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Uncertainty in and avoidance by othefs are phenomena ‘i
v L

p which almost every h"andicapped2 person experiences on a fegu— ,
lar hasis.' Most nonhandicapped individuals‘are unce&tain \\\\\
about how they should 1nte;act w1th someone who is handi- . N

cappsd’(Davls, 1961) and’ tend to avold such contact (Thompson
. and Qundlff, 1979) . When m1xed (hand1capped-nonhand1cap£ed)
) ‘interactions do occur, 7hey are characterized by anx1ety
(Hurt and Cook,:1979) and discomfort and 1nh1b1tlon (Kleck
. '.Ono and Hastorf, 19667 Most nonhandlcapped persons have a -

predisposition to n7gat1vel¥'evaluate the hand1capped (Yuker,

Block and Campbell,‘1968) and to have' dlfflculty communlcat—

1ng with them (Th”mpson, 1981) . Th1s negative treatment is
known to have debilitatiné effects on the self cbnecept (Meis- '

’sner, Thoreson and Butler, 1967)- and socidl skill development

/.
(Thompson, )81) of hand1capped children. In an effort to

bl

examine a otential solution to these p;oblems, mainStreaming,
the pres;ﬂi study assessed the effect of being in a class w1th

handlcapped chlldren on nonhand1capped children's abll ty to
- communicate with the1r handlcapped classmates. ) ,\’
m/ .o 1 - ‘

° . «

Mainstreaming : L . .
T . .
s

|
- ' if'The impeths for malnst;eamlng, the 1ncluslon of handl*.
’ . /' ;Q ol ~ f [}
qépped chlldren in "regular" classes, has come from 'several

Jdi;ectlons. Flnan01a1 (dunn, 1968), academlc (Johnson, 1962) .
an

¥

-

social factors (Newb rger,~l978) haVe all been, considera-

N /’
/- tioms. It has also<bee argued that malnstreamlng hand1capped

& Y
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children should have positive effects oR the’noﬁhanﬁfcappod

chlldren in the 'cl sses, through increasing thelr awareness

-

of and sen51t1v1ty to dlfferences 1n others (Gearheart and

Weishahn, 1976) . Wwhile the 1mpact of mainstreaming on the =)

handicapped child is beiﬁa thoroughly investigated by re-

searchers (seey for exaﬁb{s,'qphnsén} Lavely and Cline, 1975;

Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGetfigan and Walker;, 1974; McCaﬁley,,

Brulnlnks and Kennedy, 1976; and Macy and Carter, 1978) its

’

influences on the nonhandlcapﬁed have received only sllght

attention. In light of l) evidence that most mainstregmgd

. handicapped and nonhandicapped children are not communicating

-~

with each other (Thompson, 1980) and 2) the increasing preva-
lence of*mainstrgaming dhe to recent legislation (PL94-142), o
this question becoﬁes even more important. . o= g

The present sﬁudy chose¢ to examine this Fobic througﬂ
an investigation of the abilitg of children to .adapt their
communication to the handicapped. Abproﬁrigte a@aﬁkation is
an essential ingredient of compéﬁent communication (Bochner

and Kelly, 1974). Adaptation has frequently been exXamined

in the literature un@er the title of "Listener-adapted com-

lmqnication:" Messages which are dppropriately Adapted to a B

listener indicate that the communicator develq and uti-

perception processes in general.(Della ‘and Clark, 1977)
' !
A version of Af@Y's (1973) procedure which assesses a o

“ |

1istener—adapted communication throuéh the,use of drawings R

- - 4 . ]
. . -
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. . T 3
- - was modified to.measure the abilities of norhandicapped

[ \ }

1) communicate empathically with the handi-

‘ chiZdren to:

capped; and.2) adapt their communication to the functional

€4

] 1] \ -\
limitation

The first of these abi-

of bhysical handicaps.
lities refers to adapting to the emotional characteristics pro-

. ' - ) . . ‘ .
vided by the constraints of the situation or message receivrs

»

This would .include sending .bad news diffétently than

- ~

er.
good newé, or communicating.gifferently‘to a child who is
crying comparé? ‘to one who is laughing. The second abnllty
involves accuraté assessment of and adaptation to the physi-
gal-constraints caused by a disability, such as having difﬁ

.

ficulty running if one is on crutches. It should be noted

" that we are not measuring attitudes or actual communication

: . s . AT ) N
behaviors, but communicative abilities. °

14
Ohly orthopedic handicaps3 were included in this explo-

ratory research beu'ause these limitations should be sier

for the nmonhandjcapped to assess than the limitations caused
1]

by intellectual, emotional or learning disabilities. Since -

there is gvidéncg that attitudes toward ‘the hahdicépped be-

‘nicative abilities.:

? N 0 0
come more positive as a
1968} a crqss¥sectional
6 was undertaken to see

In

function of maturity (McDaniels,

stidy -of children in grades 1, 3 and
if this also holds true with commu-

drder to.examihe changes caused. by~

!

maingtreaming over a period of time, data were collected at
r o oo ' * , -

thé,?onglusidn of both the first and second years of a‘main-

] a —_

L d

-

streamlng program.

1y

N . NI ] N o

- . In llght of the ev1dence cited earlier indicating

f
1
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AV T
'negative reactions tBWard the disahledv the first hypo{hesis S~
proposed that: i: » - , Y R
Hi: Nonhandicapped children wilk be~more‘empathic -
, ' thafd.the piftures of the nonhandicaoped children’
| ’ /

than towards pictures of the handicapped 'childr'en.
The second hypothésis assumed that handicapped children have
more knbwledge about disabilities and that having a disabi-
lity will make one more empathic towards others with handi-
caps. 'On the basis of this, it was suggested that these .
children would adapt to the limitations caysed by the RhYSi-
cal disability of the child in the picture.. ) . :

H Nonhandicapped children will not adapt_to'the :

r
functional limitations of the disabilitiés in the

2:

pictures as wé€ll as handicapped children. ’
’Oo -

One of the, goals of mainstreaming is” 1mproved relationships
between disabled and nondisabléd children (Gearheart and

Weishahn,. 1976) . Improvedﬁcommunicative ability should -

facilitate improsed relationships. rT_hereis evidencefthat
- N b 4 ) . . - » - b
mainstreaming has positive~effects on the social acceptance

i

of educable mentally retarded children (Sheare, 1974) and on

the attitudes of classmates toward. the physically hahdicapped

5%

(Friedman, 1975), We were interested in examining the im-

pact of mainstreaming on communicative~ability. Thas, it
x & ]

[ -
<

¢

was ‘posited that:

Nonhandicapped children in‘integrated classes will o

. , ]

3
. - be better abie than nonhandicapped

’

integrated classes to empathically

childrén in non-

o

and functionaliy




The hypot esis read: . B .

‘of the children who participated in t

v

Commupf@%tion with the Handicapped
’ 5

. ‘.

adapt—their communication to the pictures of the

handiéapped children.

+ . »

-

The fourth Qypothesis was an attempt to replicate the cross= "

sectional improvements in adaptation noted by Delia and

L .
Clark (1977) and Alvy (1973): ° ' . *

s
[}

4°

The next hypothesis suggested that mainstréaming would be-

<

** "H,: Adaptation abilities will improve with age.

L — [y . < ¢ . ) (
come more effeck%ve over time. This was assessed by compar-

1

ing those children who participated in the study at the end
. . y
of the first year of the program with those who participated

at the end.of the second year. This second/aroup of child-

-

ren had been in the mgipstﬁ&aming program for two full years.
‘ : 4

-4

\HS: Being in an integrated class will improve nonhandi-
cépped childreh's adaptation abilities more in the
second year than in the first yéar.

Finally, ﬂ@‘was\proposeddthat mainstreaming would have more

of an impact on older children than on younger ones. This =~

involved comparing first, third and sixth graders who were

" participating in the mainstreaming program. {

HG: Being- in an integrated class will improve non-

handicapped- children's Edaptation abilities more

.with incteaséd age. ' ) ’

were sampled, none . °”

o

‘Since children in grédes 1, 3 and

participated again the second year.  Thusy-Nypotheses 5 and _

hd L]

6, while they appear to dverlap,.aré actually measuring two
- o . .

different proceéses.

. ' . ®
. . » ’
L 4 v . ‘
* ° 7 ‘ . '
‘ -
’
.




Communication with the Handicapped
6
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3

METHODS_

¢
Subjects

v The partiq&pants were all students in a county-wide
school district in a mid-~Atlantic state. Since the ‘state is

a small one, this district constitutes well over one-half of

’

school age children in the state.
Consistent with the gqguidelines of Public Law 94-142,
the d1str1ct 1s attempting to prov1de the least restrictive

envirqnment for each child Beglnnlng in September, 1977,

7
several*chlldren were mainstreamed from the speC1al school

into one of,several 'regular" schools., Most of the elemen-

.
Al

tary age children were mainstreamed into one suburban school.
Three- groups of subjects were included in -this research:
1) nonhandicapped, nohintegrated.(those in classes Q&thqut

. . .
handicapped students); 2) nonhandicapped, integrated- and

3) handicappedpstudents. For the flrst graup, ‘66. nonhandi-
capped children from nonlntegrated classes were randomly se—

’

lected from the approprlate grades in & school not part1c1—

- patlng in the ainstreaming program, To.participate in the -

second group, ne nonhandicapped child was randomly selected

‘from each of the mainstreamed (integratéd[ifirst, third and
. * - o ‘ e ) {
sixth grade classes in the district. Each child in this
~ R
. group was in a class with ‘an orthopedlcally hand1capped

-

child. This group 1ncluded 24 children, A random sample of

55 orthopedlcally handlcapped chlldren was selected from
|

c Ieach of the grades to serve as the tHird group. .

/ o ~

\
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As a result of pragmatic limitations the céll sizes are !
pnéqual. Nonorthogonal analyses of ‘variance (Ove{all and

Klett, 1972) arfd separate-variance estimate t-tests were

.
N

utilized to acceunt for this difference.
) ) . *»
‘Procedures ’ |

e .

‘The data were individually.collected within the schools
by the author and a female graduate research ass}stant. In-

terviews were .conducted in a small, quiet, room containing a
P4

table and two chairs. The same room was used within each

school. Parental permission was obtained prior to each

¢ -

child's participation.‘ co ‘ C .

To heasure the ahilf;y té adapt cemmdnication to a sbe—
cifie‘lisgenef, child;en‘werexﬁhé&n a series ofteiéht draw-
ingsl' Order of the pigtures:was randomly  determined for

each child. The drawings showed'cﬁildrén doing'di%ferent’
tﬁings. 'Half of pﬁ% children were orfﬁopedically handicﬁpped.
Two pictufés showed boys ciyiqg--one bo§ was missing: an ‘arme.: \
Two' showed girls sténdin; by some marbles, ahd ;ne_of’ihegé
girls waé‘Wéaring b:aces~on her-legs:_.T;o pictdrgs sﬁpwed h

boys throwing pillows; ‘ohe was in a wheelchair. And two
showed girls ;tqnding-—one‘ginl was using forearm crupches.
The picttfes Wefe‘selected to represent some situations in
which adaptation to the\functional limitations of tﬁe handi-
Céé would be heCESsary and some that wquld not demand adap-
tation, This w§s‘to differentiage between chifﬂ{gn who wete
awarg,of the han@%&?p; thosg who made inapprpbriaté or un-<’

necessary references to the handicap, and those who ‘were

. . 2
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'qadsed—by the handicap. The~situationsswere also chosen to .

\
. / . ’
. ., Communication with the Handicapped - .
, ‘ '8

P

realistically and empathically aware off the limitations

f . -~
represent different emotional-states requiring different

adaptation.

For each picture the subject was given a hypothétiqal

situation and asked what he or she would say to tommunicate

-
hCY

a certain intention to the child in the piéture; For exam-’
ple, for the picture of the boy in the\wheelchaif,‘subjects
weré asked, "Let's pretend that you want to have a race with
this boy. What do you think you would say to him to get him ‘

to race with you?" If the child did not respond to the,ini;'

tidl question, He or she was asked, "Well, what do you think "

the initial question., If the child still did not respond

you might séy?“ This probe was followed by a rephrasing of

the experimenter went on to the next picture. Table ] pre-
sents a'brief descriptitr of each picture, along with the

questichi Uséd for each. The procedure was pretested to in-
. .-‘\\ ‘¢. N } .
sure clarity.

—— e — — " ——— — ———— ——— —— - ——

. Insert Table 1 about here

d | e e o e e e e e e e e e =
. -

All responses to this measure were tapa recorded and
later coded .according to the higfarchicai?gchemes listed inp ,

~—

t

Table 2, ' Responses were coded by two,igﬁepeﬁdent jgﬁggs on

Y

3 ar s .
both empathic adaptation and adaptation to "the handicap

-

whlch was coded only for the sketches of the handlcapped

i

childreny. The empathlc adaptatlon coding schene beglns w1th

nolresponsT at all. It then follows the child's progress

*
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Communication with the Handicapped

. . 9
e attempt to a more and more agproprrate adapta= -
‘tion to the Chlld in the picture.

’

I
L. R

‘The codlng scheme for .t
adaptatyon to. the handicap also beégins with no response

1
¢

-
-

It
» then follows a progress COVerlng both apprbprlate and inap-

3
‘
v

proprlate references to the handlcap of the Chlld in the
p1cture.

.
PR
-
® -
- 4
. .

There\were some situations wh1ch did not requlre
mentlon ‘of the handleap, and reference to. 1t in this sltua—
PO )

¢ ¢

tlon is 1nappropriate.

[
. « Y.
Th1s codlng scheme assesses reference

to the functaonal llmltatlons of the hand1cap, but a high

1

%
score shows an empathlc and appropriate- reference.

ple, a response‘to th

.
For exam- ..
igplcture described above such as "Wanna
- . ~
race?" would be coded

-

>

s Level- 5 for empathic adaptation and
Level 2 for\adaptatlon’to.the handicap, unless the respondent

was also in a wheelchair.

t

\ \‘.
A response such as,-"I'1ll get a ‘

wheelchair and we caa- haveia race" oyld be Level 7 for empé-

N -
A
‘
- ~,

th1c adaptatlon and Lével- 6 for handlcap adaptatlon. .The i
second response would receive a higher score on both scates,
%/ .

e
.
- I
«
e
v '
\

because it shows mére concern for the hand1capped chlld'

.
- . -
|

- /..,'
feelings and some reallzatlon that a race between a child
runn1ng ‘and another in a wheelchalr is not approprlate.

[

Indert Table 2 about here,
—————— e e DY E S
\ ' After tp

~—
scale was developed

e

an attempt wag made to
prov1de some valldlty for it by/utlllzlng four handlcapped
adults and four’ special- educatlon  _teachers.

-~

!

\

:
H"
\

:

-

Fifty responses
: ~— )

given by the partlcﬁpants were rﬁndomly selected and trans-

cribed onto index cards,

- ) 11

[l
-

Each adult was rahdomly asslgned

11 -
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twenty of these-cards and was asked to.order them from lowss

* est to highest an the adaptation of the message to the lis-
L 4

tener in the picture. They were prOVided With the pictures,
“- : bﬁt\not nith the .coding scheme. The order provided by gach
judge was correlated‘with the scores which the pictures had
. 1 been asSigned on the original coding scheme. The average
: .. ) ~ 3

e correlatiog::2§, 87 L

) ‘Follow1ng this, each adult was, asked to select thOSe

'

i - cards in his or her set which. reported responses to the pic-

1N
a

+ " tures: of thé handicapped children. The picture number was

-

- . 'noted on each index card. They ordered these pictures*on
.- . : Y N % -
. . the appropriateness of the adaptation to the handicap in the
. jhasd X

3

- . - piqture. - The average correlation forithis scale was .74.-

- Y

- Following this measure the children wefte given a brief
i © . T S 2 , .
‘f intelligence test. The purpose of this test was to control

i > for the possible effects of intelligence on adaptation abili-'

- . \

‘% ties. The Slosson InteI&1gen6} Test, 1971 ed;tion, was uSed

' for'this purpose, / Reliability of this measure is 97 (Slos-

@ =t

son, 1971), and correlationg w1th the//tanford -Binet test,

.y ,gigk Form L-M, range from r=, 90 to .98; The test was- administered

. orally and took about lO;to 15 minutes..

" P - - ' N ‘

,  Data Analysis ° ' K oo

1 N . .

-« ftThe variables were.analyZed,by %,series,of”nonorthogonal

' analyses of variance and separate-variance estimate t tests.

&

An analysis of covariance was compﬁted to partial out the .

effect of intelligence. Reliability»coefficients, or mea- ’

w9

sures of agreenient between the’ judges, were computed on. both

. ~ N
*” a-’ ’ . .

2




from thgitebles provided by-Cohen.(l9i7).

- Hypothesis 3

] ! S )
: Qommunicaﬁion‘with the Handicapped
I . : 11
- - . ' . *
the ratings of empathic adaptation (Pearson r=.93) and han-

[ 4 . . oz
-dicap adaptation’ {r=.86).. Ratings of the” two judges were

Power estimates. are’

X

averaged to ‘yield scores for analysis. .

RESULTS .-
A * - * N

(a8

,
-

ngothesrs 1 ' . e

«

. The flrst hypothesis: sugdested a difference between the
empathic adaptation scores of the Qonhandlcappe& students

toward pictures of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.

This hypothesis was supported, with the responses toward the

[ 4

handlcapped p1ctures (X=4.89, SD=.91, n=90) significantly

*56, df 89, p«;OOl) than responseskzpward the hon-

handlcapped p1ctures (X=5.88, .sD=1.17, n=90). t

“

«HZpothesis 2, o ' \ i

" bifgerences betweeh‘handicapped and nonhandicapped
children on adaptation to handicaps was ‘posited in the sec-
ond hypothesis. ‘This was not supported (t=-.17, df=90,

p='37¢ Power=‘27)i‘ The responses of the two groups were

-almost 1dent;cai with the mean for the handlcapped children

equal to 3.13 (SD=.82,-“n=55) and for the nonhandicapped
Q . ) . *
children equal to 3.15 (sb=.61,

n=90) . Handicapped children

are-nd better at adapting to the functional limitations of

. disabilities than are those who are not handicapped.

3
H .
o

-

-,
‘? N

- I’A
.- : The assumptlon behind hypothe51s 3 was that mainstreaming

"
A . -~
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’ LY

' would improve nonhandicappeq children's ability to communi-

.

'

catelwith the handiéapped. This was not supported By the

analysis of empathic adaptation (t=-.22, df=42, p=.83,
. ' - - ’
Powerf.21) or handicap adaptation (t=1.18, df=39, p=.24,

Péweré.SS). The means for the groups may be seen in ?;Ele:3.

{_a?.: . e s..__/.___-_'_ _______ .
b < T ~ Insert Table 3 about -here’ v

EY

Hypothesis 4 . ' o PN

> . " .
- Changes with increasing'fge on both types of addptation
: - — ‘ \ R v
e were suggested in the fourth hypothesis, Th;s was supported

for the measure of hahdicgp adaptation (F=7.68; df=2,142,

E<;001) but was not éuite supported by empathic adaptaiion
' ¥ N
(F=2.69, df=2,145$\€<507,'ngef=.99). Means for these

L4

groups, which were all, in the hypothesizéd direction, are

—~ Y
.

presented i ‘Pable 4. ‘ : . : ‘
f ________ . _\____L_____: i YA .

Insert Tablé 4 about here -
- e e e e e | .

kg ‘. e

. . .

Hypothesis 5

I

P R s Y
The fifth hypothesis proposed differences between the
Q - F)

vfirst and second'yeafgon both adaptdtion measures for the

. integrated, nonﬁandicapped cbildrqp enly. Neither bf these
o was subportéd, aithbugh thHe measure of hghdicap adaptation

. \ . \ %
.10, Power=.,65). For.this measure the yéar one scores

I - 8

(§=3"08,‘SD£:58,%n=13)~wefe lower than scores'collected in

_/showed a trend 'in the appropriate direction (t=-.167, af=21,

the sdcond year (X=3,50, SD=.62, n=11). The scores. on *

v Ca

o . '\:) ".' - 14
&) } . - v

ERIC - - -
JAFuitext provid: c ” ' : .
. : ~

N
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empathic adaptation were almost identical a“pss years

: ‘ (t=-.04, df=15, p=.97, Power=.15; year one X=4.85, SD=.64),

n=13; yebr two X=4.86, Sp=1.18, n=11).
~

T ﬁnmumﬁsﬁ . -,

. a

v

.

"°“ The final hypothesis spggested‘thet.being in a main-
y o, 3 S , ‘ '.v\

streamed class would becomeamore effective with incré?sing
) I ~
Xt: ¢ ; age. This was qot swpported for eqpat@ic.adaptétion (s=.14,

-

df=2,84,.p=.87, Power=,21) or for handicap adaptation (F=1.17, \;;‘
b df=2,84, p=.32, Power=.13). S
Intelbigence was {;en statistically éonttolled“using an

analysis e;/CBVEfiEHEe and. the hypothesis tests)were repeated.
o P -

>

: All results %emainéd as réported above.
. 1 . . , . . . . s .
- ¢ s‘ '

DISCUSSION

Analysis of the data, indicates th t .nonhandicapped

children. communicate less”effectively with the handicapped

L]

than with the nonhandicapped on both eméathic and‘functiénal s

o

o ~ levels. Thls flndlng was expected on the basis of the. large
° 4
body of ev1dence 1nd1cat1ng that the handlcapped axe treate \

negatively by ‘those without disabilities.. However, place-

~

ment. in a class ‘with handicapped children does not seem to -
4

improve these commdnicative skills. This was—cgntrefynto
"expectations and held trge both at the cohcltsionief the

first year and the second year. There were pgzdifferences
between the two years. The finding, that hainstreaming Has, :,
' no impact on the nonhandlcapped chlldren, however, must be

\

accepted ‘tentatively. The power estlmates on these analyses

D
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ranged from small to moderate. <
.. An important® and related finding is that the handicapped

chlldren 1n the giudy were also unable to/effectrVely adapt*
their communlcatlon-to the‘plctures of the handlcapped chlld-
ren. If having a handicap does not: enable one to communi-
cate effectlvely with other'handlcappedi1nd1v1duals, what\is
neoessdry? It'may be‘that one preregufeite for adapting to
e handic;ppea person iébbeing able to -adapt communication in
deneral., Other research (Thompson, 1981) has shown that .

héndicapped children tend to be deficient in general commu-
. - * i - . -

‘nicative abilities because they have fewer opportunities for

interaction with other children. If these children generally
. 5 .\\ L.
cannot adapt their commun%cation, they are not likely to dee

the need to adapt to a handicap. °‘While general communicative

ability is' not the only,pregg?nisiteﬂto handicap adaptation,
+ . \ -
there is evidence that it is.onegprerequisite (Thompson,
o S . -

1981) v - S : -

-

It is azgo iNteresting to, ite- that the. lack of support
for this hypothesis is cong}steii‘with the argument by Goff-

v,
¥

man (1963) that even the stigmatized discriminate againgt*é

other stigmatized individualsi This is'particular1y~true
/‘\l !
when the other person -with whom the handlcapped person comes

in contact is' more severely dlsabled than him or herself.\
g

"The stlgmatized individual exhibits.a tendency to stratify

o ’ ¢ &
his 'own' according to the degree to which their stigma is

- apparent and obtru%ive. e\can then take up in regard to

those ‘'who are more evidently/'stigmatized than ﬁ&met;f the

4
. *

& , : . = ‘/'
o 16 ‘ o ).

-
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attitudes the normials take.to him" (Goffman, 1963 P. 107) .

P hd

Actual communicative behav1ors were rot measured in
this study; rather, responses to hypotheticai situationSs
were assessed. We cannot be sure how representative the
data are of how the children really communicatesnith each
other. Some validity is lent to the ccding scheme!_however,

by the ratings Qf the special education teachers and handi—

4t =

~cappedI adults.. j eir ratings were basically consistent with

- 3

those obtained on the original coding scheme. This also in-
dicates that the use of such measurement techniques\may have

promise for future\research attempts; It appears to be a
manageable hnt effe*tive methédhof'categorizing responses,
The coding scheme fcf assessing adaptation to ‘handicaps, how-
ever, should Qe ref}ﬁ‘a . Both 'its interwrater reliabidity
and{average correlatioh of theﬁadults’lratinés were_lcwer
thaanor the other cod%ng scheme. . \ ; ' 1{ :

Some validity is also lent to the ‘results obtained

through the use of pictures by comparing the findings of the
. J | . Sy
current study with network analyses of these classrooms

(Thompson, 1980). The network-analyses\indicate that the

mainstreamed disabled children in these classes are communi;

cativeAisantesj-they are much less likely to garticipate in

£

communication with othexs in their class. These findings

N !
L4

are consistent with those of the present study.
* .An importantrimplication of both the.current findings
and those reported by Thompson (1980) is that mainstreaminc;
in and of itself, does not seem to be sufficient. Simply

placing a disabled child in a "regular" classroom does not

. 17
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insure any impact upon the other children in the~class. 1In

4 * . ~
f

order to facilitate some improvement in mainstreamed class-

. rooms, ikcreased contact must be encouraged by the teacher.

&his may_ be done by class exercises which specifically re-

)

quire interpersonal contact between children. The effective-
ness of these exercises must also be empirically examined,

i ) \'. L * i
Other techniques that have been successful at improving em-
pathy include handicap-simulation (wilson,\1967; Wilson and-

Acorn, 1970; Israelson, 1980; and Glazzard, 1939)\and the

use of various media devices representing factual informa-

tion about disabilities (Litfon, Banbury and Harris;,1980).

! ’

. C s ) ¥
Inappropriate Responses - :

. Many of the problems which the children had communicat-
4 (

9 to the plctures of#'the bandlcappef) chlldren consisted of
. . Pl
propriate references to’the handicap--references which .~
. K 'v N\ ,
were not necessary in that.context. A post-hoc examination

of these inappropriate references was undertaken in an at-
’ R , b .

‘tempt to further understind the communicative problems. ’

This analysis indicated;that a large number of the inappro—

. ~ {'1{?":& 3
priate references (almos¥750%) represented an accurate ass-,

essment of the physical limitations caused by the disability,

L4

but the limitations were mentioned in a context which had

S
.

nothing to do with the~task or situation under consideration.

For 1nstance, when telllng a glr\ pictured with crutches thatp

she can 't go to the store, tﬁw/e is no need to refer to the

P

dlsablllty. Walklng on crutches does not mean that one can-

not go to a store. But many of\the children assumed that a

A “ 18 *

¢
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physical 8isability eliminates many more activities than it

-actually does constrain. Such responses are indicative of

identification of the handicapped person solely on the basis |

v

of the disability,(a problem deserving of further study.
Another 40% of the inappropriate references entai&ed

4 ?
assumption of another disahjlity in addition to the one pic-

stured, or assumption of overall inferiority-becauge of the

handicap. Although none of the children pictured were blind,

i

. one response to a picture: of .the girl on crutches was; "She's
probably 'blind. When_you're b}ind sometimes you can't go,
where other people go--when somebody don:t want you to come

_with them yon can't come." Another examplevof this was ad-
dressed to a girl with lower leg-braces, "You can't play
marbles--you have.a wooden hand." '

~The femaininb 10% of the inappropriate references indi—

cated that the child was not able to accurately assess the

phySICal limitations of the disability pictured In response

tO!the picture of the child with leg braces one boy said, .

"You c¢couldn't play marbles '‘because you can't kneel down. It

>

Would'seem that this misassessment would be easier to remedy .
than the two other groups. This could be.eliminated by teach-
e )y N c

ing and discussion about the disability. The two larger

groups. of inappropriate references are based on stereotypes
» A .
of .the handycapped, which are more difficult to overcome.

. “".-,

" All of the inappropriate referencés were more prevalent

amonglthe younger children and amgng thetnonhandicapped

children. _ ,

&
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Underlying the study reported herein and its findings '

is‘an importaht bUt rarely aadressed idea——we can't c0mmuni- l

cate to the handlcapped as we would to anyohe else. Many

klnd hearted- 1nd1v1duals have hrged us to treat the‘gﬁsabled !

as we trgat others. The fallacy here 1s'assum1ng that we, o

treat all other people in a slmllar way. Generally, we |

treat people as individuals. This is what we also must’ do

with the handicappeﬁ—dadapt'our communication as, necessary

i

'-. to the.person. This means the .handicap itself may sometimes

be a factor requlrlng adaptatlon, many other times it will
not be., Most 1mportantly, the handlcap sﬁould not be the
only~éharacterlst£9 to which we adapt. The goal should be
to communicate more interpersonally (Miller and Steinberg,‘, -
1975) ~~communicating* on the basis of psyqpo£;gical informa-

tion about the individual, not solely on theWbasis of infor-

mat}on about‘ sociological roles or cultural norms,

Limitations o - \ ,

This ;tudy is limited in several ways. Because it isua"

field study, inherent.in'it is lacék of control over some con~ __ *

'foahding variables. The study also dealt with adaptation to

only one type of handicap. TIts generalizability is thus in

+

question‘. Since the dat® are only cross-sectional, develop-
v T A

>,

mental conclusions must be tentative. And, as was mentioned

AN

: : L. T
above, actw@al communicative behaviors were:hot.obse}ved.
o : N .

Childr were simply asked to place themselves in hypotheti— .

cal ciréapstances. Their responses may or may not be repre-

§entat1ve of how they behave on the playground or 1n the
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v

* ¢« o .
N .

[ Fa

classroom,

c . » Y

All of these limitations must be overcome in later re-

» .
.

In addition, the.current study must be

. »
search attempts.

and

At the

is being expanded into a ;oQgitudinal investigéfion.

same time other effects of marnstreaming on handicapped=

nonhandicapped ;elgiions must be examined.

- . .
e '
-l

. .

Conclusions

Although we know that mainstreaming is having qome posi- *
= » )
tive consequences for handicapped chiidren, it has not helped

Dlsabled children are social 1solates,

[} v e

"

enough. poorer com-

munlcators (Thomp%on, 1981), and are the receivers of less
empathlc and ap%roprlate communlcatlon. Qhe goals of teach-

ers and admlnlstrators must be to work w1th .bath handlcapped

»

¥ and nonhandicapped chlldren to overcome these problems.

. 3

‘Only o

» .o :
in this way may we truly provide the most .fulfilling environ-

- -«
v, . . ~ L o

oy

‘l .
~




NOTES
s

lThlS research was funded by a grant from the Bureau for the\\\
. Education of the Handicapped, Department of Education.

2A handicap is defined by Kelly and Vergason (1978f<a§ "The *
. result of any condition or déviation, physical or mental,
that inhibits or prevents achievement .or acceptance (p. 65)

«3Kelly and Vergason (l978)2défine an orthopedic handicap as,
"A disabling conditi6én cauged by physical impairments, es-
pecially those“related to the bones, joints and muscles
(p. 102) - .
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Picture

, Descriptions of-

-
. - <]

Tapré 1 T "N ) .

Pictures and Questions -
\a[ ~‘ & .

! .
Question

4.

.

.5.

6.

Y

7.

Young girl standihg

-~

Young_girl standing

~

~at some marbles

-

and leaning on tri-
ceps crutches -

-—

-

Young boy sitting in

chair cerying . -
-— = . M

Young boy missing: one
arm‘slttlng in chair
crylng

'S .‘g‘ ~

o

Young. 'rl.weering‘
metal leg Braces
standing,looking “down

v

Young girl standing*
Aobkiﬂg down at some.
marbles

s
* - EN
—

“

Young boy thrOW1ng a
" pillow ¢

ye

. . . ’
Pretend that this little girl
just asked you if she could
play with yoll, but she can b
right now. You're supposed to
tell'her that she can't. What
would: you say to her to Yet
her know that she can't play’’
with you?

.o — L ." ‘ !

~ Pretengd that this girl wants to
go somewhere, but -you know that
she can't go right now. ' What
~would you say to her to let her

know that she can't go? -

- What would you to this 11t—

him happy?-

Let's pretend that you have }
decided that you wanted to
play a game with this boy--a
game like checkers or another
board game. What do you think:
you would say to this bpy to
get him to play checkers w1th
you? ) . .
Let's say you want to play. mar—
bles ‘with- this girl. What'

_would you say to her to get her

- to play marbles with you?

This little girl wants to play ~
manples, but you know that she
can't right now. What would
-you say to her to let her know"

_ that she can* t play marbles now?
Let's pretend that you were just
‘playing ‘with a toy that Belongs

. to this boy. . While you were
playing with it, it fell and‘it
accidentally  broke. What would

Y

S




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

-

-

-

~ LA ~ [+)
- . . . &
~ - Tabie 1 (continued) .
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”. ‘ - : /
. " Picture . Question
". ~ * *
’ you say to this boy to let ‘him
P know that his toy was broken?
8. Young boy sitting - Let's pretend that you wanted
in wheelchair throw- to have a race with this boy.
ing a pillow ‘ What would you say to him to .
- get him to race with you?
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Iy
'~ Level

Level 2:

’ ) * Level 3:

' N3 Level 4

Level

Level 6:
Level
Levei

-t

II.
ha

Level 1:
Level ﬁﬂ

+

Level 3:

Level 4z

Level 5:
”"” /
. - - Level 6: .

‘Incomplete response but in the r;ght diregtion

:¥ "Repetition of |

t

Table 2 T .
»Coding Schemes ] \\r .

,General listener adaptation,codinh scheme

No response ., ' . . -
Inappropriate response )

¢

perimenter's instruction in

the respbnse - o original ideas or wording

Straightforward .and appropriate communication -
gettlng the message across but no adaptatlon
to the partlcular situation - original wording

Slight adaptation; recognltlon of emotional

state (i.e., sorry ‘or please)

Stronger adaptation - _excuses:- made, persuasion ~

used . —

Empathlc adaptation and attempt to moillfy
feelings . o

-

Ada tation to handlcap (to be used only\\\/plctures of
icapped kidg) . . .

No response v $ -

* .
No reference to handicap when reference would

‘have been approprlate or when the subject did g

not recognize the handicap . R

Reference to handlcap, but unnecessary Qr
inappropriate . - K

No reference t0»hand1cap, but reference was
not necessary -

3

‘
-~

Approprlate reference, but not strong or empa-
thic ;

Empathic, accurate reference (1 €., approprl—
ate offers of help or understandlng)

s
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Table. 4
Scores acrosf Grades
Empathic

‘Group . , Adaptation

~

Handicap
Adaptation

First: X 4.43 -~ ™

‘T 8D Py l.'3'0 :

«,\//n, h ) 52
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