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This %{ter-school program uses a recreational'setting, a swimming pool, to -~

~ facilitate the learning of severely impalred deaf-blind children and to

. .

increase their opportunities to interact positively within t eir communities.

The rationale for selecting this setting 1s that act1v1t1es developed throu%l
leisure programs can increase the youngsters' social and ~commun1cative
interaction and’ improve\ their gross ,motor control. Additionally, such

4

.activities can provide deaf-blind children opportunities to interact with'

non-hanoicapped people .
- ¢

Several statements*made at the BEH-sponsored National Institute on Program
Development and Train1ng in Reoreation for Deaf-Blind Children, i$outh' and .
Adults support the decision to select recreational programming as the core of
this project. ", . . the opportunlty that recreation affords, ind1v1ouals to
share experiences with others, thereby developing 1nterpersonal skills, .is
relevant to emotional, social and prevocational " need _areas, ’u "recreétiﬁb .
offers a /major means for promoting -'mainstreaming of - the Deaf—Blind with *
“their’ normal peers,W. ”recreation activrties become the - realist1c 'testing
ground‘ for many areas of skill development " ana "there is a, spec1al need for
bringing the fields of specialized education ,and recreation .together
(Brannon English and Bettica, 1974) ' . Y R . o

Despite the récognized value of coorolnating classroom arid , leisure time
activities, there has ‘been little atteﬁtipn given to actually developing‘such
leisure programs for the deaf—b ind. Such a lack could be attributed to the’
facts that 1) “these childre need an inordinate amount of training in other
areas; 2) there is little documentation of children s skill development when

leisure time activities are taught or ‘1) the funds provided for éducating v
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deaf-blind children can be stretched only so far and the dollars arg spent on

‘what is considered bedrock necessity, i.e., a basic educational program. Odr

position is that recreatimgl'activities in fact.have important educational '

-

outcomes. ' .
&

3

It is pbssible that more administrators in educational; sociah services,
'or” recreational programs woul,-d alloeate funds for recreational‘activities' of
ageaf-plind ;Jersons if they could see results demonstrating progress in several
related areas, such as'in}proved physical and communication functions. Our
project staff hope that, with proof of the etucational effectiveness of these
,activities, more people will be izwterested in providing deaf'ielind'youngsters

’

with the full, comprehensive programs that are provided for nonhMandicapped

students and which lead to an enriched life beyond school and greater

&

opportunities for integration. %

. . 4
In order to assess the deaf-blind.children in our prbject. ana to develop

the programs for ‘them, it has been -essential for the project's personnel, who
2 represent several professmnal disciplines, to work as an 1nte1’msc1plinary

team. This team has also shared responslbilitles for,,developing inservice

deaf-blind children on a daily basis such as Foster Grandparents, residential
hall staff, and peer tutors. Tpe peer tutors are high school students who,'
following training, work with the deaf-blind students each” day in the locker
room, swimming pool, and gym and teach the- small-step programs that leao to
attainment of instn)ctional ‘ob jectives. They haye' proven to be excellent

teachers for this group of children.

}J.
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Water as the Instructional Environment Co . N
The swimming pool -was \chosen' as the primary ‘instructional setting for
'im;;mving the skills of the deaf-blind children for féur reasons. First, 1

. had not1ced during’ many years of working with deaf-blind children that they .o
t _— v
were remarkably dlfferent in the water -than they were on land: their muscles'

L3
and bodies appeared more relaxeo,rthere was increased vocalization, and the
. - R . S

"children appeared more content. Second, the 93° F water provices a secure
-anG relaxing environment for the -'children, who are far more rs;ptive to

learning the targeted skllls in the water than in the conventiona classroom

setting Th1rd the commun;ty swimming. pool proviges the children with

increased opportunities for contact with titizens. outside. of the institutional

-

setting' .for recreational purposes. Fourth, since community pools are Ty
Baccessible all over the United States, the project is easily replicable. The

goal of the projEct is' to teach spec1f1c skills in the swimming ‘pool, which

» .

can then be generalized to progressively broad environments, such as the

/ j locker %room, gymna51Um, claSsroom, re51dent1al units v and ,eventually the
N - . 3

surrounding_cbmmun}ty;

R - }

N

. Population °
"’Criteria'for sélécting the project's children were as follows: Deaf-blind

childfén were selected who 1) were being educated in close geographic

LN

proxﬁmity to nonhandicapped children so the two broups coulo be integrated 2)'

had access, to recreational facilities in \order that programs could be

n ‘ ‘developed above ahd beyond‘ basic ‘educational needs, 3) were already being.

T .served in an educational program to meet their itdividyal needs; 4)‘wereobeing
served in a school district that wished to pgiticipate in~the project in order
* to- develop expanded opportunities for diaf-blind children, and 5) - were

.
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eﬂralled in an edutational program geographically close to the University of
Washington. The fifth criterion was important in ordér to establish and
maintain close cooperation between the Univer51ty and school dlstrict and to
utilize «the project site for graduate studentt;laining l
s In order to comply with' these’ criterla, elght deaf-blind ‘cgildren and
. youth who were enrolled in educational programs within® the Shorel‘ne School

District were selected as the target population ¢ All but one of these

°

children 11ve at Flrcrest School,  an Intemmediatd: Care Facility for the ’

Mentally Retarded run by Ebe Washington State Department of Social and Health
v & - ' ‘.‘

Services and located within the Shorellne Schoolv District, which is.

)
responsible for their ba51cﬂeducdt10nal program”/When the children were f1rst

J

enrolled in the_project, their chronological ageslqangec from 3 to 18 years

-

and their. functional ages ranged -from 1 month to 2 years.

- . i LN
»

The University of Washangton's Integrated Educational/ eisdre Time Program

’

@

for Deaf-Blind Children and Youth

i

The project is ngw in its second.year of operation This paper yili

discuss the first year's actiyities. The program is composed of \gumerous

parts, several that. deal directly with child progrEss objectives and
L. . ®

measurement several that «involve developing new trainiq&\mater}als ang u51ng

theee materiqls to train different groups to worf//with tbe deaf—bllnd o

studéhts, and a parent involvement component.
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ngget Population Activities,

Assessment Before beginntng the water’ program, all -children were
) assessed by the professional team in thpee areas, communication, social, and'
-grossL motor skills, w1th the Callier-Azusa Test foi“Oeaf B'llnd Chlldren
F(Stiliman, 1978), The~ Gesturdl' Approach to Thought .and” Expression (GATE) -
‘(Langley, 1979), the motor por'tiion of the Bayley Scales of Infant Qeve’loolrient .
(Bayley, 1969), ande. t'ne Oeat‘-lEBlind Motor Assessment Tool (Harris, 1981)'
ther the children had particlpated in the ‘water program for 6 months they -
were measyred agaan with the same tools. g Addltionally, da11y data were taken
orr all objectives forj ach child and graphed weekly in order to ohart progress
and permit the staff to implement changes in obJectives as ° necessary (see
Figure l). ’/"'

Insert Figure 1 here

&

Ob‘jective "wfpllowmg initial assessment two objectives each in the
’ 'y

communication, 5001al and * gross motor areas were written for each child
~

j‘Each obJective was - broken out into small steps, commensurate with these

) severely impaired children s rate of learning (see Figure 2 for sample

objectlve and small steps).
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Social Goal 4:
Objective 4.1:

. Step 1:

!

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Step 6:'
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Figure 2
SAMPLE OF A SOCIAL OBJECTIVE AND SMALL 'STEPS FOR PROGRAMS

<

To increasé interaction wfth peefL fs

When placed together on the tube in the ‘water, David and Ray

will hold hands with verbal/signed cue for 60 seconds for 4/5

trials over 15 consecutive days.
Tutor gives sign/ve al  for "hold hands, David (Ray)." ca o ‘
Place David and Ray's hands together.
Each tutor holds hands in position to insure hand holdlng (full ‘motor
assist - .
Criterion: Keep hands in place for 5 seconds 4/5 trials’ for 3 ‘days -

go to step 2.
Consequence + If David (Ray) permit act1vity without’, pulling,
- biting, etc. - pub heads and praise verbally. -
- If David (Ray) resist, pull out of water and jgnore. .
Repeat step 1 but increase to 10 seconds. '
Tutor gives, sign/verbal for "hold hands, David (Ray)."” :
Plece hands’ together.
Tutor )places fingers lightly on Dav1d s (Ray's) hands (dartial
assist .
Criterion: Handg remain -in place for 5 seconds 4/5 trials for 5
consecutive days, go to step 4.r
Consequenca + David (Ray) hold for 5 seconds praise, rub head, etc.
. - David (Ray) resist: return to.step 1.

Repeat step 3: Increase to 10 seconds. -0

Tutor gives sign/verbal for ."hold hands, David (Ray)."

. Places hands together, then fo assist.

Criterion: Dayid’ (Ray) hold hands for 2 seconds 4/5 tr1als for 3
consecutive days go to step 6.

-

Consequence: + David (Ray) hold hands: “‘praise, rub head, etc. - A

: - David (Ray) do not hold hands - return to step 3.

. 1

Repeat step 5: Increase-amount of time as'follows:
to 5 seconds 4/5 trials for 2 consecutive days ,

10 A " " 2.

20 ” L] " 2 B ” ”

40 ” ” ” 2 ” ”

60 ” ” . ” E ) ” ” .

. . \ ) i . . -

+ praise, rub head, play with by'‘swirling tube, etc. ’ ~
- return to fewer seconds required.if, at 5 seconds, “there are 3 -

return to step 3.

N - " !
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Selection of the objectives was based ‘upon ‘initial assessment results, ease of
N teaching the skills in the water, and ease Yof tranferring or generaJ,izing
. ’ : .

these skilis. to other environments such as the gym, living nall, and\ «

classroom. , Puring. the first year, deaf—tﬁli’nd chilaren worked.on' meeting these '

_objectives in the water program 4 days per week after.school from 3:00 to 5:00 v

)

for 6 months. The fifth day of each week was 'spent in the gym, whegrg first

. . efforts were made to t'r’an‘sfer pool objectives to a "land" environment.

. -

. ro
. Training . — . ‘ o ; IR
Inservice tra1ning mooules were developed by the project staff in the

&‘
areas of water. safety, behavior management data collection, .gross .motor:

A \ ’

' development, social skills, and communlcatlon skllls - The inservice training )
A
1ncluded both dldactlc 1nformatlon presented in a classroom settlng and "hands
: on" training in the locker room and swimming pool 2 houts per day, 4 days-:per :
» ¢

week for 3 weeks. The 1n1t1a1 target group for training 1ncIUded 13

. "nonhandlcapped hlgh school students (peer tutors) who would provide individual |

instructlon and work on objectlves with the deaf-blind children. Pre- and

post-test data fOr the initial tra1n1ng are found in Table 1, which shows the
t - . .
~ means for peer tutors' inservice training results.




oy

' through June.

a
. . ; -
- N Table 1 -
Pre- and Post-testhesult's of Inservice Training for Peer Tutors
‘f‘ E . .
. Pre-test Post-test
Area. Taught — mean percent mean percent - °
" Communication Skills 20,37 90.72 -
Water Safety. 3 . 31
~l?;ehavic'sr Management . - 1 i 88 i
Data Collection F 36.25 '87.5
Gross Motor Skills A 46 o .85 ‘.
Social Skills ' 8.3 2

The wee.k when the deaf- blind children were first introduced ta the water
p&‘ogram was also a training time for the peer tutors, who until then had had

"hands on" experienCe ‘with the children only on land. After the intensive

" initial: training, ongoing inservice sessions occurrgd each Friday from Jgnuary

.children and included review of previously presented materials, review of each

P

child' s fol r, answers to questions .about specific children, and discussions

about appropriate handling and interaction with the deaf-blind\ children

Several sessions included revieQ‘ing videotapes and . slides of the peer tutors

\ *a
working nith their assigned students.

‘Peér tutor evaluation.
twice'during the pi‘lot year of the program. Three project staff members rated
each tutor on 12 items (see Table 2, _"Evaluation 'f Peer Tutor Performance")i
The scores from.all three were tallixetd and a mean sc'go‘;‘:eL was derived. The

evaluations were, discussed with the tutors at indivddual conferences.

. ‘ ' - 6

The training was provided after the day's work with the

Peer tutorg were evaluated on theirg performance ‘

-
»
o
N
*
I
S
u-..._‘
' N ’




' grb;Jp, the tutors improved in all® but .two areas,

v , -10~

R J_”“; m

Compardison of mean scores from the.two evaluation p

-

ds shows that, as a

"maintaining positive

v

attitude" and "wo;k attendance.”

staff's general imeressj,pn of peer tutor "bum out” in the late spring.
Absenteelsm was'’ espeglally "high during high school graduation time when there
were frequent rehearsals, ceremonles, ancneartles o ) ’

: ¥
R N . -«

This, finding correspondé to the project

«

4
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Table 2 ‘

. ) .. " ) Evaluatipn of Peer Tutor Performance

" (9.points possible for each item) ’ ' .

. ' Mean Scores’
' (Based on input from three.
professional staff members )

April June
1. Conducts child's ijective activities ' .
. accurately and efficiently , ~ 8.4 8.5
) 2. Uses timely and appropriate reinforcement.’ T 8.4 8.4.
/
3. Uses spare time with child constructively. 7.5 8.2
4. Shows creativity and initiative in suggesting ‘
appropriate alternative activities for child ‘ _
when needed. . - . 7.4 7.6
5. Accepts responsibility for child in the day-to-
day routine of the program ) 8.5 8.6
6. Shows patience and jnitiative in dealing
. with unexpected problems 8.0 8.3
A\ £
7. Complies cheerfully with instructions or
suggestions given by project staff members. . 8.6 8.7
8. Collects data accurately and efficiently. ’ t 8.5. 8.6
* 9. Maintains a positive attitude. B 8.6. 8.3
10. Is not easily distracted by events unrelated ) )
to child's needs. _ o 7.5 8.5
oy .
11. Does not arrive late or - leave early. ] .. 8.4 8.5
12. Is present at work regularly.. - ' 7.0 6.9 "

e
b
g
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Parent Involvement ot

L]

. All parents of progeet children. were ;an1tecl to an initial meeting in
February, and six parents of three children participated The prdject staff
explained the program s goals and eXpressed ‘the desire,-.to - ass1st the parents
in any way possible. The parents who attended the meetihg were very
~enthusiastic Iabout .their i‘children_,s participat%on. but did not wish to be

involved directly. Parents'whg, did not attend lived at a great distance from
' h : . . . B
Vo / :

the project site.

. 1 - } 3 i ) : ’
The staff had developed a needs assessment survey,'which was given to the

-

fparents who attended the meetlng and sent to those who did not. All

>

assessment forms were returned,;but two sets of parents wrote on their’ forms
4

that they did not wish‘tg respond.. Of the six sets who responded their maJor

. .request for assistance was simply for information once or twice a year from a

- B

staff member (either ih person .or in a letter) regarding their child'

progress. ‘;j_ \ ) . s
These “parents “had. béEn heavily involved with the1r profoundly impaired

children for SO long-xthat they were apparently experiencing a type of
burn-out. Although they were very interested' in their chlldren s welfare,

. they did not want to be actively involved in the project on a regular ‘basis.
~In order to provide iﬁfonmation but not demand involvement the project staff
sent all parents pictures‘of theix child participating in project object ves,.
as well as copies ofi‘newspaper articles about the project and a letter
describing the year'§‘activities.a At the end of the first year, therefore, -
all parents had a scrapbook with information about their child and bfctures.

‘ Pictu;es and new information are sent on a regular basis so that parents are

kepf informed. ,




A

[

N

Unanticipated Results .
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The results cover.the first ¢ monthf'ot %he water program. These intlude
unanticipated results which we 'believe will’ benefit both *the deaf-blind
participants as well as other severely dmpaired children, child gains in” the
three skill areas addressed within the project, and change in attitude of the
peer tutors Although the data cgver only a portion of the pilot year of the
project and therefore are limited and-cannot be construed to have far reaching
implications, results do suggest that thus far, the program .has sbeen a

success and could benefit other handicapped children -
A - L

> R "\

-

Dur1ng their spring vacation, when they were- not scheduled to' work in the
prOJect peer tutors visited the project children at Fircrest. ')?ive of the
pser tutors became SO interested in hquicapped students that they signed up
to work at the Prader-willi §nydrome Summer Camp during their summer break. -
One student selecteq the. subject of deaf-blindness to study for a special

~ project in School.' She wrote a paper and prESented the information to-a class

. of 28 high sehool students.who, prior to the presentation, knew nothing about

deaf—blindness or deaf-blind children. One of the peer tutors voluqteerEd to

work in the chilaren s ‘classroom 5 mornings a week during spring quarter She

. did this as part of a project for school and the information she gained was

shared with others in. Jher high school The project was visited by .many
,members of the- community, as well as the peer tutors' parents, siblings ~Qﬂd
church and school friends The problems of the hamdicapped child were rew to
these people and they have shown great interest in the project children and in
shating their new knowledge with others. The Shorewood High School newspaper
.

17
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team (two reporters and a photographez) visited the project ‘and wrote a full
front ‘page article for their paper. Three additional articles and pictures
appeared in the Shore11ne District Newspaper, The Everett Herald and the
Shoreline\Qournal These articles’were much sought after by the peer tutors,

. -
who shared numerous Xerox copies "with friends and relatives actoss the
country. The program has had a definite nripple effect," both in the
activ;ties.of the peer tutors outside the scope ofy the project,.and in the.
compunity.

~

rd

At least five of the pe€T tutors visited their project students during .
b weekend ahd vacation periods when the program was not in operation. One tutor;;f”’/ﬁ
wgrked regularly in a'classroom for the‘deaf-blind students for creoit in a 7
high *school child development’ class. Two tefors took  their students on
R , shopping " trips - for clothes. Several tutors domated swimsuits to project
’3?}” .children. Tutors began doing nextras" for their students, such as washing

.

their hair while showering after swimming, and taking their swimsuits home to

-

“ launder them. . - )

Many people from the surrounding community' became aware of the project

through contact with the peer tutors. " News of the project has spread as far

\\;) ai‘yorway, where. one tutor is now an exchgnge student. She returns in the

fall, bringing a Norwegian student with her, and she intends to work as a

substitute peer tutor. In.addition to peer tutors'' parents' visits to the
program, ohe parent attended a peer tutor inservice training session.

‘Nine® of -the *thirteen peer tutors from the first year's program graduated

frOm high schoocl in June, 1981. Of these, eight made the decision to work in

. the‘"helping professions.” Four eprolled in the Developmental Disabilities

Program at a connUhity .college. lbne began\ so¢ial work training. ‘Another

.

plaps to study medicine. Two have started working in homes for the.disabled.

-

b
€al
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Child Gains
The staff attempted to form a control group of several deaf-blind children

who were. not involved in the water program ‘in order to eempare differences in
Cf K '

gains between the two groups. - However, this was not feasible. Among would-be
.t control child)en, health problems -kept some children out of educational
T, .

programs for very long periods, one child died, and ‘extreme dffferences in

level of, function between thie group-and the target children were found in
N ¢

=

baseline data. e . - - .

. Results, therefore,. are presently reported for project t_:hildren' only,
shou.fin'g gains as measured with standardized tools (see Figure '3). Thés‘e
standardized tests, 'althouéth mod'ified. ‘to some degree for this population, dé )

. . not allow for the very small incremental' gains observed in this po:pulatibnu
Since these severely impaired c_ﬁildren would mot be e_xpe;:ted to g.ain a full 6 |
months i‘n 6 months time, 'as would normal ch“ildr‘en, the scattered Qains show ‘

greater sensitivity Eo smali' changes. If re*lts are\greported at a spec‘ific

- level in months {as we report resultsﬁéfor gross mdtor and communication

Ld L4 .

skills), the gains are extremely small or none&iétent. However, 1f results
are reportéd in scattered g#fins (as we report social skills), then gaing B
bettér ;Qflect subjective reports of child growth made by teachers and hall '
staff end may provide a morg-accurate pictufe,of what the severely ‘impaired

deaf-bling child has learned. For elxample‘, suppose a child is given a pretést

in .social skills and \demonstrates mastery at the 3-montf!| level. | Follow‘iag
in.tervention,' the child is retested ard some of the new-behaviors he exhibits “f‘ .
are:, o . N

smiles in Tresponse to an adult's attempt at intervention

" initiates an interaction with an adult
N L .
respends to a single command . . -
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Because these‘-new behaviors, are splinter- skills and are found at several

different age levels, the child capnot be’ given any credit for his achievement

unleSs ‘a report of— this "scatter" is perm1tted *.For severely 1mpaired

- /
*11//57 ~d;;;:glind children, this appears to be a reasonable approach to reporting

]

gains and may- offer insight into future interventlon strategies as well v

4

Insert Figure 3 here

" The ‘mean gains for subskills for a1l eight children are shown in Figore
4, By reportlng "scattered galns“ as well as "gains," the staff can record
the actual "learning ability of the children, which in some ecases is
statistically sggnlficant ) b s ' ¢

e

“* . Insert Figure 4 here

Wy

# Peer Tutor Data

{

' An attitude survey was giyen twice fo, the peer tutors in 6 monthsj once ’

before they began training and working with the deaf-blind children ahd once

. after they had received training and had worked with the deaf-blind children
for 3 months. An analysis o:%%!!!ance was utilized to determine significance

of changes and” to see whether certain peer tuter characteristics affect their

v ' attitudes. ' Two characteristics appearsd to significantly affect attitude'
last grade in school (‘2? level of confidenCe) and whether or not they have

worked with disabled people previously (.01 level of confidence). "In other

s words, the older students whg had . been exposed to handicapped)lareviously

appeared t* experience the greatest positive changes in attituoe The survey

2!
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disclosed attitude changes in many areas, ghieq of which were statistfbally\
' ‘significant (at levels of confidence of .01 to .07). The changes reflect the
"peer. tutorg‘ increased comfort in working with deaf-blind children who."laok
" funny"™® having sgrong feelings of affecfion’for the deaf-blind children; and
being able to ‘do more }or the children than just make them comfortable. Ini

» . .

other words, the peer tutors rio longer felt repulsed by working with strange
w0, S ,

looking children, really grew to like ‘and care for these children and believed

A

that they could regify'teach the deaf-blind chilgren new skills. It is also

L3

of great interest to note that, at first, in an exercise when they were asked

to describe their deaf-blind childfﬁn, they used terms such_as "gross" and

"obese" -and were shocked and wanted to P;un away.“ _After being trained and

working wiwﬁﬂéhe children, the peer tutors chanﬁéd'and used terms such as
"lovéable," "willing," "capable of learniqg," "very bright," etc. . A

In addition to showing changes in atfﬁtude,'the peer tutors demonstrated ::)
significant gains “in their- knowledge of ,dea%-blind children anh‘ of the
. training > topics following- their initial training. l Before training, thelr
pretest mean scores were 28% correct. Following E;aining, their post-test
meanﬁscorés were 87% correct. A$ noted earlier, the peer tutors .brought 33

_ family members (parents, siblings) and friends ta visit the project durﬁngvthe’

initial ¢ months.ﬂ These results would ﬁﬂggest that they gxperienced a very

high level of commitment to the program and to the deaf-blind children.

13
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Discussion

-

Al

When this program was first planned, there were ma?y who regarded iplwith
skepticism. On the face of it, there were reasons to agree with the sense

that it might be a difficult program to implement; some of its elements were -

)y~
. . ~ R )
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. 'possibly too innovativé, and the‘. combination of imnovations might be

M t{nworkable. First, the ideaiof- attempting to teach ‘dev'elopmental skills to a, V
s‘ever.el,y' impaired group thgoughN means of a  leisure program strick some as
. misguided. . But in.' view of the projecf's, goal *of increasing the chilaren's
‘ opportunities fl:r"inteération with. nonhéndicapped people, the rec;*eationfl
program seems a more logical c}wqice than' a classroom-based P.program; th\ese
low-func:t”igoning children could noti'reasonably be 6xpec£ed to 'pai*j:icibate in
"int.egréted"’c'la'ssroéms in ‘any sense other- than‘ ihrough mere physical

proximity to nonhandicapped children. Sectond, the use of a "swimming" prdgrarh .

- ~for'this populgtion was considered .highly questionable, although pe.gple who -

: wqu with d'eaf-blint'j chilf?fen understand that fheir severe motor problems are ,

less impairing in the water, where the chilaren are buoyed and more relaxed\

It seemed reasonable to test the feasibility of using such a comforting = ™

- environment as a place for learning. The plan t:: err!ploy high school students

as the children's primary instructors within this relatively untested learning
en\;ironment also cauged some disbelief. Yet the literature on peer- and
cross-;age tutoring has given ample evidence of :the effectiveness of such i
strategies, and within this project, the use of peer tutors met one .of ;hé
project's main objectives -- that is,\t} increase the deaf-blind stu‘dents'“

‘}. : meaningful contacts with ﬂonhandicappe.d- persons. Finally, implemenfation of

‘this =project involves the cobperativé efforts of 'four organizations: 'a /

' unrivertsity, a school district, a state agency, ,and an institut.ion 'runiby the
\ag>ency. For many people, that appeared to be an invitation t}} failure and
“territorial" pro‘blems. . : ) ‘ .

I do not want to convey the idea that the program has been completely easy

to implement. There_ are difficult wdministrative hurdles that must be dealt

»

with constantly; coordination is a\?<oing problem. The target children ° .




»

| often have medical and behavioral problems that interfere with smgo‘th -

. functioning of the instructional program. Data h}ve been difficult to obtain\,
due to iliness of the children, pool closures, &M site staff turnover.
Occasionally the well known probl'ems,of working with adolescents emerge in our
peer tutor component. Early in the program th.ere were diffj,culties' in
attaining full cooperation of, the resiOential hall staff, who made it clear
that ifhﬂ felt overworked, and at first resisted any involvement that they
believed would increase their workload. However, affér we redesigned our
approaoh to the hall- staff," they became committeé, to thé goals of the 'project.,
and now assist the project staff in Melping the children generalize newly_
learned behaviors op the residence halls. | ‘

It is especially gratifying to report that the program- is working quite
smoothly and\‘a characterized by. a high degree of cooperation and good will
from everyone involved. The ‘water has proved to be a feasible learning
~ environment for the deaf-blind children, and gains have been exciting despite
the children s severe _heal,th‘problems. Hall staff . report that the children
ha»ve‘Shﬂown a marked decrease in. inappropriate behaviors and appear to be more.
‘wcontent" -- that is, they #xhibit more smiles and moré appropriate social
i behaviors. The ’ peer tutors' - high level of competence ‘and sense ., of v o
responsibility towards the children and the program are sources of immensé
satisfaction to the project ‘staff« ?to the administrators of the institution'
in which the project takes place. The ,training program devised‘y the preject
staff has been validated by the tutors' skillful work with the children. -

Ome * important implicatior’ of this water-based program is that, given its .
. feasibility with a profoun&y _impaired population, it could be easily used or
adapted for work with children who are less severely handicapped than our
project children, gwoul seem especially viable as a model for chilgren “who

At B \ ‘ S ‘.
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have motor problems that interfere with their learning. "on land." The peer

€

tutor component woyld also seem to be easily adaptable to; other programs

serving less severely handicapped gfhildren, - given adequate training of the *
<

v
-

, tutors.

‘For th:selwho are interested, additional data will be available at the end
of the secon; year (August, 1982). These data will reflect single subject
child gains for 11 deaf-blind éhildren over a 9-month period as well as

/;ipanﬁes in attitude for two populations who work with @hgupreject'children.

" During the program's third year (beginning in September, 1982),

-ty

replicability of the project mocgel will be tested when some of the .
administrative responsibilities will be turned over to the institution where

the children reside and the project staff will primarily provide feqhnfbal'
. L
assistance to personnel at other -facilities ysing the training modules

- developed by project staff.

i

to
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