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Abstract: Communication preference between picture exchange and manual sign language was
examined. Our participant, Erica, was a 3-year-ten-month old female with development delays
and Apraxia. She attended a local public school special education preschool program. Erica
was presented with two communication choices, picture exchange or manual sign language,
during snack time. The results indicate a preference for Picture Exchange. The implications of
this study include the brevity of the intervention and the ability to imbed this intervention within
the typical special education classroom environment.
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Introduction

Many children with disabilities have deficits imguage and communication. Sometimes these
children are functionally non-verbal, and augmewabr alternative communication (AAC)
systems are warranted. Speech is typically thegmgirgoal when teaching language, and often
times using these systems eventually leads to bpdé&icenda, 2003). The most common types
of AAC are Picture Exchange Communication SysteBJ®) and sign language (Sundberg &
Partington, 1998).

Review of Literature

Schwartz, Garfinkle, and Bauer, (1998) conducteal $tudies to evaluate the use of PECS. The
first study used 31 preschool aged children witlmewnication needs and developmental

delays. Sixteen of these children had been diaghw#tl autism. By the end of the study, all 31

of the participants learned to use all five stage$ECS in 11 months. The second study
employed 18 students (11 with autism) who had k@dro use PECS in the first study. This

second experiment examined whether the childretdaase PECS to communicate rather then
just request simple items. All of the children lkbexpress something they had experienced.
Forty four percent of the children (33% of childreuith autism) acquired spoken language.

Their spoken language also generalized to otheatitumal settings
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The advantage of the PECS system is that the ptapk like the objects being represented and
are readily understood by a communication part@dtentimes the response mode (pointing),
which remains constant across pictures, is alréadye person’s skill repertoire, and the initial
acquisition of PECS involves matching to sampleicivttan be easy to teach. PECS can also
help avoid any negative history with speech. In sarases PECS can increase vocalizations.
Tincani, Crozier, and Alazetta (2006) increasedal@esponses in a 10-year-old student with
autism using PECS. The patrticipant’s vocals inardaghen using an “I want” picture strip and a
3-5 second delay. However, there are disadvantagiss system. The student has to take the
PECS icon with them wherever they go. Another perseeds to be close by in order for
communication to occur, and it is difficult to cawabstract or complex concepts with PECS
(Sundberg & Partington, 1998). While PECS has madyantages and can be a successful
intervention, sign language training is also aedift’e tool and has advantages over PECS.

An advantage of sign language is no specializedbetgnt is needed, unlike with PECS, so the
communicator always has all the materials. AlsoikenPECS, sign language has its own
community, providing a natural verbal environmedeyard, 2013). A sign community means
that there are plenty of resources available: \sdéeachers, and materials. Sign language is a
topographical language, so the signs often look like object they represent. However,
problems can arise because the person will hawa grficulty communicating with someone
who does not know sign and each sign needs to dieidoally taught. This system is also
difficult to teach if the student has motor impagmts (Sundberg & Partington, 1998). Carbone,
Sweeney-Kerwin, Attanasio, and Kasper (2010) fothed/ could increase vocal responses in
pre-school aged children with autism when using umarsign training in conjunction with a
prompt delay. The participants had to sign and emiécognizable vocal response to receive
reinforcement.

Van der Meer, Kagohara, Achmadi, O’'Reilly, Lancio8utherland, and Sigafoos, (2012)
conducted a study examining the preference betwesrual signing and Proloquo2go within a
multiple probe imbedded alternating treatments gitesihere were four all male participants
ages 10, 5.5, 7 and 5.5 yrs. The disabilities oetUASD, multi-system developmental disorder,
Down syndrome and ASD, and congenital Myotonic Bysty. These participants were taught
to mand for preferred toys, snacks or social imtewa (Proloquo2Go only) using Proloquo2Go
on an IPod touch and manual signs. The iPod emitte¢phrases “l want a snack”, “I want to
play”, and “how are you?” They were taught the sifor snack/eat and play. The researchers
implemented an AAC preference assessment. Theogtjon was put on one side of the table
while the iPod was placed on the other. The paditis were asked which one they would like
to use. All four participants indicated a preferrfor a communication mode. One student
preferred to use manual sign while the other tpegéicipants chose the Proloquo2go.
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There are distinct advantages and disadvantagesathing both sign language and PECS.
However, there is limited research regarding howckmose between these two systems.
Sundberg and Partington (1998) provide guidelimesvhen sign language and PECS should be
taught. However, the application of this processaswell documented (Tincani, 2004). Tincani
(2004) conducted a study comparing PECS and sigguiege. Using Sundberg and Partington’s
text, Tincani examined which of the two AAC systemsuld be most appropriate for two
individuals with autism. At first, Tincani traineloth of the students in PECS and sign and
compared the data to see which system resultedie fanctional communication and in higher
amounts of vocalizations. After determining whiglstem was best for each student, the study
concluded by teaching the students their more #&f'ecommunication mode. One participant
was more adept in sign language, the other at PECS.

A further replication of this study used a threetyeld boy with autism and significant hearing
impairments. This study had similar results, altffouhere was no clear “best method” of
communication because he chose whichever modemimemication would give him access to
his preferred item (Dempsey, 2007). While the Tm¢a004) study and subsequent research has
focused on communication training with older maladents (primary aged and above) and on
students primarily with autism and Down’s syndro(@arbone, et al., 2010; Dempsey, 2007,
Schwartz, Garfinkle, & Bauer, 1998; Tincani, 2004hcani, Crozier, & Alazetta, 2006), there is
also research involving communication preferengeguparticipants with disabilities other than
autism.

Harding, Wacker, Berg, Winborn-Kemmerer, Lee, dmadtimovic, (2009)
Evalua
ed choice for communication modes during FCT withe¢ preschool aged children with
communication delays, developmental delays andupliste behavior disorder. They
investigated whether these participants had a pesfecommunication mode using a multiple
baseline design across manding topographies. D&@W the three participants were prompted
to say a word, sign a word manually, touch a cardoach a micro-switch in order to have
continued access to reinforcement. Data were detleon which of the three communication
modes the participants used. All three of the suibjbad a preferred method of communication
by the end of the study. Two of the boys used vawahding almost exclusively, and the other
boy used both vocals and manual signing simultasigou

Bock, Stoner, Beck, Hanley, and Prochnow, (2005¢stigated whether language acquisition
was more readily learned using PECS or voice outpatmunication aids (VOCA). The main
purpose of the study was to determine which methad more efficient in teaching children
language and which was more likely to generalizix fSur-year-old boys with complex
communication needs were used in this study. Aerradting treatment design between PECS
and a Go-Talk (the selected method of VOCA) was leyegal. The boys had fifteen-minute
sessions with PECS and then with the Go-Talk. Tindirfgs offered mixed results. Four of the
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boys learned how to use PECS much faster than th€alk, whereas the other two boys used
both communication methods with equal skill. Neitbemmunication method generalized well
into the classroom setting, resulting in a decr@asequisition across five of the six participants

Examining the previous research, there appears twlsingle best communication mode for all
children. In the two studies comparing PECS, seyms vocals, one participant chose PECS, one
chose sign, and one used whichever communicatiatemas required at the time to get access
to his preferred item (Tincani, 2004; Dempsey, 3d06tarding et al. (2009) found that vocals
were the preferred method for two of their partéeifs, and the final participant preferred a
combination of signs and vocals. Bock et al. (30€&ncluded that four of their participants
were more adept at PECS while two of their paréiois had equal skill in VOCA and PECS.
There is no overwhelming majority revealed in tbenparison of these studies.

An expansion of the prior study van der Meer et(2012) study was conducted by van der
Meer, Sutherland, O’Reilly, Lancioni, and Sigafd@®12). This study was conducted almost
identically to the previous study, except PECS added as a third option. This study, because it
ran an AAC preference assessment and compared anghBPECS, most closely resembles the
present study. Their study was completed with fparticipants with autism. All four
participants had a preferred communication modeo Tof the participants chose picture
exchange and the other two chose theProloquo2Ga frempiently. This study suggests that
students communicate better when using their meseped methods. It should also be noted
that all four of the participants chose a pictuasddl communication system over manual sign
language when given a choice.

All of these similar studies reveal that there & ane best communication mode. Instead, it
depends on the individual, which is why it is sgortant to give the participant a choice. The
purpose of this study was to replicate and exphadtudy conducted by Tincani (2004) and van
der Meer (2012) using a child without a diagnodisaatism and conducting the study in the
natural environment (preschool classroom). The gmestudy focused on comparing the
acquisition of picture exchange and sign languaije avfemale preschooler with developmental
delays. She was taught to mand for snack food itumsg scheduled snack time using her two
most preferred foods combined with food alreadyilalike at snack time.

M ethodology

Participant and Setting

The participant, referenced in this study under jeeudonym Erica, was three years and ten
months old at the beginning of this study. Ericeraded a special education preschool in the
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Pacific Northwest that was primarily for studentsomvere deaf and hard of hearing. Erica had
typical hearing, but was placed in this classroara tb her extreme communication deficits. At
the start of the study, she had attended the pmofpathree months. Erica was served under the
disability label developmentally disabled. She laficits in cognitive, adaptive, language and
fine motor. Across all assessments, she scoredkalow 1% except in adaptive behavior where
she averaged in th&®ercentile. Her largest deficit was in communiwatiErica was diagnosed
with Apraxia. Apraxia is a dysfunction of the spleeunotor function that causes difficulty with
articulation and speech prosody (Murray, McCabeB&llard, 2012). This means that Erica
knew the words she was trying to say, but she kaickree difficulty actually producing the
word. She had three intelligible spoken words atdtart of the study (uh oh, no, all done). Most
of her communication was through gestures, sughoaging toward an item, and unintelligible
vocalizations such as vowel sounds, the vocalimatima, ma”, and yelling. The teacher
expressed concern over Erica’s communication dwsivagk time. Due to her delays, Erica was
unable to indicate the food she wanted during snaiott the teacher was concerned that she was
not getting enough to eat.

The study was initially conducted in the officetthaas inside Erica’s preschool classroom. The
room had a door which was closed most of the wayeézh training and probe session. The
room contained one low table and chairs, shellsg fcabinet, an office chair, storage boxes,

and a computer. Starting at session four, the sieaymoved to the snack table in the main area
in the classroom where other students were presaetclassroom teacher sat in the middle of
the kidney table and there were typically two teefistudents sitting on the other side of the

table. Sometime one to two extra adults, eitherdAsolunteers, sat behind the students to lend
extra support. The students each had their owreplat and they were required to raise their
hands quietly before requesting a snack item. Hsearcher conducted snack time for Erica
only. These sessions lasted from 2.5 to 15 minlteg, and were conducted on average two
days a week.

Materials

The researcher used picture cards of Erica’'s top fawvorite foods and other food items

frequently eaten during snack time such as fislckanss, raisins, applesauce, cookies, pretzel
fish, yogurt, and other snacks. These cards caukist a picture of the item (not a drawing or

cartoon) taken from the Internet. Each picture wasted out, laminated, and cut out into

squares. The sizes of the pictures ranged in sine f

1.5 x 1.75 in to 2.5 x 3.25 in. One other matemaluded was Erica’s shack time placemat,
which was provided by the classroom teacher.
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Dependent Variables

The behavior measured was picture exchange, maigiihg and correct vocals. A correct
picture exchange was scored when Erica picked epitture and put it into the researcher’s
hand. A correct sign was scored when Erica manufdlyned the correct or accepted
approximation of a sign for an available food itdntorrect picture exchanges, such as pointing
to the picture, or producing the wrong sign weré stred. A correct vocal was scored when
Erica vocally produced an intelligible English wo#h incorrect vocal was scored when Erica
uttered a vocalization that was not a recogniz&iglish word. Independent picture exchanges
and signing were only scored for the picture exgleaonly and sign only conditions due to the
way the video was recorded during the choices ¢mmdi

Data Collection and I nter-observer Agreement

The researcher used a six-second-interval recosistem across 30-second increments. Once
the behaviors were recorded, the data sheet wadedivnto 30-second increments and each
increment served as a session. If a target behawasrobserved, then the appropriate symbol
was marked on the data collection sheet. For aliisas except the picture exchange and sign
only conditions, a slash was used to indicate aWeh In the picture exchange and sign only
conditions, a slash was used to indicate indepenctammunication and a circle was used to
indicate a prompt. The researcher video recordeskations and then scored them at a separate
time.

Another graduate student served as the relialsbityrer. The researcher and the other graduate
student scored the video recorded sessions sineoltzty but separately. Inter-observer
agreement (IOA) was conducted for 69% of sessidgeeement was calculated by dividing the
number of agreement by the number agreements péagrdements. The average IOA for
baseline and treatment was 99% (range 75-100%).

Experimental Design and Conditions

The design used was an ABCDBE reversal designdika2011) with a component
analysis. First forty sessions of baseline, ‘A’ ,reveecorded. Then the researcher ran a choices
condition, ‘B’. The researcher presented both saa picture exchange as communication
options, allowing Erica to choose which to commatecwith. This session was run until a clear
pattern emerged of which communication method se& umost frequently. This lasted for 50
sessions. The next session run was sign alonen@’pacture exchange alone ‘D’, to assess and
confirm proficiency. Each of the ‘C’ and ‘D’ sese®was conducted for 10 sessions. Then a
modified reversal was done, returning to the cromndition to confirm the results of condition
‘C’ and ‘D’. After a consistent trend was foundthre return to ‘B’, and there was a clear pattern
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as to which communication mode she used most fretyjea generalization component, ‘E’,
was also added. In this component, the regulathtgawas the communication partner. The
second ‘B’ session lasted for 10 sessions. Se&siamas run for 24 sessions.

Procedures

The training sessions for picture exchange andirsigwere ten minutes in length. The probe
sessions were five minutes in length. Later, breedse implemented during training every five
minutes. Finally, Erica was placed with her pe&ad @o time limit was put on the sessions.

Preference assessment. A forced choice preference assessment (Fisher.et1892) was
conducted across eight snack food items. Ericangasequired to make a choice each time. For
tiebreakers, Erica chose between the two tied items

Baseline. During baseline, the researcher had no interaetitim Erica apart from videotaping.
The teacher was asked to lead snack time as naumalg the regular snack time. The students
had to raise their hands quietly and then requdsbd item, using signs, signs and vocals or
picture exchange. Erica was provided prompts adetkee

Picture exchange training. Erica was first trained using picture exchanges®as were run as
closely to her regular snack routine as possibée,tpacher request (i.e. Erica had to raise her
hand in order to mand for a snack item). The researprovided a model of hand raising as
needed. After Erica raised her hand, the reseaasked “Erica, what do you want?” or “What
do you want?” If she pointed or reached for thelfieh cracker, then the researcher immediately
provided a prompt by placing the card in Erica’adiand then physically guiding her to give the
card to the researcher. After two or three timeasgushe physical prompting, the researcher
added a delay in the training session, waitingethioefive seconds to see if Erica would hand the
researcher the picture card prior to a physicalamal prompt. Simultaneously with the delay,
the researcher also added in a visual prompt afilmglher own hand out, resting it on the table
no more than an inch from the researcher’s body.

Picture exchange probe. The first author gave no prompts or physical gnogafor the picture
exchange, outside of the visual hand prompt alretbgribed. The teacher still modeled hand
raising and asked Erica what she wanted. After @essful picture exchange, the researcher
occasionally provided feedback or praise along withsnack item to facilitate spoken language
in the future.

Initially, these probes were conducted with only dood item. However, after the first picture
exchange probe, Erica had satiated on the itenter Affis session, it was determined to present
two food items at a time. Training was moved ol mext food item once Erica demonstrated
at least a 20% rate of appropriate requesting duhree consecutive probe sessions.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education | www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and EducationjiEzt

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:3, Issue:3, July 2014

Sign training session. These sessions were conducted exactly the sanie gécture exchange
probe, except using signs. The same foods (goldfiabkers and raisins) were used. Erica did
not need physical prompts during this sessionhgorésearcher modeled the sign, and Erica
produced a modified version of the sign. After pradg the sign, she was given the requested
snack item. The researcher implemented the thréi@g¢second wait period after teaching the
sign for five minutes. The training sessions wererhinutes in duration.

Sign probe. The researcher gave no prompts or physical guaéosrcthe production of
the sign. After a successful sign the researchanldveay, “Erica wants a (food item)” to
facilitate spoken language in the future.

Choices. Erica sat at the snack table with her peers andrébearcher accepted all
requests for food. Erica was given pictures repri@sg the food items available for snack. Erica
was not limited in the number of foods she coulguest. She was allowed to mand for any
available snack item. Whenever Erica pointed oched for a snack item, the researcher held
out one hand on the table while making the signtterdesired food item with the other hand.
Erica could then choose how she would respond. proper sign or picture exchange was
accepted, and Erica was given a small amount d f¢oe., one cracker, one spoon of apple
sauce). If Erica immediately utilized picture exaba for an item, a sign was not provided. If
Erica immediately signed, then the hand prompt reasoved and the mand was honored. This
was done because if she immediately responded pipgtely, she had already made her
communication choice.

Sign only. Again, Erica sat at the snack table with her pdmrsthe researcher responded
to all requests for food. Erica was presented wWithsame foods her peers were eating. In the
sign only condition, there were no pictures preskéririca pointed to a food item, the researcher
prompted her by presenting the manual sign andaBsias required to mimic it to receive a
snack item. A five second prompt delay was addezhtmurage Erica to emit independent signs.

Picture exchange only. This session was run identical to the sign alomaitmn, except
that the communication mode was using picturesetfded, a physical prompt was used. The
necessary pictures were placed in front of Erictniwieasy reach. The researcher placed the
picture in Erica’s hand and then prompted Ericgit@ the picture to the researcher. At least a
five-second prompt delay was used to encourageperdient picture exchange. A longer delay
was allowed if Erica was choosing a snack itemr(sitey the pictures, hand hovering over
pictures).

Choices. This session was run identical to the first choioasdition. It was in effect for
10 sessions.

Generalization. This condition was run using Erica’s best methoddtion. The best
method was determined by whichever mode she used imdependently. The typical teacher
led snack time with Erica and the researcher jhseoved.
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Findings

Data were only collected from the choices condgiand the subsequent conditions. Any data
collected from the probes were not included ingtugly.

Prefer ence Assessment.
The preference assessment is displayed in Figuréh&. complete results of the study are
displayed in Figure 2.

Baseline.

Erica did not emit any intelligible vocals or apprate mands during baseline. The mean
percent of correct signs was 1% (range 0-20%).mMban percent of unintelligible vocals were
23% (range 0-60%).

Choices.

The mean percent of picture exchange was 17% (r@r@%). The mean percent of
manual signs was 5% of intervals (range 0-40%).r8veas a stable increase in both picture
exchange and sign language. The mean percentmieligible vocals was 18% (range 0-80%).
The mean percent of intelligible vocals was 1% @eaf-20%). Unintelligible vocals underwent
a variable decrease and intelligible vocals hadadakle increase. Once a stable trend was
developed in the data and one communication mode tagher percentage of intervals than the
other, it was decided to move on to the next phase.

Sign Alone

The mean percent of independent signs was 4% (1@«2§86). The mean percent of prompted
signs was 24% (range 0-40%). The mean percent iotalilgible vocals was 12% (range O-
40%). The mean percent of intelligible vocals waJl0e data was stable and increasing across
target behaviors except for intelligible vocals.

Picture Exchange Alone

The mean percent of independent picture exchanges W% (range 0-40%). The mean
percent of prompted picture exchanges was 4% (rah@®%). The mean percent of
unintelligible vocals was 22% (range 0-80%). Theameercent of intelligible vocals was 0%.
The data was stable and increasing across tarbavioes except for intelligible vocals.

Choices

The mean percent of picture exchanges were 13%€r@r20%). The mean percent of manual
signs was 4% of intervals (range 0-40%). The data stable and increasing for both signs and
picture exchange. The mean percent of uninteligibbcals was 20% (range 0-60%).

Unintelligible vocals were unstable and increasifige mean percent of intelligible vocals was

0%.
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Generalization
The mean percent of picture exchanges were 5% dré-20%). The mean percent of man

signs was 3% of intervals (rang-20%). The data for these two target behaviors were iisang;
and stable. The mean percent of unintelligible \®eas 23% (range-60%).

Preference Assessment Graph
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Figure 1. Erica’s preference assessment results.
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Figure 2. Erica’s communication choices acr all sessions and experimental conditic

Conclusion

This study serves as a partial replication of tiuelys conducted by Tincani (2004). Tt
study is further evidence of using choices to aetee an AAC device for an individual. It al:
provides evidece of the flexibility of this methoc

The intervention was successful in choosing anceffe communication method fi
Erica. During treatment, Erica used picture exckahd% more than she used s During
baseline, Erica emitted only one sign (thgn for more) and did not use picture excha
appropriately. She pointed instead of handing tictuges to the researcher. She emitted «
unintelligible vocals during baseline. In treatmemtintelligible vocals decreased. During
generalization plse, her unintelligible vocals returned to baselieeels. Intelligible vocal:
increased slightly. Erica only spoke one clear wawdng this study, which was “all done”. F
picture exchange, Erica did not have to be explititined on each picturShe generalized the
first training to all other pictures. During tramg, Erica emitted many independent pict
exchanges, but no independent signs. However,altiretway the data was recorded, it was
possible to indicate whether a communicatiot was prompted or independent during
regular treatment condition, so a component aralyss run
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Our component analysis was run to specifically récavhether an instance of
communication was prompted or independent. Addilign it was conducted to remove any
potential confounding variables created by presgrioth communication methods at once and
to confirm the results of the treatment conditidimis condition revealed that she employed
picture exchanged independently for 10% more darudls than independent signs. A return to
the choices condition confirmed that she continugidg picture exchange more than she used
sign. In the generalization condition, she emitteéore picture exchanges than sign. However,
her use of picture exchange dropped almost by A&lis can be explained because the first
session, which contained the most trials, wasfecdif snack time and Erica’s requests were not
immediately answered. If taken day by day, thers @ increase from 2% to 10% of intervals
for picture exchanges use across two days. Signs st coded because the teacher signed to
all students, and Erica occasionally imitated geacher.

During the first picture exchange probe, Ericaatat on gold fish crackers. She would however
sit down for raisins. She successfully generalizedtraining on the goldfish picture exchange to
the raisin icon. During the sign training sessiérica did not emit the signs for either snack food
item independently.

During the sign probe, Erica attempted to elopenftbe classroom and she cried. She did this
for the second sign probe session as well. Duetatying and elopement, a break system with
was toys implemented for the third sign probe sesdfter the first five minutes of the training
session, the researcher presented Erica with togisagked, “Do you want these?” After the
break was over, Erica still continued to becomeaae (crying) and attempted to escape the
office. After further discussion with the classroamacher, all probes were subsequently
conducted at the snack table with her peers, btlt thie researcher running the session solely
with Erica.

Probe sessions were terminated and the choicesticondas implemented because it was noted
Erica did not sit still for very long, and the raseher did not feel that five minutes was adequate
training time. Having both choices being availadrel modeled circumvented this problem.

The strengths of this study include its flexibiliéynd adaptability to change. The intervention
changed to meet the needs of the child without domehtally changing the independent or
dependent variable. It was effective in revealirigolr method was her preferred communication
modality. It was cheap and easily implemented preschool classroom because the treatment
was imbedded into the every day routine and it tiittlle time to run (a little over an hour in
total). In theory, this can be used with more tbhaa student (Tincani, 2004). This study also had
some social validity (Wolf, 1978), because commatin is an essential skill. An additional
strength was this study gave Erica the prerequiskidls needed to begin training on
Proloquo2Go with the speech therapists.
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This study had several weaknesses. Even thougl there over one hundred twenty sessions
run in this study, it was little less than an hotidata because of how short the data collection
sessions needed to be. Another weakness in thg stad the single reversal due to time
constraints. Independent and prompted mands catldhenr scored for the entirety of the study
because in most of the video it was impossiblee® whether the researcher was prompting
Erica or not. Her unintelligible vocals decreaskemtighout the course of the study, but it was
unclear whether or not it was because aberrantvihéyelling, crying) decreased or if the
communication modalities replaced some of her wcahd they returned to baseline levels
during generalization.

Suggestions and Recommendations

If the researcher had more time, more reversalwdegt choices and the component analysis
would have been conducted. This would have evaluateether with more time sign would
have emerged as Erica’s preferred mode of commiimichecause she exhibited independent
signs outside of snack time. The researcher woalc lextended the study to include Erica’s
Proloquo training.

Further research should implement this proceduez avonger period of time. Independent and
dependent communication efforts should be recordadross the entire study.

Unintelligible/inappropriate vocals should be categed as aberrant (yelling/ crying) and non-
aberrant in data collection. Multiple reversals ddobe conducted in future replications.
Reproductions of this study should compare usiegtthditional training and probe method and
the choices procedure used in this study. Additisasearch should be done replicating this
procedure with more female participants. Multiplrticipants should be evaluated with and
without the choices procedure. Also, further resleashould be conducted evaluating picture
exchange or PECS as a prerequisite skill for uBrodpquo2Go.

There were many practical implications of this gtuthis procedure can be implemented in the
daily routines of a preschool classroom, making thviable intervention for teachers. This will
provide participants with their most preferred coummcation method. This study provides
further evidence that providing a student with ithedst preferred communication method will
increase their communication. This study also mtesievidence that this procedure is effective
for multiple disability categories and age groups.
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