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Abstract This study examined the effects of using be-
havioral skills training (BST) to teach peer models to
engage students with moderate to severe developmental
disabilities in interactive play. Two separate multiple-
baseline across participants designs were used to deter-
mine the effectiveness of BST on the peer models’
implementation of the procedural steps and the target
students’ percent of intervals engaged in interactive
play. Results demonstrated that BST was functionally
related to the peer models’ accurate implementation of
procedures and the target students’ percentage of inter-
vals engaged in interactive play. In addition, all partic-
ipants demonstrated generalization to novel activities
and play partners, and three of the four target students
maintained high levels of interactive play for up to 13
weeks after intervention.

Keywords Behavior skills training . Peer mediated
instruction . Interactive play . Developmental disabilities

Playing with friends is a vital part of childhood that all
children, including those with disabilities, should be

able to enjoy. Research demonstrates a range of benefits
for engaging in play, including increased independent
participation in a range of settings (Frey &Kaiser, 2011)
and increased social and communication skills (Lifter,
Foster-Sanda, Arzamarski, Briesch, & McClure, 2011).
However, many children with moderate to severe devel-
opmental disabilities experience persistent difficulty en-
gaging in interactive play activities with peers (e.g.,
Harrison & Oakland, 2015; Kemp, 2016; Simpson &
Bui, 2016). Difficulty with cooperative play activities
can reduce opportunities for children to practice impor-
tant social, language, and cognitive skills in natural
contexts as well as hinder their ability to build and
maintain friendships (Bredecamp, 2019; Cook, Klein,
& Chen, 2020; Dennis & Stockall, 2015; Patry & Horn,
2020).

Fortunately, children with a range of disabilities can
acquire, maintain, and generalize appropriate social play
behaviors through explicit instruction. In their review of
play interventions, Jung and Sainato (2013) identified
video and live modeling, systematic prompting strate-
gies (e.g., least-to-most prompting), and pivotal re-
sponse training (i.e., naturalistic teaching) among effec-
tive interventions for teaching play. Most of the studies
examined intervention packages consisting of explicit
instruction (i.e., verbal instructions, modeling,
prompting, and reinforcement) delivered by adults. Re-
search also demonstrates that directly teaching peers to
model, prompt, and reinforce play behaviors of children
with disabilities increases their social engagement and
language production (e.g., Barton, Choi, & Mauldin,
2019; Katz & Girolametto, 2013; Zhang & Wheeler,
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2011). For example, Milam, Hemmeter, and Barton
(2020) taught preschool peer buddies the “Stay, Play,
Talk” strategy to socially engage preschoolers with
ASD during play time. The interventionist used model-
ing, role-playing, and prompting (visual and verbal) to
teach peer buddies to stay close to their friend, bring a
toy, initiate interactive play, and talk about the toy they
are playing with (e.g., “The car goes fast.”). Results
demonstrated increases in social interactions for all par-
ticipants as well as maintenance of the strategy after
fading adult supports. Peer-mediated interventions
(PMI) have a long history of empirical support demon-
strating improved social, academic, and functional skills
for students with a range of disabilities (e.g., Dart,
Collins, Klingbeil, & McKinley, 2014; Lee, Odom, &
Loftin, 2007; Maheady, Sacca, & Harper, 1987; Strain,
Shores, & Timm, 1977).

PMI interventions require effective training of
peers so they can implement the interventions con-
sistently. behavior skills training (BST) is an
evidence-based practice for training individuals to
acquire, maintain, and generalize their learning
across a variety of skills and populations (e.g.,
Clayton & Headley, 2019; Drifke, Tiger, &
Wierzba, 2016; Fetherston & Sturmey, 2014;
Kornacki, Ringdahl, Sjostrom, & Nuernberger,
2013; Sawyer et al., 2017). BST consists of four
components: instruction, modeling, rehearsal, and
feedback. During instruction, participants learn the
importance of the target skill, its components, and
how and when to implement it (Ervin, Wilson,
Maynard, & Bramblett, 2018; Singh et al., 2017).
During modeling, participants are shown how to per-
form the desired behaviors or skills through live
demonstration or video modeling (Morgan & Wine,
2018; Singh et al., 2017). The rehearsal and feedback
components of BST occur in conjunction with one
another. As participants rehearse the skill through
role-playing, the trainer provides immediate, specif-
ic, and corrective feedback and praise about the par-
ticipant’s performance (Singh et al., 2017).

Although BST is an evidence-based intervention
for training parents, teachers, and paraprofessionals,
few studies have examined the effects of using BST
to train peers to deliver interventions to students
with disabil i t ies. In one study, Tarasenko,
Miltenberger, Brower-Breitwieser, and Bosch
(2010) used BST to train participants to implement
abduction prevention skills with their younger peers.

Peer models implemented all four components of
BST (instructions, modeling, rehearsal, and feed-
back). Results demonstrated that peer trainers suc-
cessfully used BST to teach their younger peers
abduction prevention strategies to mastery.

In another BST study with peers as intervention-
ists, Ervin et al. (2018) trained peer models to
appropriately respond to target students’ disruptive
behaviors. The BST intervention consisted of a
discussion about the reason for the disruptive be-
haviors and the importance of responding appropri-
ately; modeling the appropriate responses; role-
playing; and providing corrective feedback. Results
demonstrated that BST was effective for increasing
the appropriate responses of peer models to their
classmates’ disruptive behaviors. Although not di-
rectly targeted, this study also demonstrated an
overall decrease in disruptive classroom behavior.
Using a similar BST training procedure, Mathews,
Vatland, Lugo, Koenig, and Gilroy (2018) demon-
strated quick skill acquisition by peer models on
initiating verbal interaction, prompting of skills,
and delivering praise. Additional contingencies,
such as posting data and providing prompts were
required to achieve generalization of prompting and
praise behaviors.

Research on using BST to train peer models has been
implemented with peers aged 7 to 18 across different
skill domains (i.e., social skills, academic skills, safety
skills). BST intervention research demonstrates success-
ful outcomes across a range of learners. However, pre-
vious research has not examined the effects of using
BST to train peer models to implement play interven-
tions with students who have moderate to severe dis-
abilities. The purpose of this study was to examine the
effects of BST on peer models’ correct implementation
of a play intervention and target students’ engagement
in play. In particular, this study was designed to answer
the following research questions.

1. What are the effects of BST on the acquisition,
maintenance, and generalization of procedural steps
implemented correctly by peer models?

2. What are the effects of using BST to train peer
models on the percentage of intervals engaged in
interactive play by students who have moderate to
severe disabilities?

3. What are the peer models’ opinions of the BST
intervention?
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Method

Participants

This study was conducted in a public school in the
Midwest region of the United States. There were eight
participants: four peer models without disabilities and
four target students with moderate to severe disabilities.
All four peer models (Abby, Bethany, Megan, and
Nicole) were sixth-grade girls who were 12 years old
at the time of the study. The peer models were selected
as participants based on their previous participation as
peer models in the multiple-disabilities classroom that
was a regular practice in place at the school. Table 1
shows demographic and school-related information for
the peer models.

The target students with disabilities were three boys
and a girl (Kevin, Caleb, Quinn, and Rachel) ranging
from 6 to 8 years old and diagnosed with a range of
disabilities including ASD, intellectual disability, cere-
bral palsy, and MPS III. The teacher recruited target
participants based on their social skills deficits and their
IEP goals targeting interactive play skill development.
Table 2 shows demographic and school related infor-
mation for the target students.

The peer models and target students were randomly
paired prior beginning baseline data collection. These
pairings remained consistent throughout the experiment.
Tables 1 and 2 show which peer models were paired
with which target students.

Setting

All data were collected in a self-contained special edu-
cation classroom for children with multiple disabilities.
During experimental sessions, this classroom consisted
of one teacher, two assistants, six to eight students with

disabilities, one to four peer models, and sometimes an
additional data collector. The classroom teacher, who
was a student in a master’s degree program at the time of
the study, was the experimenter, primary data collector,
and first author. A doctoral student served as a second
observer who collected IOA and treatment integrity
data.

Recruiting and Informed Consent Process

After receiving IRB approval, packets that included a
recruiting letter explaining the study and a permission
form to sign were sent to the parents of the target
students and the parents of the peer models. After re-
ceiving signed parent permission forms, the special
education teacher (i.e., experimenter) obtained assent
from the peer models by reading an assent script to each
peer model individually and privately. The script includ-
ed an explanation of the procedures, risks, and benefits,
and the option to withdraw at any time without penalty.
If the peer model agreed to participate, she provided
verbal assent and signed the assent form. Due to their
cognitive level of functioning, the IRB did not require
assent from the target students who were all diagnosed
with moderate to severe disabilities.

Definition and Measurement of Dependent Variables

This study examined the effects of the BST intervention
on the percentage of procedural steps implemented cor-
rectly by peer models and percentage of intervals en-
gaged in interactive play by target students with disabil-
ities. Data were collected two to four times per week and
once per day depending on the participants’ schedules.

Percentage of Procedural Steps Implemented Correctly
by Peer Models This dependent variable assessed the
peer models’ implementation of the procedural steps for
each play activity. The teacher created a 16-step task
analysis listing the procedural steps and used it to record
the peer model’s implementation of each step (see
Appendix 1). A plus sign (+) was recorded for each step
performed independently and a minus sign (-) was re-
corded if the step was skipped or required prompting.
Depending on the target students’ responses to
prompting, some steps did not apply during every ses-
sion in which case an N/A was recorded for that step.
Percentage of procedural steps was calculated by divid-
ing the number of steps completed independently by the

Table 1 Peer models information

Nicole
(with
Kevin)

Bethany
(with Caleb)

Abby (with
Quinn)

Megan (with
Rachel)

Gender Female Female Female Female

Age 12 12 12 12

Grade 6th 6th 6th 6th

Ethnicity Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian African
American
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total number of steps (not including those marked N/A)
and multiplying by 100.

Percentage of Intervals Engaged in Interactive
Play Interactive play, defined as joint interaction be-
tween the peer model and the target student, was dem-
onstrated when the target student was taking turns with a
peer engaging in the following activities: rolling a ball
back and forth, building a structure of blocks, and racing
toy cars. Target students were considered not engaged in
play if they played alone (away from the peer), played
next to the peer with no interaction, or moved away
from the play area. Data collection for each 5-min
session began after the teacher said, “It is playtime.”

Partial interval recording was used to measure the
percentage of intervals engaged in play. In particular,
data were collected during 10-s intervals over a 5-min
observation period. The total duration of play timewas 5
min. The special education teacher used a MotivAider®
timer set at 10-s intervals and recorded a plus sign (+) if
interaction occurred at any time during the interval, or a
minus sign (-) if interaction did not occur at any time
during the interval. Percentage of intervals engaged in
interactive play was calculated by dividing the number
of intervals marked with a plus sign by the total number
of intervals and multiplying by 100.

Interobserver Agreement (IOA)

IOA data were collected to determine agreement on the
percentage of steps in the task analysis completed accu-
rately by peer models and the percentage of intervals
engaged in interactive play by the target students. For

peer models, item-by-item IOA data were collected to
determine agreement on steps performed correctly. IOA
was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by
the number of agreements plus disagreements and mul-
tiplying by 100. IOA data were collected for both de-
pendent variables on 45% of the experimental sessions
across all phases of the study. For target students’ inter-
active play, IOA was calculated by dividing the number
of intervals where agreement occurred by the total num-
ber of intervals and multiplying by 100.

Table 3 shows IOA for each participant across ex-
perimental phases. IOA for time engaged in interactive
play across target students and phases ranged between
80% and 100% with a mean of 93%. The IOA for
number of BST steps implemented correctly by peer
models ranged between 81% and 100% with a mean
of 95%.

Treatment Integrity

Treatment integrity was assessed on 21% of the exper-
imental sessions to determine the extent to which the
teacher (i.e., the experimenter) followed the experimen-
tal procedures in each phase of the study as planned. An
observer used a checklist and recorded whether or not
the teacher completed each step of the experimental
procedure. Treatment integrity ranged from 80% to
100% with a mean of 98% across phases.

Social Validity

At the end of the study, the teacher administered an
experimenter-designed social validity questionnaire to

Table 2 Students with moderate to severe disabilities information

Kevin (with
Nicole)

Caleb (with Bethany) Quinn (with Abby) Rachel (with Megan)

Gender Male Male Male Female

Age 8 8 6 6

Grade 2nd 2nd Kindergarten Kindergarten

Ethnicity Caucasian Caucasian Multiracial (Caucasian and
African American)

Caucasian

Diagnosis ASD Intellectual Disability and ADHD Cerebral Palsy and Multiple
Disabilities

ASD; MPS III

Communication
Style

Nonverbal; LAMP
app on iPad

Partially verbal; vocalizations
plus LAMP app on iPad

Nonverbal; accent device Partially verbal; vocalizations
plus picture symbols

Time in Gen.
Ed.

2 h 8 min 2 h 8 min 1 h 45 min 1 h 45 min
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the peer models to assess their acceptability of the
intervention. The questionnaire contained five state-
ments (I liked being taught how to implement play
activities through instruction, modeling, and role-
playing while getting feedback from the teacher; I liked
being able to practice more if I needed to; I liked having
the task analysis to help me remind myself of the steps; I
liked participating in this study; and I feel that I am
better able to play with and help my peers with disabil-
ities than I was before this study) for which the peer
model responded by circling the word “agree,” “dis-
agree,” or “neutral.” The peer models completed their
questionnaires independently in different locations to
prevent influencing one another’s responses.

Experimental Design

This study used a multiple baseline across participants
design to examine the effects of BST training on the
number of intervals engaged in interactive play by the
target students and the number of BST steps completed
accurately by the peer models. The experimental condi-
tions were baseline, intervention (Phase 1 and 2), gen-
eralization, and maintenance.

Procedures

Baseline Baseline data were collected on the percentage
of procedural steps peer models completed and the
duration of interactive play between peer models and
target students. The special education teacher set out
play materials for each of three activities (rolling the
ball, building blocks, and racing cars) on alternating
baseline sessions. The experimenter observed each pair
for 5-min sessions beginning after delivery of the cue “It
is play time.” No instructions were provided to either of
the participants peers nor the target students. The peer
model with the most stable baseline (or descending
trend) began the intervention phase first. Each

subsequent peer model began intervention after the pre-
vious participant achieved at least 80% of the procedural
steps on three consecutive sessions.

Intervention Phase 1: BST with Peer Models The spe-
cial education teacher conducted BST sessions individ-
ually with each of the peer models during a 20-min time
block in the afternoon. She provided the peer models
with a 16-step task analysis for each of three interactive
play activities: rolling ball to each other, stacking
blocks, and racing cars. Each task analysis consisted of
inviting the target student to play, using least-to-most
prompting for each step in the play activity (i.e., verbal
prompt, picture prompt, hand-over-hand prompt), and
praising the target student for interactive play behaviors.
The special education teacher provided instructions
using the task analysis, modeled the task analysis steps,
role-played the steps with the peer model, and provided
corrective feedback and praise.

Intervention Phase 2: Interactive Play Activity Peer
models began implementing the procedural steps for
one of the three interactive play activities after the
special education teacher cued “It is playtime.” During
the activities, the peer models had access to the task
analysis for reference. Interactive play sessions were
5 min long. The play activities (rolling the ball, building
blocks, and racing cars) were alternated randomly on
each intervention session. On some sessions, the exper-
imenter selected the activity. On other sessions, either
the target student or the peer model chose the activity.
This selection varied across participants and the exper-
imenters did not record which sessions they were
allowed to choose or which participant selected the
activity.

Maintenance During the maintenance phase, the task
analyses were not provided to the peer models and the
procedures were the same as in baseline. The

Table 3 Interobserver agreement for target students and peer models

Target students Peer models

Kevin Quin Caleb Rachel Nicole Megan Abby Bethany

% of IOA 14% 40% 38% 21% 14% 28% 45% 40%

Range 80%–100% 80%–96% 83%–100% 87%–100% 81%–100% 87%–100% 93%100% 87%–100%

Mean 91% 90% 96% 95% 92% 95% 99% 94%

Educ. Treat. Child. (2021) 44:19–30 23



maintenance phase began 5 to 10 weeks after the last
intervention session and lasted up to 13 weeks. The time
between the first maintenance probe and the subsequent
maintenance probes varied due to the participants’ avail-
ability and scheduling. Three maintenance probes were
completed for each pair of participants.

Generalization Using the same procedures as in inter-
vention, probes were administered during 5-min obser-
vation sessions throughout the intervention phase to
determine if the target students and peer models could
generalize their play behaviors to different peer models
and to untrained play activities. Generalization probes
sometimes occurred on the same day as intervention
sessions and sometimes the following day. These activ-
ities aligned with the procedural checklist steps for the
three trained activities and included the following
games: Poppa’s Pizza Topple, Legos, Jenga, and Spill
the Beans. At least three generalization probes were
administered to the peer models and target students.

Results

Peer Models

Figure 1 shows the percentage of BST steps implement-
ed correctly by the peer models. All four peer models
showed considerable variability during baseline with
steps completed accurately ranging from 5% to 100%.
Bethany and Nicole had the lowest average percentage
of steps completed accurately with 23% and 26%, re-
spectively. Abby and Megan had the highest average
with 46% and 47%, respectively. During intervention,
each peer model demonstrated an immediate and sub-
stantial increase of steps completed accurately, ranging
from 80% to 100% across participants. After baseline,
data for all four peer models remained stable at 80% to
100% throughout the intervention, maintenance, and
generalization conditions.

Target Students

Figure 2 shows the percentage of intervals engaged in
interactive play by target students. During intervention
and maintenance, all four students demonstrated in-
creased intervals of interactive play above baseline lev-
el. Each target student’s baseline data showed differing
levels of variability. Percentage of engaged intervals

ranged between 0% and 100%, with 36 of the 38 total
baseline data points at less than 50%. Caleb’s and
Rachel’s baseline data, which ranged between 0% and
25% intervals engaged, were more stable than Quinn’s
and Kevin’s whose data showed a few outlying data
points that overlapped with the intervention data.

During intervention, all four target students showed
an immediate increase of engaged intervals with Quinn
and Kevin showing the greatest increase. Caleb in-
creased percentage of engaged intervals from an average
of 6% in baseline to an average of 62.25% in interven-
tion, 73.33% in maintenance, and 61.75% during gen-
eralization. Quinn showed an increase in engaged inter-
vals from an average of 14.44% in baseline to an aver-
age of 77.57% in the intervention, and 81.33% in main-
tenance. During intervention, Quinn’s data show a
downward trend prior to a 1-month absence. A general-
ization probe conducted for Quinn during maintenance
shows 70% engaged intervals. Rachel increased the
percentage of intervals engaged in interactive play from
an average of 8.5% in baseline to an average of 42.63%
in the intervention, 29% in maintenance, and 36.66% in
generalization. Kevin showed an increase in the percent-
age of intervals engaged from an average of 17.62% in
baseline to an average of 80.11% in intervention,
87.66% in maintenance, and 77.66% in generalization.

Social Validity

All four peer models indicated their opinions of the BST
intervention by circling agree on 60%–100% of ques-
tions. The lowest rating by the peer models was neutral.
On three out of four questionnaires completed by the
peer models, the statement “I liked having the task
analysis to help me remind myself of the steps” was
rated neutral. Nicole also responded neutral to “I liked
being able to practice more if I needed to.” Bethany
responded agree to all five statements on the question-
naire. All peer models responded agree to the statement
“I feel that I am better able to play with and help my
peers with disabilities than I was before this study.”

Discussion

The findings of this study demonstrate that BST training
was functionally related to the correct implementation of
procedural steps by peer models and resulted in in-
creased intervals engaged in interactive play by students
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Fig. 1 Percentage of steps
implemented correctly by peer
models
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Fig. 2 Percentage of interactive
play of target students
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with moderate to severe disabilities. The peer models
also demonstrated generalization to other activities and
play partners as well as maintenance for up to 13 weeks
after intervention. These results are consistent with the
positive outcomes of previous BST research (e.g.,
Clayton & Headley, 2019; Drifke et al., 2016;
Fetherston & Sturmey, 2014; Sawyer et al., 2017) and
extends those findings to typically developing peer
models who provided a peer-mediated intervention to
students with moderate to severe disabilities. In addition
to improved performance, results of the social validity
questionnaires showed peer models’ overall satisfaction
of the BST procedures.

Consistent with previous research, BSTwas effective
for producing quick and significant improvements of
peer models’ implementation of procedural steps that
were durable over 2 to 3 months. Most important, this
intervention resulted in increased engagement of inter-
active play for the target students with disabilities which
generalized to novel play activities and play partners.
Students with disabilities are most likely to benefit from
interactive play with peers when they can stay engaged
with them. An important implication of this study is that
a teacher of students with moderate to severe disabilities
can implement a systematic procedure that is effective
for increasing interactive play with peers.

Limitations and Future Research

Limitations of this study were related to time constraints
and scheduling, the age gap between the peer models
and target students, the way the peer models and target
students were paired, the type of play activities selected
(and who selected them), and the timing of the general-
ization probes. This experiment was conducted in a
public school, so data collection was confined to the
time constraints of the school calendar as well as the
established schedules of the peer models and target
students. In addition, Quinn (a target student) was ab-
sent for several consecutive sessions during the inter-
vention phase so we were unable to obtain generaliza-
tion data for him. Although enough data were collected
to demonstrate a functional relation, future research may
be enhanced by additional experimental sessions, espe-
cially those that assess generalization.

Another limitation is that, due to minor classroom
disruptions on two sessions, the teacher only collected
data for one of the two students in the pair (i.e., the target
student). In particular, on Session 6, the teacher did not

collect data for the two peer models (Bethany and Abby)
and on Session 9, she did not collect data for Abby. She
only collected data for the target students on those
sessions. This type of limitation may be inherent in
research in which a practitioner’s responsibility for on-
going classroom instruction and management may in-
terfere with observation sessions. Future research may
address this limitation by using videotaped sessions or
additional observers.

Considering that there are downward trends for the
target students during intervention, it might be surpris-
ing that some of the target students’ intervals of interac-
tive play were higher in maintenance than during inter-
vention. A possible explanation for this is the target
students may have had additional opportunities to prac-
tice play outside of the classroom and were possibly
more receptive to interacting with peers.

Regarding the assessment of generalization, another
limitation is that no generalization probes were taken
during the baseline phase. Although the participants’
apparent generalized outcomes are promising, we were
unable to determine if generalization was functionally
related to the BST intervention because there was no
comparison generalization data in baseline. Also, the
generalization measure was limited to a different trained
peer model and a different activity. In addition to
collecting generalization data during baseline, future
research should attempt to expand the generalization
measures to other settings or other play partners.

Another limitation was the 4- to 6-year age gap
between the peer models and target students. Prior
to implementing this study, the 12-year-old peer
models volunteered in the special education class-
room as part of their regular school schedule. The
researchers did not have access to younger students
as peer models. Future research should examine the
extent to which the intervention would be effective
for peer models and target students closer in age.
Another possible limitation regarding pair selection
is that peer models and target students were matched
randomly rather than strategically. Strategic pairing
by student preferences, skill levels, or personalities
may produce better results than random pairing.
Future research should examine various ways to pair
target students with peer models to determine which
would produce optimum results.

The types of interactive play activities selected
(i.e., rolling a ball, stacking blocks, and racing cars)
was another possible limitation. To reduce the
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probability of satiation with a particular activity,
three different activities were alternated throughout
the study. When using multiple activities to measure
interactive play, the activities should be of approx-
imately equal effort, interest, and ease for partici-
pants. Based on the spikes in baseline (which oc-
curred during the ball-rolling activity), this was not
the case in this present study. Future research should
attempt to experimentally identify activities that are
similar enough to produce stable responding across
activities. In addition, the experimenter sometimes
provided choices for activity type, and sometimes
she did not. Date were not collected on whether the
session was a choice or a nonchoice session. It is
possible that the participants (either peer model or
target student) performed better when they selected
the activity. Future research should investigate the
effects of choice on BST training and interactive
play.

Future research should also explore ways to in-
crease the efficiency of training peer models as well
as identifying peer model behaviors that result in the
best outcomes for the target students. For example,
the BST task analysis for training peer models could
be adjusted so that it works for multiple target
students, regardless of their behavioral or motor
needs. For example, the task analysis can be simpli-
fied for students who struggle with the series of
directions. Future researchers should also consider
teaching peer models to use specific praise and to
vary praise statements during interactive play ses-
sions. Manipulating the variable of praise may in-
crease target students’ motivation to continue to
engage in interactive play. Future research should
also investigate the effects of BST with peer models
on target students’ improvement with other social
skills, such as engaging in reciprocal conversations,
giving compliments, or asking for help.

Implications for Practitioners

A particular strength of this study is that a practi-
tioner (i.e., the special education teacher) imple-
mented the intervention with her students and the
peer models thereby increasing the likelihood con-
tinuing an effective intervention, which she is plan-
ning to do. Unfortunately, due to Covid-19, the
teacher was unable to continue using the strategy
with her students. The teacher who implemented this

study was a master’s degree student in an applied
behavior analysis program so she may not be repre-
sentative of many special education teachers. Other
teachers may require more training to accomplish
effective peer-mediated interventions. Considering
that play is important for the development of social
and communication skills, language skills, problem-
solving skills, and cognitive skills, practitioners
should make efforts to facilitate and encourage in-
teractive play with peers.

Teachers should consider various ways to use
BST within peer-mediated interventions in their
classrooms. For example, teachers can train peer
models in groups to increase the efficiency of train-
ing. Teachers can also provide direct instruction to
target students and equip them with the skills needed
to respond to peer models’ initiation appropriately.
Students with disabilities can also be directly taught
to initiate play with peers. To promote generaliza-
tion of peer-mediated interventions, teachers should
provide frequent opportunities for practice and sys-
tematically vary aspects of the instructional environ-
ment such as the peer models, types of activities and
materials, time of day, classroom or community
setting, and types of prompts (e.g., verbal, visual,
physical) and reinforcers (social, tangible) used dur-
ing instruction and interactive play.
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Appendix 1

Task Analysis

1. Peer student invites target student to play.
2. Peer student shows target student the toy.
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3. Peer student sits down and prompts target student
to sit the verbal cue “sit down” paired with a
picture symbol.

4. Peer student makes first interactive play attempt
(e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a block, pushing a
car) with target student.

5. Peer student waits for target student to reciprocate
the interactive play (e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a
block, pushing a car).

6. If target student reciprocates play, peer student
praises the target student (e.g., “I like how you
____ , great playing!”) paired with a high five or
fist bump.

7. If target student does not reciprocate play, peer
student prompts target student to reciprocate the
play by using verbal cues paired with picture
symbols.

8. If the target student does not reciprocate play after
the verbal and visual cues, peer student uses hand
over hand to prompt response from target student
(e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a block, pushing a
car).

9. If target students leaves the area, peer student cues
the target student to come play using least to most
prompting (verbal, visual, physical).

10. Peer student makes another interactive play at-
tempt (e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a block, push-
ing a car).

11. Peer student waits for target student to reciprocate
the interactive play (e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a
block, pushing a car)

12. If target student reciprocates play, peer student
praises the target student saying, “I like how you
______, great playing!” paired with a high-five or
fist bump.

13. If target student does not reciprocate play, peer
student prompts target student to reciprocate the
play by using verbal cues paired with picture
symbols.

14. If the target student does not reciprocate play after
the verbal and visual cues, peer student uses phys-
ical prompting (e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a
block, pushing a car).

15. If target student leaves the area, peer student cues
for the target student to come play using least to
most prompting.

16. Peer student makes another interactive play at-
tempt (e.g., rolling the ball, stacking a block, push-
ing a car).
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