
SD .000 .056
Gesture 1 M .0694  .2308 -1.64 8 .139
SD  .167 .227
Gesture 2 M ,0429  .0281 1.14 7 .299
SD  .244 .050
Gesture 1+2 M .0639  .1368 -1.67 8 .133
sD .101 ;093



‘Table 12 Continued

Verbal 1 M
SD
Verbal 2 M
sSD
Verbal 1+2 M
SD

Combination 1 M
Sb

Combination 2 M
Sb

Combination 1+2 M
: sD

.5536
.363

.4969
.312

.5187
. 245

.2312
.330

.1461
.071

.2487
.295

.4374
.140

.5247
.238

.4905
.157

.1810
.222

.1071
.142

.1360
112

.450

.803

. 751

.728

.682

.363

50



51
chlldren were signigicantly more likely to respond to an
initiation using "Gestures" than were the sighted children
on Observation Period 2 (t=2.81, df=7, p<.026) and Comblned
(£=2.88, df=8, p<.02). No other significant differences were
observed in the nature of the responses made by the visually
impalred and sighted target children. In addition, no
significant differences were noted in the nature of teacher
responses” to target child initiattons.

Response-Type. The mean proportions, standard

deviations, and t-test comparisons of the Type of Responses

made by the visually impaired and sighted target childfen

a

are presented In Table 12, and for teachers in Table 13. The
slghted children were observed to make significantly more
"Help" responses than the visually impalred children on
Observation Period 1 (t=-2.83, df=8, p<.022), and Combined
(t=-2.82, df=8, p<.023). No other differences were observed
between the visually impalred and sighted target children
for type of response.

On Observation Perlod 1, teachers were observed to
respond positively to initlations made by the sighted
children significantly more often than to initiations made
by the visually impaired children (t=-4.18, df=8, p<.003).
No othér differences were observed.

Duration. The mean proportions, standard deviations,
and t-test comparisons for the length of interactions

between the target children and teachers and the target



- Table 13

Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of the Type of Responses made by the Target Children

Response Obser. Target t value af P

Type Perlod VI 5

No Response 1 M .1953  .1330 1.11 8 .300

' SD .159 .091

No Response 2 M ,2282 .1140 2.15 7 .069
SD .100 .105

No Response 1+2 M ,2239 .1240 2.15 8 .063
sp  .11& .080

Help 1 M .0046 .0539 -2.83 8 L022%
sD  .014 .058

Help 2 M .0043 .0060 -1.08 7 .351
SD  .012 .017

Help 1+42 M .0042  .0342 -2.82 8 .023%
SD .013 .038 .

Comply 1 M .1791 .2117 -0.77 8 .465
SD .144 .106

Comply 2 M .2459  .2204 0.38 7 .714
SD .173 .140

Comply 1+2 M .2132  .2145 -0.03 8 .979
SD .150 .092

Command 1 M .0000 .0000
SD .000 .000

Command 2 M .0000 .0000

sSD  .000 .000

Command 1+42 M ,.0000 .0000
sD .000 .000



Table 13 Continued

Positive 1 M .5602 .5014 0.70 .506
sD .241 .105 -
Positive 2 M .4905  .6119 ~1.35 .220
SD  .246 .106
Posltive 142 M .5146  .5523 ~0.52 .619
~" "sp .229 081
Agonlst 1 M .0046  .0641 -1.42 192
SD  .014 125
Agonlst 2 M .0068  .0069 -0.02 .986
SD  .013 1020
Agonist 142 M .0075  .0328 ~1.39 .201
SD .014 .055
Other 1 M .0167 .0267 -0.75 L4717
SD  .033 .034
Other 2 M .0196  .0000 1.46 .188
SD .038 .000
Other 142 M .0182  .0181 0.01 .990
SD  .028 -026
Fadl

*p<.05
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Table 14

Mean erBOESLQns, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

of the Type o esponses made by Teachers

Respense Obser. Tarqget t value df P
Type Period VI S
No Response 1 M .1458 .1322 0.18 8 .B62
SD .193 111
No Response 2 M .2142  .3401 -1.24 - 7 .263
SO .227 - .159
No Response 1+2 M .1688 .2182 -1.20 8 .266
Sb .155 .099
Help 1 M .2024 .0217 1,50 8 .172
| sb  .357 . 049
Help 2 M .0330 . .0000 1.00 7 .356
SD .033 .000
Help 1+2 M ,1778  .0188 1.42 8 .194
SD .336 .047
Comply 1 M .1270  .0000 2.15 - 8 - .063
; D .177 .00
Comply 2 M .0000 .0975 -2.26 7 .064
SD .000 .111
Comply 1+2 M ,0796 .0315 1.36 8 .210
. sD .111 .045 *
Command 1 M .0000 .0058 =-1.00 8 .347
Sb  .000 .018
Command 2 M .0000 .0000
SO .000 .000
command 142 M .0000 .0029 -1.00 8 .347

sD .000 .009
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Table 14 Continued
Positive 1 M .4137 .8403 . . ~4.18 8 .003%x
- sD  .272 .142 ,
Positive 2 M .7529  .5380 1.80 7 .123
SD  .234 .170
Positlve 142 M ,5599  .7115 -1.57 4 8 J154
SD  .252 .101 '
Agonist 1 M .0000 .0000
SD  .000 .000
Agonlst 2 M .0000 .0000
SD .000 .000
Agonist 1+2 M .0000 .0000
SD .000 .000
Other 1 M ..1111  .0000 1.00 .347
: SD  .333 .000
Other 2 M .0000 - .0238 -1.00 7 .356
X SD  .000 .059
Other 1+2 M .0139  .0170 -p.15 8 .881
5D .042 .036
*Xp<.01 T

1
Whﬁﬁ\
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children and other sighted peers are presented in Tables 15
r-and 16 respectively. On Observation Period 1 and COmblged,

the sighted children were observed to engage in interactions

with other éighted children for a duration longer than three

turns signiﬁicantly more often than the visually impaired

children (t=-2.55, df=8, p<.035; t=-2.94, df=8, p<.021). No

other differences were observed for length of interactions..
' vinelaAd ? -

Means, standard deviations, and t-test comparisons of
the visually impaired and sighted ;arget chlld evaluatio;s
on the Vineland Survey Edition, (Parent Report), are
presented in Table 17. The visually impalred children were
rated signiflcantly lower (t=-5.09, df=8, p<.001) on the
Adaptivg Behaviour Composite and the four Domaln scores
comprising the adaptlive ﬁehaviour Composlte than were the
sighted taxrget children.

Table 18 presents the means, standard deviatious, apd
t-test comparlsons for the visually {mpai;ed and sighted
target children obtained from their teache;§ on the Vineland
Classroom Edition. Teacheré also rated the visually impaired
children as significantly lower on the Adaptive Behaviour
Composite, (£=-3.37, df=8, p<.01) and Communication, baily
Living Skills, Socialtzation and Motorabevelopment domains
of fhe Vineland. \

Tables 19 and 20 present the means, standard

deviations, and t-test comparisons between parent and



Table 15
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Mean Proportions, Standard Deviations and t-test Comparisons

for the Duration of Intgpaﬁtfons Between Target Children and

Teachers
Observ. buratiog " Tarqget £t value o]
Period VI S
1 1 M .7432 .7998 ~0.88 .414
SD .176 .147
2 M .1197 .1223 -0.06 .897
SD .109 L0717
>3 M .1471 7 .0778 1.44 .372
Sb .095 - .091 g
2 1 M .7431 ~.8119 ~2.41 L037%
SD  .145 .157
2 M .1782 .1683 0.19 .809
SD  .120 .141 -
- >3 M .0787 .0198 1.75 116
SD .089 . 044
Combined 1 M .7408° .8033 ~1.,12 .295
SD .154 .141
2 M .1442 .1403 -0.17 .862
SD. .105 .097
>3 M .1150 .0564 1.43 .215
Sp .083 . .072

*p<. 05
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Table 16

Mean Proportions, Standard DPeviationg and t-test Comparisons

for the Duration of Interactlons Between Target Children and

Othexr Sighted Peers

Obsexrv. Duratlon Tarqget t wvalue dt [}
Perlod , VI s
1 1 M .8319 .6899 -0.34 -8 . ,751
SD  .1932 A7
2 M .1149 .1319 ~0.59 8 .493
sD .144 .159
>3 M .0388 .1780 -2.55 8 .035%
SpD .076 .166
- ,"/
2>~" 1" M .8445 L7119 0.05 7 .983
D .176 .242
2 M .1291 .1487 -0.51 7 .629
SD  .147 .174
&\ >3 M .0263 .1393 -1.92 7 .127
SD .065 .145
. \ .
Combined 1 M .B686 .6787 -2.65 8 .03%
SD  .167 .167
2 M .1011 .'1684 -1.00 8 .347
SD  .129 .161 B
>3 M .,0302 .1528 -2.94 8 .021%
Sp .058 - .114

*p<.05



Table 17
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-<§bans, Standard Deviations and T-test Comparisons of the

Ta ;;£\Child Evaluations on the Vineland Adaptive Behaviour

;‘Scalesf;hxvey Edition (Parent Report)

Vineland Tarqget t-test af o}
Scales . Vi . s :
Adaptive Beh. M 57.11 80.22 -5.09 8 L00L %%
Composite . 8D 17.05 13.86
Commuhication M. 69.56— 88.78 -2.74 8 .026%
. SD 18.50 14.4
Pally Living M 58.00 81.56 -5.59 8 L00L**
Skills | SD 15.04 12.97
Socialization M 67.44 90.56  -3.80 8 .005%%
‘ SD 15.83  14.26
L001%

Motor Skills M 45.22 76 .89 -5.83 8
. SD  19.85 23.10

*p<. 05

**p<,01

A



.Table 18

Means, Standard Deviations and Tttest COmparisohs of the

Target Child Evaluations on the Vineland Adaptive Behaviour

Scales-~Classroom Edition (Teacher Report)

Vineland

Target t value af e
Scales - VI S
S = L . n

Adaptive Beh. M 66.89  85.11 Y -3.37 8 L01%
Composlite Sp 10.15 18.60
Communication M 70.44  88.00 -4.26 8 .003%

SD ,9.54 18.49
Daily Living M 67.56 82.22 -3.42 8 .009*x
Skills S 8.35 11.29
Socialization . M 72.44  86.44 ~2.50 8 .037%*

: SD  9.61 17.30

Motor Skills M 65.22 90.67 -3.16 8 .013*

SD 16.75

25.89

*p<. 05

**np<.01
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teachér evaluations of the visually impaired and sighted
target chﬁldren on the Vineland respecgively. Parents and
teachers differed in their assessment_of.the visually
impaired childrzen on the Adaptive Behaviour Cohposite (t=-
3.70, 4f=8, p<.006), with teachers rating the visually
lmpaired target children more favorably- than their parents.
Parents and teachers also differed slgniflcantly in thelr
assessment of the visuvally impaired children's Daily Living
Skills (t=-3.53, df=8, p<.008) and Motor 6evelopment scores
(£=-8.73, df=8, p<.001), with teachers again rating the
visually impaired children more favorably. However, parents
and Eeachers did not diﬁfer (p.>05) in thelr assessment of
the visually impaired children's Communication or
Socjalization Skills.

Pa;eﬁts and teachers did not differ in their assessment
of the sighted target children's Adaptlve Behaviour
Composite score, Communication, Daily Living Skills or
Socialization domain scores. However, teachers assigned a
significantly higher Motor Skills rating to the sighted
children (t=-2.47, df=g, p<.025) than did their parents.

ot
Parent and Teacher Questionnaire

Table 21 presents the means, staﬁdard deviatlons, and
t-test comﬁarisons of the target chi;d evaluations on the
Parent Questionnalre for questions scored with a Likert
Scale (questions 2, 4, 5, 6, 10. and 11). The parents of

the visually impalred children felt that their children
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Table 19

.
s

Means, Standard Deviations and T-test Comparisoné of the

Visually Impaired Children Betwéen Parent and Teacher

-Bvaluations .on_the Vvineland Adaptive Behaviour Scales

Vineland Evaluator t-test = d4f \\ o]

Scales Parent * Teacher o
 Adaptive Beh. M 57.11  66.89 -3.70 8 . .006%

Composgjite SD 17.05 10.15 :

Communication M 69.56 70.44 -0.23 8 .8273

SD 18.50 9.54

Pally Living M 58,00 67.56 -3.53 8 L008%x

Skills SD 15.04 8.35 ~ :

Soclallzation M 67.44  72.44 -1.31 8 = .226

SD 15.83  9.61

Motor Skills M 45.22 65,22 -8.173 8 L001*%x*
SD 19.85 16.75

xXp<. 01
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i
Table 20 ~
‘Means, Standard Deviations and T-test Comparisons of the
Sighted Tarqget Children Between Parent and Teacher ©
.«Evaluations on ‘the Vineland;Adaptive Behaviour Scales
Vineland - Evaluator E-test df D
Scales Parent Teacher -
Adaptive Beh. M 80.22 85.11 -1.08 8 .310
Composite SD 13.86 1g8.60
Communlcation M 88B.78 88.00 0.15 8 - 886
' SD 14.490 18.49
Paily Living M 81.56 82.22 - ~=0.18 8 .858
Skills SD 12.97 11.29 )
'Socializatioﬁ M 90.56 86.44 0.71 8 .495
‘ . SD 14.27 17.30
“Motor Skills . M 76.89 90.67 -2.47 - 8 .025%

. . SD 23.10 25.89 -

© *p<.05
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wefe less involved in the preschool progfém than did the
pargnts of sighted children (EFB.S, df=16, p<.003).
Teachers completed the Teacher Questionnalre for the
visually impaired children only. Identical questions
appearing on both the Parent and Teaéhér Questionnaires and
scored with a Likert Scale were compared. The means,
standafd deviations and t-test comparlsons for questions
(A/4, 5/5,-6/6, 10/7, and 11/11) are presented in Tab}e 22,

No differences were observed between the parents and

" teachers evaluations of the visuélly impaired child's

experlences in the preschool program.

Thematic Content of Responses to the Questionnalire.

64

Parent and teacher responses to the questionnaires were .

élso examined for similarities and differences In content.
Generally, parents of sighted and visually 1mpaifed children
provided simllar responses to the questions, as did the six
teachers interviewed with the Teacher Questionnalre.

Both groups of parents indlc;ted they had enrolled
their childxen in preschool programs to provide them with
sociallzatlon‘and.play experiences. Pareﬂts also felt that

the preschool program had provided their child with the

opportunity to learn baslic skills as a preparatory step

before kindergarten. In addition, both groups of parents
with children.enrolled In_rehablllitative breschool programs
appreciated the physlotherapy, occupational and speech
therapy avallable through their child's program.
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Table 21
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Means, Standard Deviations and T-test Comparisons of the

Target Child Evaluations on thé-Parent Questionnalre

Question VI s - t-test ag” P
2 M 1.00 1.? ~2.00 16  .063
SD 0.00  0.50 C_
4 M 1,22 2.00 -2.13 16 .056
SD 0.44  1.00
5 M 1.11  1.33 ~1.11 16 .284
D 0.33  0.50 :
6 M 2.00  1.22 3.50 16 .003%*
SD 0.50  0.44 .
10 M 1.89  1.89 0.00 16 ﬁf?q§
Sb  .782 .333 \
11 M 2.22  2.22 0.00 16  1.00
SO .833 1.20
*pd. 01



Table 22

Means, Standard Deviations and T-test Comparisons of the

Visually Impaired Children Betweén Parent and Teacher

Evaluations of Identical Questions on the Parent and Teacher

56

Questionnaire
Question Evaluator t-test af ‘D
Parent Teacher
4 M 1.22 0.44 -1.51 8 .169
SD 1.89 - 0.35
5 M 1.11 0.33 ~1.00 8 347
SD 1.33 0.50
6 M 2.00  0.50 ~1.00 8 .729
SD 1.8% 0.782
10/7 M 1.89 0.782 ~0.36 8 .729
SD 2.00 0.707
11 M 2.22 0.833 0.22 8 .B834
Sb 2.11 0.928

=
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Both groups of parents agreed that thelr experiences

with their‘ghild's preschool program had been a very
satisfactory and rewarding one. Parents liked the vailety of
activities available, the structure or rputine of the
preschBol program, and the staff, Qho were describgd as
'caring, supportive, informative and encouraging. Parents of
the visually lmpa;red children also reported that they

appreciated the suggestions and feedback they received about

thelr child from the prdbchool staff. None of the parents

£

gatlve experiences with their child's

“

interviewed reported
preschool program, other than one parent who was concérned
with the limited amount 6f’information avallable for®
teachers of visually impaired chi}dren.

All parents were pleased with the progress their child
was makling in thelr preschool program. However, parents of
visually impalred children differed in‘their assessment of
thelr chlld‘s leve{‘of involvement in the preschool érogram.
Forlexample, all parents of sighted children and four
parents of visually impéired children felt thelir child was
actively involved in thé preschool program. However, three
parents of visually impaired children felt thelr child was
not activély involved, but was as involved as they could be
due to:their handlcapping conditions and two parents felt
their child was not as involved as they would like to see.

All pareﬁts were pleased with thelr chllds' anticipated

next placement. Most of the sighted children will elther
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!

continue with thelr present preschool placement or begin
kindergérten. Similarly, the visually impalired children will
elther continue with thelr current preschool placement or
will enter kindergarten or Grade school either in
specialized placements (e.g., Ross MacDonald House) or in
the regular school system.

8ix parents of sighted children and three parents of
visually impalred children reported thag the community was

*

meeting their needs’as well as their child's needs. Three
parents who had sighted children with speclal needs
suggested lncreased acceés to tfansportétioﬁ to and from
sexvices, more frequent contact with médical pg;sonnel, and-
quidelines for in-home¢ therapy techniques. Six parents of
visually 1mpaired‘ch11dfen reported they would like to see
more resources and 1nfo;ma2}on about visual impairments and
' increased funding for equipment. In addition, three parents
'said they would like to have better access to services, such
as shorter waiting lists, and resourxce or medléal personnel
located within Essex, Lambton and Kent Counties. Three
parents also suggested parent support qroups would be
beneficial. ‘ |

-All parents felt that other children in the preschool
Program responded well to their child. Approximatq}y half
the parents of visually impaired and sighted children felt
that they were welcomed by the othef/g;;ents, while the

remaining parents felt they d1d not know, or did not have
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much contact with the other parents using- the preschool
program. _

When asked wpether visuvally lmpéired children should be
enrolled‘yith othé} visually impaired children, or placed in
a more regular preschool environment, five parents‘of
sighted children. felt mainstreaming or integration was an.
appropriate placement. Tﬁree of these parents also added
that visually impaired children would probably be integrated
into society eventually, éﬁajkhat early integration would be
more approprlate. Flve parents of sighted chlldren felt that
both sighted and visually impaired children wopld benefit
from lnvolvement with each other. Five parents of visually
impaired children also echoed'this sentiment, and five
parents of visually impaired chlldren felt that involvement
1n the regular school system should occur as soon as
possible. This responsé was qualified however, by three
parents who felt that each child should be 1n61v1dually
assessed and thelr placement déte;mlned by the child'’s
needs. Two parents of visually impaired children felt that a
‘segregated placement teaching basic skills, followed by an
integrated placement, could also be a beneficial
alternatlveﬁa | |

Overall, the parents of visually impaired and sighted
children did not dlffer in their responses to the

questionnalre items. Both groups of parents reported

posltive experiences with their child's preschool program,



/ﬁ\.
| : 70

the preschéol‘staff aﬁd the other parents and children using
the faclility. In addition, both groups expreéseq simllar
opinions regarding the inteqration of visually impairead
childrep in regular preschool programs, reporting that
sighted and visually impalred chlldren would both benefit
from the experience.

Six teachers most involved with the nine visually
impaired children provided responses to the Teacher
buestlonnalre. All six teacheré responded -that having oﬁg_or
more visually impalred children enrolled in their program':
was a posiﬁ}ve and challenging experience. Tﬁo teachers
commented that they percelved thé needs of the visually
impaired children as no different than the needs of the
other chlldren. Howevér, two other teachers expressed some
concern that at times they found thé needs of the visually
impalred children errwhelming, aﬁd somewhat frightening
- because of the limited amount of curriculum information

avallable.

All six teachers reportéd that having a visually
impaired child enrolled in their program requlred additlonal
' program planning. ﬁowever, none of thém responded thét the
experience was so difficult as to be imgosslble or -
unproductive. Rather, the teachers expressed the feeling
that teamwork among staff, a;d innovative and creative ways
of presenting materials had helped to 1ﬁvolvé the visually

impaired children in the preschool programs.
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Although eight of the nine visvally impaired children
had some form of specialized pxogramming in place, the focus
of the programming was on teaching basic skills such as
tactile exploratioﬁ or seriation. In additlon, approximatély
half the‘children received rehabilitative services such as
physiotherapy; occupational and speech and language therépy.
None of the preschools visited had-implemented speclific
ﬁrograms to encouragé peer interactions between the visually
Impaired and sighted children. )

All teachers expressed satisfaction with the galns made
by the yisually impaired children since thelr enrollment in
the preéchool programs. In addition, the six teachers

'reported that ail of the visuwally impalred chlldren were
actively involved in the preschool proéram.

Teachers reported that the othef children and ﬁhelr
parents using.the preschool responded positively to the
presence of the visually impalired children. Two teachers
rqpﬁrted that the other sighted children tended to bé
‘protéctive of the visually impalred chlldreﬁ and to keep an
eye open ftor any'difficult;es thét might arlse. One teacher
commented that the parents of the sighted children liked the
developing sensitivity of their children towards the needs
of the visuvally impalred children.

Four teachers expressed the need for'resource and

support services for teachers of the visually impalred. For

example, teachers reported that additlional information on
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visval impairments, new materials, and gnnovatlve ways to
teéch_and rgstructure the preschool environment would be of
benefit. In addition, teachers expressed a need for support
and guidancé in thelir work. Three teachers also mentioned
the need for parent support groups to provide 1n£ormat10n-.
and support to parents of visua}l} impaired chfldren.
Finally, four og the six teachers felt that placement'
in a reqular preschool setting was appropriate for visually
impaired children, however these teachers qualified their

responses by adding that additional resources and support

services would be necessary to facllitate the development of

the visually impalred children. The remaining two teachers
felt that placement in a reqular preschool should be

contingent upon whether or not.such a placemeht‘was in the

child's best interests. Three teachers responded that it was
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: 1mportant_£or visually impaired children to be involved with

sighted childréh,-and two responded that eVentually most'
childien would be integqgrated into soclety so that
experiences at the preschool level would be beneficlal.
In conclusion; all teachers reported thét having a
visually impaired child enrolled in thelr preschool program
was a ppsitive'and rewarding experience. Althcugh some
difficulties were reporhed, these were considered minor.
Overall, feachera were pleased with the progress of the
vféually impaired children and reported that visual}y

impaired children would benefit from integration within a
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regular school system. P

Clinical Impressicons of the Visually Impaired Children

The nine visuvally fmpaireé children varied considerably
1n_Ehé1r level of involvement with the preschool
environment. Tﬂis vartability was due in part to the
differing amounts of sight each child had, thelr physlcal
| mobilify, and thelr overall dispos;tion or personality.'in
general, these children did not appearfto be actively
involved in the preschool enw®ironment, however, these’
chiidren seemgd to respond very positively when an adulf
initiated tac't with 'them. Most of the’ visuaily impaired
children smiled, orlented themselves towards, and listened
to the teache;, and seemed to become much more-a%are of
their environment during teacher 1nter§ctions. Also, once an
interaction had bgén initiated by a teacher, these childxen
attempted to partlcipéte‘in the ongoing activity, but often
did not maintain a level of involvement once the teacher )
interaction had terminated::Thesé children seemed to enjoy
being interacted with, and iesponded with smiles, chuckles,
gestures and verbalizat!lons which appeared to be reinforcing
to the teachers who interacted with them.

The physical limitations of some of the visually
1mpairéd'childreﬁ with additional handicaps did affect their
ablilty to becom%.activély_lnvolved in the preschool

environment. However, "even the children who were only

visvally lmpalred di1d not appear to demonstrate levels of

PL]
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1nvblvement much greater than the visually impaired chlldren
with-other handicaps., Although the visually impaired
chlldreh withéut other haﬁdicaps were mobile and famlliar
with thelxr preschool environment, their contact with other
children was limitea. a

During free play, the visuélly impaired children
Erequentiy played bg themselves, eQen though they were near
other sig;ted chlildren. The “‘types of play behaviours
demonstrated by the Visual;y impalred children were often
explorative and repetitive. For example, one child
repeatedly opened and closed a doll house door, another
/explored the dimensions aﬁd surface of several large wooden
blocks, or repeatedly squeezed a ball of play dough. Only
two children (both with some vision) were observed to
demonstrate purposeful play sucQ‘as hammering a nail into a
block of wood, or playing house alone.

Two O0f the nine Ehildren also made several attempts to
Join ongolng play activities with other children but these
attempts were often ignored. One child, because of hls
larger size and loud voice tended to frighten some of the
smaller girls In the preschool, although these glrlé seemed
-mq;e willing to 'interact wiqa the child than did the ?ther
childrxen. However, this child's play was often counter to
the girls' play because he was unaware of the rules guiding
the play episode. ?eachers'often encouraged other sighted.

childfen to play with the second child and this request was
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complied with reluctantly. The visuvally impaired child would
often be gngaged in parallel but not co-operative pla?’with
these children. ' | -

Only one child was observed to use mannerisms on a
regular basis, although two other children demonstrated one
or two incidents of a mannerism. The child with the'
regularly occurring mannerism was often avolded by.the other
children and much teacher contact was directed at stopplng

thlis behaviour. 7
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. CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

In the presgnt study, visually impaired and sighted
chi}dren in preschool settings were observed with particular
attention glven to théir soclal lﬁteractlons. guantitative
and quallitative differences In the soclal behaﬁlours of
-theseichildréhrwere evaiuatéd using a Behaviour Observation
Record, the Vvineland Adaptive Behaviour Scales and a Parent
and Teacher Questlonnaire. Overall, the visuvally impalred
chlldren were observed to be less involved 1in thé preschool
environment than weie the slighted target children. For
example, the visually lwmpaired chlldren were observed to be
near a preschool teacher more often than the sighted target
children. White (1980) also observeq that her sample of
handicapped children (her sample did not include visually
impaired children) spent more time in the viclﬁity of a
teacher than another child. Generally, the preschool
teachers/seemed to be very aware of the location of the
visually impaired children in the classroom and tried to
maintain frequent contact with them.

The visually impalred children were observed to make

fewer inltlations towards others, and were more likely to be
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the recipient of a teacher 1initiation than were the siqghted
target children. Teacher initiations often served to engage
the visually impaired child or to keep her/him involved in
the ongoing preschool activities. For example, the teachex
~would sit or stand behind a visually impalred child and help
her/him clap or dance during circle time. Aléo, as some of
the visually 1mpéired children were phyéically handlcapped,
teachers spent considerable time interacting with the
children as they moved them from actlvig; to actlivity and
assgisted them during snack time.

Slghted target children were observed to make more
initiations than the vi;ually impaired children. Sighted
térgét child inltlationsmwere also relatively ;qualiy
divided between teachexs and ofhér sighted peefs while most
initiations made by a vlsually‘lmpaired child were directed
towards their teachers.

In genexal the visually impaired and sighted target
children lnltlated or responded to interactions using a
variety of means of communication. For example, although
differences were observed, both groups of children used

-,‘bhysical, gestural, verbal-énd combinations of these when
interacting with others. However; slghted children were more
likely to initiate or respond to interactions using a
comblnatién of response or verbal response styles while the

visually impaired children were more likely to use gestures,

Similarly, the visually impaired and sighted target

\



children inittiated.or responded to interactions using a
varlety of types of communicatlion (help, complf, positive
overture). Sighted chlldren were more likely to use requests
to initiate an interaction, or to resbond to an initilation
by helplng the inttlator than were the visually impaired
children. The Behaviour Observation data indicate that while
the visually'impaired children possess a varlety of means of
communicating with others, they are less 1likely to'initiate
interactions wlth others. B

- Overall, teachers. did not differ in the nature or type
of their initlations ‘or responses to the visually impaired
oxr sighted;target children. This indicates that the teache;s

dld not adopt a differential strategy for interacting with

elther group of chlldren and suggests thatuﬁeachers made.the

same demands of the visually impalred as they did of the
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target sighted children. This finding reflects posltively on

the potential for the successful involvement of visually
impalred children in preschool settings. In other words, it
suggests that positive and varled interactions are possible

between visually impaired children and their preschool

teachers. -

The behavlour observation data indicate that the
visually impaired children were not as involved in the
preschool program as the'sighted children. Differences
existed both quantitatively and qualitatively in the soclal

behaviours of the two groups of children. These findings
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call into question, ai_least for visually impaired children,
two assumptions (Guralnick, 1976), associated with

Integratlion. The first is the assumption that there are
potential benefits afforded to handicapped children from
observing and Interacting with nonhandicapped peers. The
level of 1nvolvement-between the visually impalred and
sighted children in this study was very low, consequently,
the benefits of integratlon did not appear to be fully
realized by the V1sua11y impaired children in the prescﬁools
visited. This is, however, consistent with the findings of
other studles which indicate that proximity to '
nonhandicappeﬁ children does not guarantee interaction or
involvement. For example, -Devoney et al (1974) oﬁserved_that
handicabped children (thelr sample did not include visually
impalred children) did not imitate the play behaviours of
nonhandicapped children in unstructured - -settings. However,
when cooperative play actlvitlgs were designed and
implemented by teachers improvements were noted-ln the level
of Imitation by the handicapped children. Cooke, Apolloni
and Cooke {(1976) also observed similar patterné and indlicate
that emphasis should be shifted from a reliance on proximity
integration to carefully planned and implemented programs.
The 1mplementation of such programs was not evident in the
preschool settings surveyed 12 this study.

The importance of curriculum planning for soclial skills

development 1n the 1ntggration of visuvally impaired children
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is reinforced by the study reported by Taylor-Hershel and
Webster (1983). They reported that interactions were
occurring between the visually impaired and sighted chlldren
within two months of integration, and that by four'monthg
these Interactions could be characterized as reqular and
positive. To facilitate interactions between the chtldren,
teachers modeled appropriate social behaviours £or the
sighted children and used cues and prompts to instruct the
visually impaired cﬁild. Of the ‘1208 interaétion units
~recorded in the present study, approxlimately 10 percent of
these involved interactions between visually impaired and
sighted children. Hence, the level of interaction reported
in the Taylor-Hershel and Webster {(1983) study was not
obServed in the present study. .

A second assumption of Integration is that
nonhandicapped children benefit froh integration (Guralnick,
1976). Nonnandlicapped chlldren are belleved Lo demonstrate
an increased seﬁsitivfty to, and greatei acceptance 6£
handicapped children after involvement with them (Field et
al., 1981, Sandys & éiet, 1986). The low levels of
1nteréction observed 1q_§hls study suggest that more
planning may be necessary to maximize the soclial
opportunities that exist for the visually impaired and
sighted children in these preschools. |

In addltlon to demdnstrating low 1évels of sc¢clal

involvement, the vlsually Impaired children were rated as

Pt
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having slgnificantly less well developed adaptive skills
than the sighted target children on the Vineland Adaptive

Behaviour scale by both‘their parents and teachgrs. However,
the parents and teachers did not provide similar assessments
of the visually impalred children's level of functioning as.
was hypothesized. Teachers rated the visuwally impaired
children significantly more positively than did the
children's parents on the Vineland Adaptive Behaviour
Composite as well as the Daily Living Skills and Motor

~. Development domains. This findipg was opposite to that
‘ekpected. Teachers may perceive.these children as possessing
more well developed skills in the areas of eating, dressing,
personal hygiene, classroom skillls, and, large and fine
motor movement and control, respectively, because the
preschool environment places an emphasis on skill learning
and self sufficlency. Parents of the visually impalred
children may, on thé other hand, perceive their children in
a more‘dependent role and underestimate their child's
abilitles in these domains. The teachers interviewed 1n this
study peiceived the visually impaired children in a
relatively positive light In comparison to the parents

* interviewed. This finding reflects positively on the
potential for successfully integrating vlsuélly impaired
children into regular and rehabilitative preschools. For
example, the teachers' positive evaluations of the visually

impaired children suggests an appreciation of each child's

y



abilltles.and strengths to participate in the preschool
routine,‘a'Basic starting polnt for successful integration.
Parents and teachers provided simllar assessments of
thg visually'impaized children's chmunlcatioh and
Soclalization sSkills, These domains measure a child's
ability to understand and follow directions, their use of
gestures and/or speech to communicate with others, and, how
a child interacté’énd plays with others, and spends thelr
lelsure time, respectlvely: The visually impalred chiidren
weré rated by both parents and teachers as functioning _
approximately two standard deviations below the normative
level, 1indicating delayed acquisition of appropriate
communication and soclalization skills. |

The observed deficits in the Communication and

Soclalization skills of, the visually impaired children may

help explain their low level of involvement in the preschool

program. Deficits in these areas may limit a visually
impalred child's ability to intera;t appropriately and
meaningfully with peers. Although thé parents and teachers
evaluated the visually impaired chlildren as delayed in the
'acquisitlon of communication and socialization skills, the

Behaviour Observation data indicate that these children

possess some knowlédge and ability to interact with others.
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The low frequency with which these children were observed to

interact with others; especlally thelr peers, may compound-

thelr exlsting deficits and reduce their opportunities to
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practice and enhance alrea@y_acqulred skills. To be
effective, program developmeﬁtishohld address the strengths

and weaknesses of each visually impaired child's level of
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adaptive functioning and degree of 1nvolvement. Nohetheless,'

given the visually impalreﬁ children'’s overall deflcits in
adaptive functioning it is likely that program development
and 1mplementatlion may prove very difficult. _

Althéﬁgh parents and teachers evaluated the visually
impaired children as possessing less well developed adaptive
skills compared to the sighted target childrén, nelither
group evaluated the visually impaired. children's dégree o¥
participation ir the preschool programs‘unfavorébly. This
finding is contrary to literature pub11§hed by other authors
(e.g. Simon & Gillman, 1979, Tait & Wolfgang, 1984). For
example, preschool teachers interviewed 1n the present study
percelved the enrollment of visually impaired children in
reqabilltatlve or regular preschool programs as a pbsitive
ané challenging experience. Although teachers did express
concern regarding limited curriculum information and the
-need for additional support services- none of the six
teachers interviewed considered the enrollment of visually
Impalred chlildren in negative terms. Also, in spite Ef the
difficulties inherent in the process, all teachers were
pleased with the gains and involvement of the visually
impalred children in the preschool programs.

Parents of visually impaired children echoed the
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perceptions of the preschool teachers, speaking highly‘of
’their chlld's prJ;ram and teachers. oOverall, both the
parents and teachers indicated that they percelvéﬁ the
visually impairgd children to be as involved in the
preschool program as the sighted children. Parents of
sighted children were also pleased with the presence of
visually impaired children in the preschool pfogram,
considering it an éxcel;ent learning opportunity for their
own children as well.

None of the teachers or parenté.intervlewed mentlioned
coﬁcerns similar to those ralsed by Simon-and Gillman
(1979); oﬁ Tait énd Wolfgang (1984). For example, no mention
was made of the sighted children expressing fears of
becoming blind, or of thelr increased avpldanée of the
visually Ilmpalred children. Also, no mention was made of the
visually impaired children's passivity in initlating contéct
. with others, or of their inconsistent participation during
tirzle time, which the author observed.

Tait and Wolfgang (198 also report;d that sighted
children tried to help the visually impalred child too much,
competed for her attention, ang treated her as a baby during
play. None of these behaviouré were observed by the author,
o. reported by the teachers or parents of the visually
impalred children. In contrast, during moét free piay

. _
actlvities the visually impaired children were observed to

play independently of the sighted children. This occurred
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even when the visually impaired chlldren‘wefe near other

children.

Concluslions.

Teachers Interviewed in the present @tGdy had not
developed or adopted any spéclfic programming to encourage
or facilitate éoéial interactions between the sighted and
vlsuall} impaired children. In fact, duélng the observaﬁion
periods, only one teacher was observed. to encourage two
sighted children to play with a visually impaired child.
These observations suggest that although teachers and
parents percelved the integratlion of visually impalred -
children as a positive and sﬁccessful en@eavour, their
pexceptions are not entirely supported b} Ehe behavioral
observafions. In addition, the behaviour observationg
indlcate the need for social skills tralining at the
preschool level to teach, encourage and reinfcrce soclal
interactlons. This type of training needs to be directed at
both sighted and visually 1mpaired children to encourage
sighted peers to interact énd play with‘the visually
iipaired children, and to encourage the v15ualiy impaired
children to be more assertive and involved with their
environment through social contacts with peers.

It 1s evident from the findings of this study that the
Integration of visuvally impalired children can be a
successful endeavour. Teachers and parents of both sighted

and visually'impaired children evaluated the enrollment of

b
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viéually impaired children in preschool programs positively.

In addition, both grodps of parents welcomed the opportunity

to have thelr chiid involved in such programs.

Even though parents and teachers may view the ¢

‘integration of visually meaired“chlldfen positively, the

success of integfation'@ill.be enhanced by the presence’ of
speciallized programs. Without such proérams, the low levels
of Involvement between visual;y impalred and sighted peexs
observed in this study will likely-contlnue to occur.
Program development and implementation should take into

account the socializatlon and communication deficlts

-

) experiencedqby visually Ampaired children to maximize the

interaqtion opportunities between visually imgﬁired and
sighted peers.
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Appendix A . . -
Behaviour_ Observation Record ~
Antecedent Nature : Initiation Response
A= Alone P= Physlical R= Request M= No Response
T= Teacher G= Gesture Q= Question H= Help
1= 1,2 peers V= Verbal C= Command- Co=Comply <
G= Group. C= Combined P= Poslitive C= Command
A= Agonist P= Poslitive
" Partic. 0= Other A= Agonist
V= Vis.Imp. 0= Other
S= Sighted
T= Teacher -
C= child )

r

Locat’ Antec
Cond

Partic 1Inltiation Response Durat Comments
I R Nat Type Nat Type
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11.

.Whatzwgre your reasons for enrolling your child in thi$s

96

Aggendlx.g

Parent Questionnaire

</

preschool program?

What has been your experlence with the program? Has it
been a good idea for your child?

What are the things you like about the program? What do
you dislike?

How do you think your child has changed since being
enrolled in the preschool program?

Are you pleased with these changes?

Has your child become actively involved 1n the preschool
program?

What are your plans for your child after preschool?

What would be the ldeal next step for your child?

What could the community do to improve services offered
to you and your child?

How do other individuals in the preschool respond to you
and your child?

Do you think visually impaired children should be

énrolled with other visually impaired children, or in

a reqular preschool setting?



10. what kinds of services should be avallable for visually

11.

Appenaix Cc

Teacherx Questiqnnaire

How do you feel about havigg/; visually impaired child
in your preschool progfgm?

Has it been easy or difflcult for you?

Have you found it necessary to implement any speclal
programming to serve the visually,lmpalred children
ln.your program?

How<éo you think each visually impalred child has
changed since being enrolled in the preschool
program?

Are you pleased with these changes?

Have the visually lmpaired children become actively

involved in the preschool program?

97

How do other indlviduals in the preschool respond to you

and your child?

What plans would you recommend for each visually
impalred child after preschool?

What would be the ideal next step for each visuvally

impaired chiid?

impalred children and thelr families?

Do you think visually impaired children should be

enrolled with other visually impaired children, or. in

a regular preschool setting?
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Appendlx D

Letter of Introductlon to Teachers and

Teacher Letter of Permission

Preschool Address

-

Dear Supervisor:

I am interested'in studylng the sdcial behaviours of
visually lmpalred chlldren enrolled in preschool programs.
Unfoitqnately, very llttle llterature 1é available which
looks at this area. Consequently, I am interested in
gathering observational 1nformatibn about how visually
impaired éhildren funciiqn in preschool or day care
settings. My goal is to provide a greater understandiny. of
the procedures or strategles which-facilltate or interfere

‘with the successful participation of these children in
preschool programs,

I am writing to request your permission to observe the
vlsuélly impaired and 3ighte3 children enrolled in your
preschool program, énd to Interview you and thelr parents
about each child's preschool activitles. .

In this study, I will be observing visuvally impalred ana
sighted children as they play with each other, as well as

interviewing thelr parents and teachersa The observation



sessions will occur during normal preschool hours. buring
this time I will not 1nteract with the children, but will

observe them as unobtrusively as possible, as they move
through the preschocl/day care routlne. |

In add1t5pn, I would like.to Intervliew a teacher famliiar
with each éhild participating in the study, as well as the
child'é:gQLQ?ts. The parent.lnterviews will be held in the
péreﬁt's{homﬁ and will take approximately an hour to an hour
and a hal%. The teacher interviews will take approximately
30 minute;, and will be arranged at }our convenience.

Iﬁvyou agree to participate in the broposed study, I will
‘ask you to send letters of permission to all parents who
have a chlld enrolled in Qour prograﬁ meeting the criteria
for visual Impalrment (The signlficant loss of vislon
resulting In the need for speciallzed services, Including
children who are reglstered as legally blind; and those who
are consldered partially sighted) and an equal nuﬁber of
same-sexed sighted chlildren in the same age group.

I hope to be able to gather 1n£ormation from the
perspective of all involved; chlld, parent and teacher, so
that recommendations can be made to enhance the educational
services avallable to special needs ch#ldren aﬁd their
families.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call
me during the evenings at_256-6093.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Yours sincerely,
Alison Crocker, B.A.{Hons.)

Graduate Student, Department of Psychology

R. Robert Orr, Ph.D. C. Psych.

Supervisor & Head, Department of Psychology
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Teacher Letter of Permlission

I _ give my permission to Allson

(Day Care/Preschool/Nursery School Supervisor)

Crocker, Graduate Student, Unlverslty of Windsor, to observe.
visually impaired and'sighted children enroiled in my
day-care/preschool/nursery school program, and to interview
a preschool teacher £am111ar‘w¥th each child particlpating

in the study¥%

I understand that the day care's participation is
completely voluntary, and that the day care may wlthdréé
from thé study at any time. I also understand that all
information collected will be conflden£1a1 and any '

information presented about the research will protect the

fdentity of each child, family and day care/preschool or

nursery school.
k2

x>

Signature &P Date
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Appendix E

Letter of Introduction to Parents and

Parents Letter of Permission \

N

—

Dear Parent:

. I am writing to request your permf%sion gqjoﬁserve your
child during a typical day at day care and to interview you
and your ?hild's teachiy about your child's preschool
activities. . -

I am studying the soglal behaviours of‘visually impaired
preschooi children in breschool/day care programs in the
trl-coshty area. My goal is to provide a greatgr
understanding of the procedures or strategies which
facilitate or 1nterfére with the successful development of
visually 1@paired children ln such programs. |

To achlieve this goal, I will be observing children as they
‘play with each other during the day, as well as intervliewlng
parents and teachers. The observation sesslons will occur
during normal day-care hours. During this time I wiil not
interact the chlldren, but will observe as unobtrusively as
possible during the day-care routine. | .

The parent Interviews should take betweeg an hour to an

hour and 'a half with the place and time to be arranged at

your convenience. The teachefrinterviews wlll take

A\
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approximately 30 minutes.

I hope to be able to gather information from the

perspective of all involved; chlild, parent and teacher, so
that recommendatlons can be made to enhance the educational
services avallable to speclal needs children and thelr
families,.

If you have any questlons, please do not hesitate to call
me during the evenings at 256-6093. I have attached a' ~

consent form for you to £111 out and return to your child’'s

teacher.

’

Thank you for your cbnsideration.
Yours sincerely,

. Alison Crocker, B.A.(Hons.)
Géaduate Student, Department of Psychology
3
R. Robert Orr, Ph.D. C. Psych.’
Supervisor, & Head, Department of

Psychology
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Parents Letter of Permission

I give my permission to allson

(Parent or Guardian)
Crocker, Graduate Student, University of Windsor, to observe

my son/daughter : at the

and to interview both myself and my

child's preschool teacher about my child's activities in the

day care program. -
-~

I may be reached at G~ _ during the hours ék
{telephone number)

to arrange an appointment for my

interview.
I understand that both my chlld's and my participation are -
completely voluﬁtary, and that I or my chlild may withdraw ’d,>

s
-
o

from the study af any tlme. I also understand that all
information collected will be confidential and any
information presented about the research will protect the

identity of each child, family and day care.

-, Signature Date
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