DIGITALCOMMONS

— @WAYNESTATE— Wayne State University

Wayne State University Dissertations

1-1-2013

Facilitation Of Language Acquisition Viewed
Through An Interpretative Lens: The Role Of

Authenticity

Melanie Ann Harper
Wayne State University,

Follow this and additional works at: http://digitalcommons.wayne.edu/oa_dissertations

0 Part of the Special Education and Teaching Commons, and the Speech and Hearing Science

Commons

Recommended Citation

Harper, Melanie Ann, "Facilitation Of Language Acquisition Viewed Through An Interpretative Lens: The Role Of Authenticity”
(2013). Wayne State University Dissertations. Paper 725.

This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by Digital Commons@WayneState. It has been accepted for inclusion in
‘Wayne State University Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons@WayneState.

www.manharaa.com



http://digitalcommons.wayne.edu/?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.wayne.edu/?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.wayne.edu/oa_dissertations?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.wayne.edu/oa_dissertations?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/801?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1033?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1033?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.wayne.edu/oa_dissertations/725?utm_source=digitalcommons.wayne.edu%2Foa_dissertations%2F725&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

FACILITATION OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION VIEWED THROUGH AN
INTERPRETATIVE LENS: THE ROLE OF AUTHENTICITY

by
MELANIE LYNAM HARPER
DISSERTATION
Submitted to the Graduate School
of Wayne State University,
Detroit, Michigan
in partial fulfilment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
2013
MAJOR: SPECIAL EDUCATION

Approved by:

Advisor Date

www.manharaa.com




DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to my family. Withtheir support, | would never have
been able to complete it. First and foremost, lickte this paper to my children, Ryan (age 4),
Lauryn (age 3), and Matthew (age 1). | started trigcess when you were all just a twinkle in
my eye, and during my final few classes, qualifgrgms, and prospectus defense, along came
the three of you. Thank you for giving me so mamystand kisses before | would leave to go
“study”. It kept me motivated to hurry up and getck home to see you run towards the door
and yell “mommy’s home!” with open arms. I'm softyat you had to miss me, but trust me
when | say that | missed you more. | hope thatwiiube proud of this accomplishment when
you are old enough to understand, and that youatilostrive for your goals, even when it seems
too overwhelming. | love you to the moon and back.

To my parents, Jeanette and Leonard Lynam, forlettihng me quit, no matter how
overwhelming it seemed. You taught me that whensyai something, you must finish it.
Without that perseverance, | would have stoppeduying this degree when my children came
along. Thank you for always believing in me, farctang me that education is so important, and
for giving me everything you could as a child aogvnl love you both very much.

Lastly, to my husband, Keith. You have supportedmthis degree even though it has
been so hard. You sacrificed many social and workmitments to allow for me to study and
write. You consoled our children and made them haagain when they were crying for me to
come back. You have always believed in me and steoeveryday how much | am loved. Thank

you for being an amazing husband. | love you fareve

www.manaraa.com



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| greatly appreciate the support of my advisors irthe development of this dissertation,

especially Dr. Zvric, who inspired this study, andDr. Oglan, who helped me to finish it.

Dr. Gerald Oglan
Dr. Greg Zvric
Dr. Derek Daniels

Dr. Marshal Zumberg

Dr. Steven limer

www.manharaa.com



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DI CATION . .. et e e e e ii

ot 10111 =T o =T 0 0= o £ 11

I ESY A0 1= o L= Vi
IS o T[RRI IX
CHAPTER ONE: THE PROBLEM AND CLARIFYING COMPONENTS.........ccoovviiiieee 1
aTigoTo (U Lot 1 o] o PP PP PP 1
INSpiration fOr thiS STUAY ........oveiiiiiiiiie e ereree s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeaeannee 1
U010 L] = PP 6
(@Y7 aViT=1V Ao 1Y/ 11 g Yoo (o] [ Yo |2 6
(©70] o) 0151 o o H PP T PP PPRTPR 9
CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ... 10
aTigoTo (U Lol 1 o] o PP PP PP PPRRP PPN 10
Understanding the Contradictory Paradigms that afieenced Education ................. 10
Empirical Paradigm: The Human Machineg ......cocooeviviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 11
Interpretative Paradigm and EAUCALION ......ccceeeeiiieieiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eeeveeeeee e 14
Traditional vs. Progressive ClasSrOOMS .....ccccavvviieiiiiiiiiiiiis e e e e e eeeeeeeveeeeeeeeeeeeennnns 16
Language, a “contextualized interactional phenome&na..............ccevvvevvvvvivvvieiinssmmeenn. 17
Language Viewed Through an Empirical LENS ..........coovvveiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 18
Language Viewed Through an Interpretative LeNS. . ..cccovvvivivieeeiiiiiiiieeee e eeeeen, 21
Meaningful Language Learning in Authentic SituaiQn................ooovviiiiiieeeee e e 26
(@1 i or=1 1Y (o] 0 01T o | S = T= Tod o 11 o S 28
Yo 0] (o 1o Vo [ 29

www.manaraa.com



Shifting Perspectives in Speech-Language Pathalogy.............cceeiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 31
Historical Roots and the Prof@SSioN ... e 32
Understanding Language Disorder in the Schools..............ccoooiiiiiiiii e, 33
Service DeliVEry MOGEIS.......ccooi oot e et s 35
Language INtervention iN PraCtiCe .......... . eeeerremiiaeee e eeeeeeeeeeeieesseenanseeennnnes 37

(©70] 0 [ (1] 0] o EU TP PP PP PPN 38

CHAPTER THREE: DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY .....cotiiiiiiieeiiiiiee e 39

Y1 oo (8ot i o] o P PP PPPPPPPPI 39

NATUFAIISTIC INQUITY .ottt s e e e ettt eat bbb s s s e e s eeee e e s s s e e e e e eeeaaeeeeeesennnnnnns 39

Qualitative Research Methods and LaNQUAGE . cevvverrvrenniiiinieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeens 41
EtNNOgrapiy ... ..o e 42
RESEAICN DBSIQN. ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeneaeene 43

Proposed Population and Sample SeleCtion . . ..veeeieiiieeiieeieiieiiiieiiiiiiiiieneeeneennn. 43

1Y/ I=] (g Yo (o] (oo |V PP 45
Data Analysis and REPOITING .........ooviiiiieeeeemrieiiaa ettt e e e e e e eees 48
D= 1= W @ o] |[=Tox 1o o PP 48
(O 1T (1 [ |V PP 49
TIUSTWOITNINESS ...t reee e et e ettt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeenene 49
(@] o Tod 817 [0 o OSSR PPPTPUPPURRTT 52
CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS ...t s s e et e et a et e s et e e s et sen e e e e eann s 54
T goTo (3 Tox 1o o [ PPPPPPURRTRRRP 54
o T (ol o= o PRSPPI 54
v

www.manaraa.com



R (000 (<] 0L A TR 55

Y 10 [0 [T o A = PRSP 57
Y 10 [0 [T o | A PP PUPTT 59
ANAIYSIS OF FINAINGS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e as 62
Phase 1: The SLPs role in the ClaSSIO0m ... 62
Phase 2: Language Facilitation in Authentic COrBeXt............uuuvveiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 65
Phase 3: Perceptions and AtItUAES ........oooeiiiiiiiiiii s 87
(@] o Tod 1810 o RO PR 100
CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION ... .couiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e ennns 101
RESEAICH QUESTIONS ...t e+ttt e e ettt e e e e et et e e e e e e eeeans e e e eeeaannaaeeeenes 101
Influence of the Paradigms on the Speech-Languat@Pgist...........cccceeevvienereninnnld (00241
Authentic Learning Contexts/Techniques to Suppariguage Development.................. 107
Qualitative Methods and the [EP ..o oo eeieeie e 118
An Interpretative Framework for Speech-Languag@®agists..............ccoeevevvvvveiiiinnnns 412
LiNGEriNG QUESTIONS .....uuiiii ittt e e et e e et et et e a e beanaas e bbb e e e e e eeeaaas 131
Implications for Future RESEArCh ... 132
(@] o Tod 18110 o RO PSPRTR 133
Appendix A Troy School District Writing RUDFIC ..........oooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 134
Appendix B Phase 1: Semi-structured Teacher/Student INnterviews..............ceeeeevvveveeennnns 135
Appendix C:Phase 3: Semi-structured Teacher/Student INterviews..............cooeeevveevieennnns 136
Appendix D Focused Group Interview Protocol and QUEeSHIONS....c....uuiiieiieiieiiiiiiieeeeiiiaes 137
] (=] €= o =T PP PO 139
Y 011 =T PSSP 144
Vi

www.manaraa.com



Autobiographical STAtEMENT ............uiiii e 146

vii

www.manharaa.com




LIST OF TABLES

Table 1: Phases Planned for the Study ... 8
Table 2: Social Interaction Theory-CompPared ..............ueeeuiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeaeaees 24
Table 3: Phases Planned in the Study ... 46
Table 4: TrustwortNiNESS CrItEIION ........uteeeee e e e e e e aaeeens 52
Table 5: Student A IEP G0alS/ODJECHIVES....cceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 56
Table 6: Student B IEP G0alS/ODJECHIVES ......ccooeiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 59
Table 7: Student C IEP GOalS/ODJECHVES ....cuuueeuiiiiiiiiiiiiee s 61
Table 8: Summary of Domain: Open-Ended Questioat8tents to Encourage Students to

Explain their ThoUQNt PrOCESSES. .. ... ...t s ee vt e eeae e eae e e e enea e 68
Table 9: Summary of Domain: Closed-Ended QUeSHRNSELIVES ..........vvvveiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeee, 71
Table 10: Excerpt of Taxonomy: Topic/Language Dssad in a Teachable Moment............... 75
Table 11: Evidence of Language Growth in Syntarugh Conferencing: Student A .............. 79
Table 12: Summary of Domain: Refocusing StUdentS...........cceeeeiiieeiieeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaens 86
Table 13: Summary of Domain: Time ReSCHONS .vvvvvvveiiiiiiiieiie e eeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeaaeeens 87
Table 14: Excerpt of Taxonomy: Service Delivery MBE...............ccoorviiiiiicece v 90
Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Graupriview with SLPS...........cc......... 980

viii

www.manaraa.com



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: Relationship of Unknown Responses to §htful Responses..............ccoccvveeeee Z0.
Figure 2: Written Language Sample: StUdeNt A....o....eeiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 79
Figure 3: Written Language Sample: Student Bo.......ooooiiii e 81
Figure 4: Written Language Sample: STUAENT Coevvveeiieiiiiiiiiiie e 83

www.manharaa.com




CHAPTER ONE: THE PROBLEM AND CLARIFYING COMPONENTS

Introduction

Students with language learning impairments maka gignificant portion of the special
education population. These students typically ivecantervention from speech-language
pathologists, who have been specially trained enuhderstanding of language acquisition and
disorder. A speech-language pathologists’ traimsngaditionally grounded in the medical model
of impairment, which has greatly impacted how spdaaguage intervention in delivered in the
public school setting. Throughout the last few diesa however, several service delivery models
have been studied for their efficacy. The fieldspeech-language pathology, as well as special
education, has been challenged to find more authesatys to conduct assessments and provide
intervention for students with special needs. Thstadies have been greatly influenced by the
paradigm one uses to view language acquisition @sdrder. This study will outline the
paradigms, their effect on the fields of educatoml speech-language pathology, and discuss
how a shift to a more holistic model may be the tmmeneficial for students with language
learning impairments.

Inspiration for this Study

Objectivity, quantification, and accountability ammre components of a medically
oriented speech-language pathologist. Traininghan dlassic medical model places the person
with a disability as having a deficit, and theisbéope for functioning lies in a health provider
to make them less disabled (Threats, 2007). Thidemplaces the person with a disability in a
passive role. Since the field of speech-languagihopagy originated from the medical
profession, most speech-language pathologists isimitgnguage acquisition are instructed using

a bottom-up model. This means that speech (i.ecutation, voice, fluency) and language (i.e.,
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receptive/expressive, pragmatics) are understoddalgynenting communication into its smallest
unit, the phoneme, and then building it back up imerarchical fashion, eventually resulting in
dialogue (Kovarsky, 1997). The clinical trainingopided to most speech-language pathologists
emphasizes the use of standardized assessmenhitd’a language to determine skills that were
absent in the “typical” child’s development. Thrbutdpat static assessment, goals and objectives
are developed to teach those specific, isolatelisski a sequence from simple to complex.
Students are expected to learn one skill beforeimgoon to the next (Oglan, 2003). For
example, if the child omits plurals during a senterompletion task, then a specific goal is
written to increase the use of this grammaticalicttre at first the word, sentence, then
discourse level. Traditional, medically based smrwilelivery models separate diagnostic and
treatment functions into isolated, individualizeslsessment and treatment. Frequently, when
speech-language intervention is provided, therensfficient communication between the
speech-language pathologist and other instructistadl. This is known as the “pull-out” model
of intervention (ASHA, 1996). In standardized assasnt and individualized treatment, there is
typically no consideration of the context (e.g.yieosnment, communication partners, culture) or
influence of personal factors (e.g., motivationlf-esteem, personality) taken into account
during the development of goals/objectives. Putliatervention is provided in an environment
that is unnatural for the child. They may receilerépy in a separate office or clinical setting,
away from their home or classroom. Parents, teaclaed peers are frequently excluded from
the intervention process. There is typically apestation by the speech-language pathologist
that the isolated skills taught in contrived comgewill transfer to authentic contexts, however
typically there is minimal follow-through on wheth¢his is a reality. This account of a

traditional, medical model of speech-language v@etion is fairly uninspiring and leads one to
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guestion why things are done in this manner. It @saine question whether there is a more
effective way to provide intervention for studeniish language learning impairments. Much of
this reality can be explained by understandingpgaedigms that have developed the field, as
well as the realities of special education in thblig schools.

The lens one uses to view reality is called a pgradParadigms are typically ingrained
in one’s consciousness, making one unaware thegwa using a set paradigm until there is an
occurrence through education or experience thasesaone to see things differently (Lincoln,
1985). Traditionally, speech-language pathologmts educated using a medical model or
impairment-based model of decision making. Proptmehthe impairment view believe that the
communication problem is within the person and lbamemediated by teaching the absent skills
(Duchan, 2001). This is described by F. Capra 2188 the empirical or mechanistic model. It
consists of breaking up thoughts and problemsprgoes and arranging them in logical order. It
is the belief that all complex phenomena (e.g.gleage) can be understood by reducing it into
its fundamental parts. Humans were viewed as mashthat could be “fixed” when they
malfunctioned. This is applied to the field of spleéanguage pathology in the impairment based
model. Through the empirical paradigm, the langusgiisition problem is internal to the child.
Therefore, it is expected that by breaking dowrgleage into its most elementary parts through
the use of standardized assessment, and then systalhy teaching these components from
simplest to most complex, following a developmergatjuence, the student will internalize
them. This empirical lens causes the speech-lagyggpathologist to view a child’s disability as a
hierarchy of skills to be taught. This skills basggbroach has led to use of contrived contexts
for teaching skills and minimal consideration ohtextual/personal factors. It places the learner

in a passive role, with the speech-language pagisil@as the expert who is transmitting their
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knowledge of language to the child. Although widaked in practice, the empirical model has
been challenged in the last few decades becausenssuwith language-learning impairments are
not making the progress expected in our public slsh®Although those challenging the field
may still remain in the empirical paradigm, reiriog the skills based approach, some more
progressive educators and interventionists havarbegview reality using a different paradigm.

Typically developing children acquire a set of lingjic resources and discover how to
use them in conversation with a variety of peoplé for a variety of purposes. In order to study
language, one must examine the context of intemacfiVells, 1986). For the child with a
language learning impairment, the problem may retwlithin the child, it may be that the
contexts that the child interacts within need tanbomdified. Perhaps the problem lies outside of
the child. Perhaps if they were taught a differelaty, had a different expectation, then they
would not have a label of being language learningaired. By viewing the student through an
interpretative lens, one can come to understandttident as a whole person, rather than a set of
skills to be taught. F. Capra (1982) describes phiadigm as the interpretative or world view
model. Humans are not viewed as machines but asdansible, dynamic whole that can only
be understood holistically. Language is a “contekted, interactional phenomenon”
(Kovarsky, 1997, p. 220). By fragmenting languag® its smallest parts, we do little justice to
understanding how utterances create meaning dintatactions with others (Kovarsky, 1997).
By considering the contextual and personal fadtorslved in a child’s communication success,
one can use a more holistic approach in the fiekpeech-language pathology.

Problems with the traditional model of assessnmergpeech-language pathology and
other medical and behavioral fields led the Workhkh Organization (WHO) to develop a more

holistic approach to assessment as outlined in 2081 International Classification of
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Functioning, Disability, and Healt{ICF) (Threats, 2007). The ICF has two broad dostai
Functioning and Contextual Factors. In its mostpsistic form, functioning refers to the
biological aspects of the disorder and contextwders to the environmental factors that
compound the disorder. This model has pushed #lé &if speech-language pathology to use
gualitative research methods to study languagelolevent and disorder. At the current time,
the majority of research in the field has used tjtetive designs and statistics. They have been
designed to determine differences between discddanel typical populations, identify factors
that contribute to various conditions/outcomes, sl the efficacy of intervention techniques.
The field has largely overlooked, however, the gati qualitative research methods, which
situate the communicative lives of individuals w#peech-language impairments in social and
cultural contexts (Hammer, 2011). This strippingagwof language context in quantitative
designs has been problematic for bridging reseangttomes to intervention in authentic
environments. In fact, there is a general opiniorolag speech-language pathologists that the
link between research and practice needs to bagilrened (Damico, 2003). In order to
effectively understand social interaction, numdrickata alone is not sufficient. Actual
descriptions of behavior (e.g., interactional sigéts, conversational devices, grammatical
structures, discourse markers, social activities)adso needed. “Social phenomena are typically
too complex in nature to employ predetermined aaieg or numbers by themselves if an
understanding is to be achieved” (Damico, 2003,338). This study will employ more flexible
research approaches that describe the dynamicangluage in authentic settings by using

gualitative methods.
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Purpose

The purpose of this study is to rethink the rolecofitext in the facilitation of language
acquisition by speech-language pathologists inptifdic schools. From the belief that children
learn language best in authentic environments girdbeir experiences, conferences were held
with students during their writing workshops. Thgbuwise of authentic questioning to generate
discussions about student’s writing using an imtdipe teaching paradigm, opportunities for
critical moment teaching and miscue analysis ar@darally. Specific language skills that are
outlined in their IEP objectives were taught usiegaffolding techniques during these
conferences. In this study, several questionsheilbhddressed:

1. How does the empirical paradigm influence the pesBpe of a speech-language

pathologist in comparison to the interpretativeaplagm?

2. How do authentic learning contexts and techniquegart language development?

3. Can progress on specific language skills be meddtreugh qualitative methods to
meet the constraints of the Individualized Educati®lan, a document that is
designed using the empirical model?

4. Can speech-language pathologists use a holisticintarpretative framework
effectively in the reality of a public school sagi(e.g., high caseloads, scheduling
conflicts, multiple work locations, limited timerferaining/collaboration)?

Overview of Methodology

Qualitative methods that are emphasized in theralidtic paradigm will be used for this
study. This is because qualitative methods areee&siuse when studying human beings doing
natural activities, such as looking, listening, &apeg, reading, etc. Qualitative research offers a

“richer and more detailed description of the pheapnan under investigation than do more
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numerically oriented quantitative studies” (Dami2003, p. 131). The human instrument tends
to use methods such as interviews, observationgewag documents, and interpreting
inadvertent unobtrusive measures (Lincoln, 1983)is Tstudy will consist of participant
observation during student writing activities, ilmieh the conversation between the student and
speech-language pathologist will be audio-recoraedl transcribed. There will also be writing
samples collected at several intervals throughleitdata collection process to assess progress
over time. Interviews of teachers and other spéaichuage pathologists will be used to validate
findings as well as gain new information on theeefiveness of language facilitation in the
classroom. The multiple sources of information ectiéd will be used to triangulate the data and
build confirmability.

This study is considered to be fieldwork, a hallknaf ethnography. The definition of “the
field is the natural, nonlaboratory setting or ko@a where the activities in which a researcher is
interested take place” (Schensul, Schensul, etl@B9, p. 70). The primary reason that this
researcher chose the naturalistic paradigm wasubecthe majority of research in speech-
language pathology is quantitative in nature amblooted in unnatural, laboratory type settings
that are frequently inapplicable to authentic sitres in the field. In the case of this study, the
field is a familiar setting, the current schooltthiais researcher is employed at. Three students
will be selected as participants in this study. sehestudents will be selected based on the
following criteria:

e Currently receiving the majority of writing instriien in the general education classroom

e Able to produce some conventional writing (e.gydrel illustrations)

e In second — third grade
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Diagnosed as having below average receptive oresge language ability through

standardized measures as documented at their exEntrspecial education eligibility

determination meeting

Receiving speech-language intervention as a dsewvice

Parents have given permission for their childrepadicipate in the study

Participants selected for this study will particgpan approximately three months of

language facilitation with the researcher. Theseractions will occur in the general education

classroom during writing instruction.

The following table outlines the three phases pahnin this study:

Table 1: Phases Planned for the Study

Phase Objective Timeline
Phase 1: The SLHAs e Logistical considerations (e.g.1-2 weeks:
role in the classroom scheduling) Early March
e Outcomes of study communicated012
with teachers and students
e Initial interviews of participants and
teachers
e Collection and analysis of initial
writing samples
e Introduction of audio recording
materials
Phase 2: Language e Conferencing with students 8-10  weeks
Facilitation in e Data collection: Mid March-
Authentic Contexts o Transcription May 2012

0 Writing samples

Phase 3: Perceptior
and Attitudes

NS

Follow-up interviews with teache
and students

Collection and analysis of final

writing samples
Focus group interview with SLPs

2 weeks: Jung
2012

D

A case study reporting mode will be used for tlesearch, with the goal to provide a

thick description that is transferable to otherteats (Lincoln, 1985). This thick description
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allows the reader to relate their own prior knowlednd experiences to the current study. This
is particularly important to the study of communica, since it is a socially mediated
phenomenon.
Conclusion

The aim of this study is to view the field of spdanguage pathology using a holistic or
interpretative framework. It will utilize qualitat research methods to draw conclusions about
the effect of learner-centered approaches in atithenvironments on the facilitation of normal
language acquisition. It will discuss traditionadrses progressive service delivery models,
required special education practices (e.g., IE®%], the realities of public school settings (e.g.,
high caseloads, multiple work locations) for spekgiguage pathologists and how they are
influenced by the paradigms. The study will be gesd to challenge the medical model of
“pull-out” intervention in speech-language pathgl@mnd its ability to meet the needs of students

with language-learning impairments in the publicaus.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to develop an wtdeding of the paradigms that have
influenced educational decisions in teaching ad aglspeech-language pathology. The review
will describe the historical roots of the paradigrtiseir effect on how language acquisition is
viewed, and how shifting perspectives in the fiefdpeech-language pathology has guided this
study.

Understanding the Contradictory Paradigms that have Influenced Education

A paradigm can be described as a means to viewahd, a “fundamental change in our
thoughts, perceptions, and values” (Capra, 19821¢). Broadly, it is one’s conceptual
framework or lens one uses to view reality. Pamagigare deeply ingrained in a person’s
consciousness and tell one what is important,ifegie, and reasonable (Lincoln, 1985). The
paradigm an individual views the world with is radivays intentionally chosen, it is usually the
result of their education, culture, and family upgmg. Typically, it takes a life-changing
experience or discovery through experimentatioedarcation to change the paradigm in which
one views the world. A paradigm shift can be désctias a revolutionary change in thought.
Kuhn (1970) states that paradigm shifts occur caddence is gathered that belief is faulty,
leading to a new statement of belief and theoryc{esl in Harste, 1984). There are two main
paradigms that have greatly influenced the decssioade for our school children. The empirical
(quantitative/analytical/positivist) paradigm and het interpretative
(qualitative/naturalistic/postpositivist) paradigiistorically, the empirical paradigm has been
pervasive in the fields of medicine, education, apéech-language pathology. Curriculum,

instructional methods, assessment, and intervertgohniques are greatly influenced by the
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empirical paradigm. Its predecessor, the intergixetgparadigm, has slowly shown signs of
credibility and a long overdue paradigmatic stgfbeginning to occur.

Empirical Paradigm: The Human Machine

The roots of the empirical paradigm date backh&1500’s and have become the basis of
how our culture has viewed the world for more thiaee hundred years (Capra, 1982). Galileo,
the father of modern science, combined scientifipeeiments with mathematics. In order to
describe nature mathematically, Galileo believet ftientists should only study what could be
measured and quantified. Subjective properties|dhmel excluded from science. This exclusion
has had a detrimental effect on our ability to uetdend emotion and motives and has caused an
overemphasis on quantification (Capra, 1982). Ftbenwork of Galileo, quantitative research
methods were born and remain pervasive to the presg.

Prior to Galileo, wisdom and following the natucatler and living in harmony with the
earth was valued. The Scientific Revolution empteasbithe belief that man could control nature,
and this shift changed the organic view of natuith the “metaphor as the world as a machine”
(Capra, 1982, p.56). Following in the footstepsGHlileo, Rene Descartes believed that the
language of science was mathematics. His methadaoh scientific truth was analytical. “It
consisted of “breaking up thoughts and probleme pieces and in arranging these in their
logical order” (Capra, 1982, p. 59). Descartes garad humans to machines, believing that
they could be repaired in the same fashion. Thigefothat man is a machine, and only a
machine, has had a detrimental effect on the mediwé social sciences. This analytical view
has resulted in the fragmentation of the fieldsneddicine, education, and speech-language
pathology. It has led us to believe that anythiag ©e understood if broken down into its

smallest parts, a major contribution to our sclawoticula and methods of instruction in special
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education. It has prevented doctors from curingoméipnesses because they could not view the
person as a whole. In special education, viewirggstindent as a machine with parts to be fixed
has resulted in a lack of recognition in the rofepersonal factors, such as motivation,

personality, and environmental influences. Reducgagh academic subject into its most

elemental parts has decelerated the learningsattddents with special needs.

The man who completed the Scientific Revolutionswssac Newton, developing a
mathematical formulation of the mechanistic viewnature. He combined the work of Galileo,
Descartes, and others in the seventeenth centurgvent a new method, known today as
differential calculus. In the Newtonian view, Gaet ghe earth in motion by creating the material
particles that have forces between them, and the & motion have continued the universe to
run ever since, like a machine. Everything thatpesed could be explained by identifying the
cause and effect relationship and everything cdaddpredicted if one knew all the details
involved. A division between spirit and matter exead, and this division caused one to describe
the world objectively, without reference to the ramobserver. This became the ideal of all
science at that time and is fundamental in quaivgaesearch studies (Capra, 1982).

By the end of the nineteenth century, with discmg by scientists such as Charles
Darwin, Newtonian physics had lost its commandiote ras the primary theory of natural
phenomenon. Darwin’s theory of evolution causedrgats to abandon their theory of the world
as a machine and it was pictured as an ever chgqugyistem (Capra, 1982). The empirical
paradigm that was created by Galileo, Descartegitdie and many others could not explain the
new discoveries being made in science. These glwaaking discoveries forced scientists to

shift their world view.
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Interpretative Paradigm: The Holistic Approach

At the beginning of the twentieth century, thetsoof the interpretative paradigm were
established. Albert Einstein, with his theoriegaltivity and atomic phenomena, revolutionized
scientific thought. Scientists came to see thatetheirical lens developed by Newton could not
describe atomic phenomenon. Einstein describedxpsrience with this new physics as similar
to other scientists, stating that “All my attemfiisadapt the theoretical foundation of physics to
this [new type of] knowledge failed completelywlas as if the ground had been pulled out from
under one, with no firm foundation to be seen argng@hupon which one could have built”
(Capra, 1982, p. 77).

The new view no longer saw the world as a machioeas a dynamic whole whose parts
are all interrelated and are understood by distogepatterns. Words such as organic and
holistic were introduced, and this paradigm was mamly referred to as general systems theory.
It does not state that Newtonian mechanics is wrdmg that all scientific thought is
approximations of the truth and each has some itsaliihe shift from objects to relationships
had a significant impact on social scientists a#i. iteshowed that we cannot divide concepts
into its smallest units because nature is a comgdc web of interrelated events (Capra, 1982).
When scientists reduce a whole to its fundameragbk@nd try to explain that phenomena, they
lose the ability to understand the coordinated esystUsing the analytical lens, scientists,
physicians, therapists, and the like could no lorsge the patient as a human being and create
the ability to heal the whole person.

In response to this problem, the World Health @rgation (WHO) has defined health as
“a state of complete physical, mental and social-beng” (Capra, 1982, p.124). A recent

revision to the WHO framework, titled thénternational Classification of Functioning,
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Disability, and Healthin 2001 added the role of the environment as welbersonal factors to
the original document describing body functionsj&ures, and activity/participation aspects of
disability (Threats, 2007; Yaruss, 2004). This dueat, as well as an overall paradigm shift
towards a more holistic approach to medicine, haseased the attention given to emotion and
environmental factors in healing disease and desofdespite this new emphasis, professionals
that treat mental illness are still considered lemportant that those who treat biological
functions. Typically, surgeons are considered tonbare skilled than psychiatrists. In the
Western culture, rather than changing one’s enum@mt or personal health choices, patients
would rather walk out of the doctor’s office withpeescription in their hand. The ability to move
beyond the empirical model will need to occur tlylowlifferent education of physicians as well
as in the public in order to have a widespread chpaor example, parents of children with
special needs would rather blame their child’s riveag disability” on biological factors, rather
than a failure by the school or themselves. Thellenaed to be a cultural transformation to fully
understand the power of the interpretative paradigm

Interpretative Paradigm and Education

John Dewey (1944) describes the influence of thpiecal and interpretative paradigms
on education. He believes that viewing the edunatiprocess through the interpretative lens is
the only way to have a fully democratic society. states that the aim of education is for
students to understand the outcome of their aesviin order to develop problem solving
abilities. “To have an aim is to act with meaningt like an automatic machine” (Dewey, 1944,
p. 104). Through the eyes of an empirical paraditira,function of school is to simplify and
order the curriculum and idealize the preferredadamistoms. Named education as formation,

its basic foundation is that the mind is formeddrgsenting proper educational materials and
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that new knowledge must be laid out in a specifideo so that it can assimilate with old
knowledge. It puts the responsibility of teachirmnpletely on the teacher and ignores the role
of the student as a learner. In doing so, we seatents as machines to be filled with knowledge
and do not take into account what they bring todlassroom from their experiences. Dewey
felt that “we never educate directly, but indirgdily means of the environment” through both
chance and design (Dewey, 1944, p. 19). He fettttteamost influential moments in a student’s
education are those that happen from moment to mbrvéghout deliberate intention. This
theory supports the role of critical moment teaghin authentic experiences through social
interaction. Critical moment teaching will be deked later in this chapter and will be a major
component of this study.

Dewey’s view of education as a dynamic processoissistent with the interpretative
paradigm. Since he believed that education is antfieoous restructuring of experience”
(Dewey, 1944, p. 80), teachers should encourag#ests to be part of the planning of their
education. If a student does not understand theome of a given activity, then they will do it in
a robotic fashion with no understanding of its s in their life. This type of educational
experience will not nurture a student’s problenmvisgl abilities. Dewey also felt that a good
characteristic of an educational aim is foundednugee intrinsic activities and needs of the
individual. A child’s learning capabilities must bmonsidered when planning curriculum.
Therefore, a “one size fits all” approach is uselés a democratic society. Movements to
standardize curriculums across districts and state%everyone learns the same thing on the
same day” strongly contradict Dewey'’s philosophy.

In creating a democratic society that fits the wdlial needs of all learners, social

interaction in the classroom is crucial. Commutica with others is a key component in
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providing an educational experience to create @&8oof thinkers. Dewey states that “where
children are engaged in doing things and in disngsshat arises in the course of their doing, it
is found...that children’s inquires are spontaneond aumerous and proposals of solution
advanced, varied, and ingenious” (Dewey, 1944, 56).1Communication with others gives
students the ability to place value on the infororathey learn in school. If information is to be
meaningful, it must meet the following criteria: Dpes it grow naturally out of a question that
the student is concerned with? 2) Does it fit ini@her direct experience to increase meaning?
(Dewey, 1944). If curricular information does noé@h this criteria, it is just meaningless words
to the student. As a major proponent of the inetgiive approach to education, Dewey outlines
the importance of the learner in crafting their oeiperiences with the guidance of a teacher
through dynamic social interaction in a meaningfovironment.

Traditional vs. Progressive Classrooms

Educational author Alfie Kohn (1999) portrays a madconceptualization of the effects
of the paradigms on education. The traditional seovative, “Old School” model of schooling is
rooted in the analytic paradigm. Based on behastioand conservative philosophy, the
traditional approach is based on the idea thatlpedg only what they have been reinforced for
doing. Learning is just the linear acquisition @kesific skills that can be measured overtly.
Valued practices in traditional classrooms inclusterdents sitting in rows following the same
lesson, clear lines of responsibility, obedienceatihority, memorization of facts/definitions,
and teachers at the head of the classroom drilkngwledge into their students. Most
traditionalists would agree that “schooling amoutshe transmission of a body of knowledge
from the teacher (who has it) to the child (whosiog, a process that relies on getting the child

to listen to lectures, read textbooks, and oftenpractice skills by completing worksheets”

www.manaraa.com



17

(Kohn, 1999, p. 3). Learning in the traditionalsdeoom is passive and fragmented, meaning that
subjects are separated, skills are discretely talgdrning is separated from doing, and teaching
of values and social skills are eliminated.

Nontraditional or progressive education pattersslitafter the interpretive paradigm.
The major contributors to this model of schoolimgstructivist theorists J. Dewey and J. Piaget.
In progressive education, learning is regarded ragcive process where student’s questions
shape the curriculum. Facts and skills are shapmehd broad themes that connect to real issues.
The classroom is viewed as a “community of learrees opposed to a collection of discrete
individuals”, that engage in discovery, reflecti@amd problem solving (Kohn, 1999, p.3). The
progressive classroom is learner-centered andetigher is a facilitator, challenging students to
think harder. Lessons are typically hands-on, wisardents invent their own ideas. Mistakes are
viewed as an inroad to students’ thinking and aabed with further questions. Problem or
project based cooperative learning is commonly tprad, with authenticity at the core of
progressive education. Teaching practices useddyy@ssive educators use social interaction as
the primary medium of learning.

Language, a “contextualized interactional phenomend’

Language is the primary means of communicatiorh vathers. It is the way we
understand our culture, develop social connecti@amgl is a vehicle of thought. Language
appears in several forms: oral language (listeaimdj speaking), reading, and writing; all linked
as an integrated language system. Oral languagedpsothe knowledge base for reading and
writing, and in learning about language throughtimgi improves reading and oral language
(Lerner, 2006). Exploration of how language is aegl has been a focus of study for

philosophers, psychologists, and linguists for desa Many theories of language development
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have shaped the fields of medicine, education,spe@ch-language pathology. The paradigm a
researcher uses to study language acquisitiontaffiee way that they view the child’s learning.
Several theories of language acquisition will beiewed here and their effect on the field of
speech-language pathology.

Language Viewed Through an Empirical Lens

In order to understand processes, language is alpiclivided into five linguistic
categories: semantics, phonology, morphology, syntnd pragmatics. Influenced by the
empirical paradigm, in the formalist view of langeaacquisition, the aspects of syntax,
semantics, morphology, and phonology are sepafededpragmatics. In other words, language
is separated from context, therefore separatinguage knowledge from world knowledge
(Kovarsky, 1997). The formalist view then proceddsbreak down the areas of syntax,
semantics, and phonology into its smallest unitsroher to understand how they are acquired.
Even pragmatic language has been treated as & sailated communicative functions (e.g.,
requesting, labeling) that can be remediated indégetly from one another. The formalist view
of language acquisition, especially in the aresyotax, was most strongly influenced by linguist
Noam Chomsky.

In the 1950’s, Chomsky developed the theory of gmne grammar, which
revolutionalized the field of linguistics. He stdt¢hat an individual has an innate linguistic
acquisition device that has led to the discoveasy btumans have a universal grammar. He argues
that since the child learns language so rapidlyiaradsimilar manner across the cultures of the
world, acquisition must be innate. He claimed thatdults modeling formal grammatr, it gives
the child the ability to create an infinite numlmdrnovel utterances using the underlying rules

provided as a model. His work breaks down uttersinot their smallest units and creates a
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systematic analysis to understand syntax. Altho@jtomsky views language as a set of
structural properties, he does not discount thecefsf the environment on language learning. He
does not see language only through the empirica, las illustrated by the following quote:
“Science talks about very simple things, and aslsl loquestions about them. As soon as things
become too complex, science can't deal with theBut it's a complicated matter: Science
studies what's at the edge of understanding, arat’sviat the edge of understanding is usually
fairly simple. And it rarely reaches human affaikuman affairs are way too complicated”

(Chomsky http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noam_Chomsky

In addition to the formalist or structural modehetother major school of thought
generated from the empirical paradigm was behamariFollowing the work of Newton,
behaviorism separated the mind from the body anll éomechanistic approach to psychology.
Behaviorists began to view patterns of behavior egldte them to physiological processes
regulated by one’s biology (Capra, 1982). Theydwdithat thinking can only be understood by
considering the behaviors that could be directlyasueed and observed (Bodrova, 1996).
Consciousness of thought was removed from learrlihg. pattern of “stimulus-response” was
introduced by behaviorism and continues to be anlred in our schools today. In behaviorism,
language is learned in a sequence. Students aeetexipto learn one skill before moving on the
next. Phonetic and grammatical structures are esigdrh through skill lessons (Oglan, 2003).
The student is a passive learner, there to abswlvlkedge transmitted by the environment the
teacher presents (Harste, 1984). In this modedy&@are viewed as a failure to learn the content
and are remediated by more drill and repetitionl§®g2003).

A widely used therapeutic approach to speech-lagguatervention, known as Applied

Behavior Analysis (ABA) stemmed from behaviorisnouRded by B.F. Skinner, it was felt that
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behavior could be separated from the thoughts aetinfjs of the mind. According to this
theory, behavior is anything that can be observetl measured, therefore, since a researcher
cannot directly observe one’s thoughts through gtaive measures, thoughts and feelings had
to be excluded (http://www.abainternational.org/he role of the environment in behavioral
change is the core component of ABA, which is iarphcontrast to the theories of innateness
described by Chomsky.

Studies that view language using an empirical pgrnadutilize quantitative research
methods and are the dominant method today. Quawgitaethods are typically concerned with
surface events, are established operationallynati@rediction of outcome through hypotheses,
and is deterministic (Lincoln, 1985). Quantitativeethods follow a linear sequence as follows:
research problem definedformulate hypothesesmake operational definitiorsdesign
research instrumentgather the dataanalyze the datadraw conclusions>report the results
(Spradley, 1980). This familiar scientific methodshdominated the field of speech-language
pathology as well as special education. Fragmeriinguage and academic curriculum down
into its most elementary parts to be taught inesdnchical fashion is at the core of many special
education interventions. This phenomenon is theisba$ special education assessment,
intervention, and goal-setting through IndividuatizEducation Plans (IEPsS). It is the belief that
if the student did not learn it the first time, iy the language into its smallest unit, give him
more repetition, drill, and opportunities for memzation usually outside his natural
environment. However, viewing the individual witHaaguage learning disability as possessing
a set of individual structural deficits to be rena¢eld has resulted in a reduced understanding of
the communication process as a whole. “Fragmentslsvof language and language difficulty,

which reduce communication to a set of isolated roomicative structures, do little practical or
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theoretical justice to understanding how utterararesorganized and operate to create meaning
within ongoing sequences of talk and interactiakd\arsky, 1997, p. 219). Use of a primarily
guantitative research approach in speech-languadjeolpgy has made the applicability of
research results in real-life situations fairly webn response to this problem, a broader view of
language acquisition that accounts for context b@sn sought recently. This emphasis has
opened doors towards using a more relational appraad places value on qualitative research
methods (Damico, 2003; Hammer, 2011).

Language Viewed Through an Interpretative Lens

Those who have a child or have interacted with goahildren can likely agree that
children learn language naturally through theietattions with others. When a child learns to
talk, they acquire a set of linguistic resourced discover how to use them in conversation with
others in a variety of situations (Wells, 1986)aldanguage serves a function, both to interact
socially as well as obtain needs and wants. Padent®t need to direct teach their child to speak
through a set of contrived lessons (Short, 1996gd{ng this process of learning through natural
interaction in mind, it is applied it to the field$ education and speech-language pathology. In
the traditional model of language intervention, ialuenced by the empirical paradigm,
linguistic deficits are treated individually thrdugmitation, drill, and practice. This practice
frequently does not occur during a natural inteoacfor the child. Wells (1986) states that
although imitation plays a role in language leagnim is not how we learn solely. Humans are
naturally inclined to learn language in collaboratiactivities that are reciprocal rather than
imitative. Although special educators and speeadlgdage pathologists understand that language
is a natural communicative practice, frequently #rapirical view of reductionism causes

professionals to devalue how the individuals’ |laaugl learning deficits result in their ability to
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communicate as a whole. Treating language as aéxtalized, interactional phenomenon” is
key to making intervention meaningful for childr@g¢ovarsky, 1997, p.220).

In contrast to the theories of Chomsky and othan#dists, Michael Halliday focuses on
semantics, or semiotics. He states that the “de#dns language as a system of meanings in
functional contexts” (Halliday, 1977, p. 9). Hisot3al semiotic” proposes that meaning is
realized in language, which is shaped by the cardea situation. This social theory is in line
with the interpretative paradigm and values qu@a research designs to understand
communication.

Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky was also a prepbrof the semiotic model to
demonstrate the existence of a dynamic system a@inimg. His groundbreaking work in the
1970’s and 80’s led to a major paradigmatic smfpsychology and related fields. He helped
professionals shift their thinking from looking @dychological functions separately to studying
the interrelation of all the functions in order prvoductively study language and thought
(Vygotsky, 1986). Vygotsky understood that by amaly thought and language in units using
the reductionist model, one loses the ability te $&nguage as communication, or social
intercourse. He introduced the concept of studyogplex holistic systems and learning in
genuine situations. Through this view, the sociédaction theory of development was
established. This theory sees social interactionatural contexts with others as an essential
component to the development of cognitive and listizifunctioning (Schneider, 1996).

There are four basic Vygotskian principles thattheebasis of social interactionist theory
(Bodrova, 1996). The first principle establisheattihildren construct their own knowledge.
They are active learners through social interactierwell as physical manipulation of objects.

This first principle also stresses the important&entifying what a child understands in order
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to build upon that prior knowledge. The second @ple states that development cannot be
separated from social context. Vygotskians belithag the social context influences learning
more than one’s attitudes and beliefs. The soaatext may include the immediate interaction,
the structure (e.g., school, home), and the geredalire (e.g., language, technology). These
structures influence a child’s cognition becaushitd must share a concept with others in order
to understand it independently. The third principfesocial interactionist theory indicates that
there is a complex, nonlinear relationship betwksamning and development. “Learning and
development are interrelated from the child’s vergt day of life” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 84).
Vygotsky believed that although maturation was ingoat for determining what a child can do,
there is not a rigid order of developmental levé&lsis principle is the basis for Vygotsky’s most
famous proposal, named the zone of proximal dewvedoyp (ZPD). The ZPD will be described in
detail later in this chapter. The fourth basic piphe states that language plays a central role in
mental development. Vygotsky believed that language mechanism for thinking. It makes
thinking more abstract, flexible, and independeainf the immediate stimuli. Language allows
the child to imagine, manipulate, create new ideas, share those ideas with others. It is what
moves us beyond the level of the apes (Vygotsky819Trhrough language, the child can control
himself and his surroundings. Social interactiothstory states that language has two roles: the
development of cognition and as part of cognitivecpssing. Since learning is shared in social
contexts, we must engage in dialogue to know e#wdr's meanings.

The following chart compares social interactiorifgtory to two other widely accepted
theories of cognitive development: constructivisml &ehaviorism. As stated previously, social
interactionist theory stems from the interpretatparadigm. Behaviorism stems from the

empirical paradigm, and constructivism containseatpof both paradigms.
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Table 2: Social Interaction Theory-Compared

Theory and Paradigm Similarities Differences
Psychologist
Constructivist: Empirical and eThinking at center of eIntellectual development is
J. Piaget Interpretative development universal; independent of
eDevelopment is center of cultural context (e.g., all
qualitative changes, not Kids reach forma
just expanding repertoire  operations stage at 14)
of skills/ideas e Emphasizes role af
e Child active in acquisition interaction with physical
of knowledge objects rather than people
e Believe culture important ine Language is a by-product
transmission 0 of cognition rather than
knowledge at is roots
e Elements of mature though®Only  discoveries  child
(logic, reflective, makes independently
abstract) reflect current intellect
eAll teaching should be
geared to child’s current
developmental level
(existing skills) rather
than emerging skills
Behaviorist: | Empirical e Favored objective e Thinking can be understoad
Watson & measures- observation, by considering only
Skinner measurement, experiment behaviors that can he
eAnimals and humans are measured/observed
part of same evolutionarye Relationship between
continuum stimuli and behaviof
e Focus on learning process same for all organisms
eBelieved thinking was just
silent speech
elLearning and development
are same
eLearning is cumulative,
there are no changes |in
mental structures
eChild is passive, with
knowledge a product qf
associations strengthened

through reinforcement

e Environment is in control

of child’s

thoughts/actions

Bodrova, 1996

www.manaraa.com



25

Social interaction is essential for the developma&nindividual functioning (Schneider,
1996). Therefore, social interactionist theoryastigularly relevant for the teaching of academic
concepts as well as language intervention. Vygofsily that concepts cannot be taught by
drilling, but only when the child is developmenyalieady and it is meaningful to him. He
proposes that there are two developmental levéls, dactual developmental level and the
potential developmental level. The actual develapadelevel would be the child’s “tested”
mental age; things the child can do on his ownd@&@rmine the child’s potential level, adults or
peers provide demonstration, initiate solutions #&etdthe child finish it, or offer leading
guestions. Given assistance, if the capabilityhaf ¢hild increases, this variance is called the
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). The ZPD is dedl as “the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined by independestil@m solving and the level of potential
development as determined through problem solvimdeu adult guidance or in collaboration
with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 8d)e ZPD explains why a teacher may have
students at the same mental level but their indaliccapability to learn varies greatly. Wells
(1986) explains the ZPD by stating that what acchdn do one day with assistance, she can do
the next day alone by using an internal dialogusned by Vygotsky as “inner speech”.
Individuals use inner speech to internalize newnlieg, which translates to development of
cognitive processes. Vygotsky proposes that onbotblearning” is that which is in advance of
a child’s actual mental development. Learning @gdhe ZPD, meaning that “learning awakens
a variety of internal developmental processes #natable to operate only when the child is
interacting with people in his environment and aogeration with his peers” (Vygotsky, 1978,

p.90).
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Understanding that individuals use inner speechnternalize new learning, which
translates to development of cognitive processes,arucial aspect of this study. This study will
utilize social-interactionist theory to shape laage development through talk in authentic
contexts.

Meaningful Language Learning in Authentic Situations

Authentic learning allows children to explore coptsein real-life situations that are
meaningful to them. It helps students to understhegurpose of the school curriculum, what it
means to their life, and to develop their own ediocal aims. Authentic learning allows the
child to have foresight into the outcome of a giativity, encouraging participation in the
learning process, and therefore develop problewmirgphbility. In authentic learning situations,
the educator’s role is to develop an environmeniclistimulates responses and directs the
learner’'s course (Dewey, 1944). The teacher omuatgionist is a facilitator, rather than an
authoritarian of knowledge. The role of the adaltcritical to providing meaningful learning
situations. Authentic instruction uses teachingtstgies such as: structuring learning around
genuine tasks, scaffolding, and engaging studentsiquiry and social discourse (Donovan,
1999). Teachers who question and correct, ratlzar fbllowing the child’s lead, can repress the
child’s meaning. The goal for teachers in authemtieaningful learning environments should be
“the guided reinvention of language” (Lock, as diie@ Wells, 1986, p. 51). This meaningful
dialogue between teacher, student, and their phelgs children use language to explain their
thinking, otherwise known as exploratory talk agdulting in inner speech.

Y. Goodman (2003) describes methods for languaglyghat utilize authenticity as well
as exploratory talk. Stemming from the interpre®tparadigm, strategy lessons and critical

moment teaching are two of the primary methods shi@port this type of learning. Although
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they are widely used in education and speech-lagguatervention, they are frequently not
documented or considered to be part of the ceotraiculum or intervention plan. The first
method described, strategy lessons, are in resgor@®blems or questions that arise from the
students reading, writing, speaking, or listenitgequently in reading/writing workshop
formats, these strategy lessons are called “mgsdrs”. These lessons raise students intuitive
language knowledge to a conscious level througHoexiory talk and reflection (Goodman,
2003). The other primary method described, critmament teaching, helps children learn a new
idea or develop a skill in an authentic situatibattarises from their own “errors” or departures
from the norm. It is based on educators listenimgritly to their students’ questions, concerns,
and beliefs. By conferencing with students dur@ading, critical moment teaching arises from
asking questions such as:

1. Are you understanding what you are reading? Whyadothink so?

2. Are there words/text you wondered about as you?&sty do you think so?

3. Did the author use language interesting to you? éhyou think so?
Interpretative questions similar to those describgdGoodman (2003) have also been called
authentic questions. Wood Ray (2006) states thaisking authentic questions such as “what are
you thinking?”, “what did you notice?”, and “whydliyou do that?” across the curriculum,
students can start to think of themselves as pespte have the answers. By using authentic
guestions, the teacher gives up the power andsséastibeing the one whmows.The primary
goal is to get the student talking so educatorsseanthe inner mechanisms of their learning. D.
Graves (1994) suggests probing questions to geésts to talk about their experiences:

1. Ask how a student did something.

2. Get the student’s version of something you did tiogle What did they think of it?
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3. Ask “how did that go? What's your opinion?”
The underlying message to students during confergrshould be “you know things that | will
learn from you” (Graves, 1994, p. 63). The ratfoteacher to student talk should be 20:80
(Graves, 1994). Since written speech excludes tdnmice and knowledge of subject by the
listener, many more words are necessary and mustsed more exactly. Writing is more
elaborate that oral speech (Vygotsky, 1986). Inwiging process, the mental draft is inner
speech, and conferencing with others helps studemtsthis inner speech into dialogue. For
students with language learning deficits, interi@ntduring writing activities is an ideal
situation for using constructivist learning appfea€ such as critical moment teaching and
scaffolding.

Critical Moment Teaching

In the field of speech-language pathology, crititeiment teaching, sometimes referred
to as teachable moments, plays a critical roleroviding intervention in authentic learning
environments in inclusive settings. No researchistuin the field could be identified, however
this strategy is used frequently in inclusive piactLack of research in this strategy is likely to
due the quantitative paradigm used by most reseesch the field. Critical moment teaching is
much more complex to document due to its spontan8pontaneity, or aspects of research that
cannot be controlled, are excluded from quanti¢gatesearch methods. This inability to control
all aspects of language in the context of authesiti@ations can be resolved by using qualitative
research methods, as planned in this study. Ingerstood, though poorly documented, that
spontaneous questions and comments about langeagenb learning opportunities. Educators

should document such moments through field notestemscribing of video or audiotapes in
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order to support the validity of critical momenathing (Goodman, 2003). “These moments are
the essence of teaching” students in authentiatsios (Goodman, 2003. p. 81).

A similar aim to critical moment teaching was fitstmed by K. Goodman (1967) as
“miscues”, a term used to describe any departutbartext when reading, writing, or speaking.
He used this term because he wanted to illustregoint that not all departures are errors and
to emphasize that miscues give teachers accesad&ratanding the child’'s way of thinking
(Oglan, 2003). By allowing miscues as a teachaerguage growth through experience can
emerge. The teacher can use “miscue analysis” telae teachable moments, therefore
enhancing potential for language growth and helpiegearner make new connections.

Scaffolding

Scaffolding is an approach to intervention in whtble adult adapts their assistance to
children when participating in activities basedtbair response (Schneider, 1996). It originated
from the work of Vygotsky in his description of t@®ne of Proximal Development. The term
scaffolding was coined by psychologist Jerome Bruméhe 1950’s. He described scaffolding as
the “helpful interactions between adult and chitdttenable the child to do something beyond
his or her independent efforts. A scaffold is aggenary framework that is put up for support and
access to meaning and taken away as needed whehilthesecures control of success with a

task” (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Instructional _scaffaidy). It is a dynamic intervention that

cannot have rigid predetermined steps. Scaffoldgiga child-centered approach that is
particularly useful in authentic contexts. A primaool of scaffolding is the strategic question.
This carefully selected question by the teachedepiistudents to attend to cues that were
previously undetected to make cognitive, linguisiind social connections (Nelson, 2004). In

writing acquisition, scaffolding support is typiathrough discourse. It may consist of casual
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conversation or specific reference to writing carti@ns. Use of talk helps students get their
meaning on paper and is an effective tool for iasmeg language acquisition. Nelson (2004)
gives several general suggestions for educatong ssiaffolding in the classroom (p. 166-167):
e Intentionally target objectives while recognizimgthable moments
e Support students to see what they know before ptiagito bridge to the next
higher level
e Take the role of authentic audience to help stiglsat their work from another
perspective
e Provide feedback about syntactic and semantic alesnhy “tripping” over
errors
e Model self-talk, such as “l wonder...”, and “What if...
e Calibrate scaffolding language to curricular, teaash and students’ language,
using those words to support inner dialogues likeliransfer across contexts
e Provide written scaffolds and other environmentgdports, and teach students to
use them independently
Educators that are skilled at scaffolding technggaee very familiar with their students
prior knowledge, language and literacy needs, amgdsgmal factors (e.g., motivation,
perseverance, self-esteem). They gain insight etstudents’ learning by providing an
environment that encourages talk. During these gjneachers encourage student inquiry,
interest in topics, and support risk taking oppoittas (Goodman, 2003). This “moment to
moment” adaptation is the essence of Vygotskiaerweintion and challenges teachers and

clinicians that attempt to use the same techniquesss contexts and varied levels of students
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(Schnieder, 1996). The scaffolding of purposefalatjue leads to meaning, as understood in the
social constructivist theory of learning.

Conferencing

An avenue for providing both critical moment teaxchand scaffolding during the writing
process is conferences. Conferences between teaameistudents are an opportunity to provide
feedback to students about what they are working Torey also offer the opportunity for
instruction on a particular aspect of languagealdb provides the opportunity for students to use
oral language to sort through a problem in theitimg through scaffolding techniques (Oglan,
2003).

Wood Ray (1999) promotes use of an “assessmetit-fiemching order during
conferencing to keep instruction thoughtful and stetal away students’ intentions and purposes.
It has three essential components: 1) listen to lan#d at what the student is trying to do
(assessment), 2) think of what you know that cdndlp the child do this well (curriculum), and
3) suggest something for the student to try or hefime what the student is trying (instruction).
By teaching in this predictable order, the expéatais that students will internalize this process.
She calls this type of instruction “teaching to tmne”, as in Vygotsky’'s Zone of Proximal
Development (Wood Ray, 1999, p. 252). Use of stdifig techniques such as authentic
guestioning, miscue analysis, and critical momeching during conferences are the core
components of the methodology for this study.

Shifting Perspectives in Speech-Language Pathology

In order to understand how the empirical paradigas influenced the field of speech-
language pathology, it is important to understatsd historical roots and the nature of the

profession currently. From that history, one cae kew the field has changed in recent years
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and how much more important qualitative methodsb@@ming to the field. The influence of
the empirical and interpretative paradigms on trectce of speech-language pathology in the
school setting guides this study.

Historical Roots and the Profession

The field of speech-language pathology is rootedath the medical and educational
fields. Some of the first speech-language pathetegwere physicians that called themselves
“speech doctors”. They typically specialized in sdwisorders (i.e., articulation), stuttering, and
voice problems. In the early 1900’s, there wereughandividuals in the field to call themselves
“speech correctionists”. Speech correctionists vi@mmer teachers, physicians, and scholars that
formed a professional organization, with the gamlgtve credibility to the occupation. The
organizations primary purpose was "the promotiors@éntific organized work in the field of
speech correction”. A scientific or empirical pagad was used to gather normative data to
describe the various types of speech and languageddrs and establish uniform methods for
assessment. In the early days, it was acceptabla $peech correctionist to claim they could
cure a disorder. This claim has led to the curtemhinology of using evidence based practice in
the field (Duchan, 2002). This paradigm is consisteith the empirical belief that the problem
is within the individual to be fixed, like a mackinand outcomes of intervention must be
measured objectively.

Since the early 1900’s, the profession of speanltage pathology has diversified
dramatically. The most recent scope of practicecatds that the “overall objective of speech-
language pathology services is to optimize indiglduability to communicate and swallow,
thereby improving quality of life” (ASHA, 2007, p.3This objective differs is its original

purpose of providing a scientific basis to thedidt puts the person first, allowing aspects @f th
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holistic, or interpretative paradigm, to gleam tigh. The scope of practice continues to stress
the importance of evidence based research foridacmsaking in the field. Currently, speech-
language pathologists address typical and atypmamunication in the following areas: speech
sound disorders, resonance/voice, fluency, languaggnition, and swallowing. Under the
heading of language (comprehension and expresdiom)following aspects are addressed by
speech-language pathologists (ASHA, 2007):
e Phonology
e Morphology
e Syntax
e Semantics
e pragmatics (language use, social aspects of conuauimm)
e literacy (reading, writing, spelling)
e prelinguistic communication (e.g., joint attentionntentionality, communicative
signaling)
e paralinguistic communication
In quantitative studies, the above aspects aredilpikept separate for the ease of research.
Studies that view communication in natural contexessparse (Hammer, 2011).
Understanding Language Disorder in the Schools
In general, “a communication disordieran impairment in the ability to receive, send,
process, and comprehend concepts or verbal, naavendl graphic symbol systems” (ASHA,
1993, p.1) For speech-language pathologists who are emplayete public schools, speech
sound disorders and language disorders are the copshon communication disorders treated

(90-93%) (ASHA, 2010). In the public schools, thdee specific process delineated for
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identifying students with speech-language impainsiehhis process can vary from state to state,
even district to district. The Individuals with Bisilities Education Act (IDEA 2004) outlines
the disability criteria for identification of studis with language learning disabilities (LD: oral
expression, listening comprehension) and speedulsge impairments (SLI). These two
diagnostic criteria make up the majority of theetaad of the public school speech-language
pathologist. Once a disability has been establistiesl evaluation process is followed by the
development of an Individual Education Plan (IER)is document provides special education
services and educational/behavioral modificatitras &ire designed to meet the specific needs of
the individual. This document requires that datapbevided that is scientifically based and
objective. It must contain measurable annual gaatsindicate the method of how they will be
measured (US Department of Education, 2006). Thisuchent is revised annually until that
student achieves the goals set forth as deternpethta outcomes. Drafting IEPs is a primary
role of the speech-language pathologist (SLP). ddsmment has forced SLP’s to break down a
child’s language disorder into its smallest medsgraunits in order to show progress in
intervention. Holistic communication processes,hsas dialogue, are typically excluded from
documents such as IEPs because they are diffiouihg¢asure objectively in order to show
significant progress over time. Due to the naturéhe IEP document, intervention by SLPs
tends to be skills based, with minimal considerabbthe authenticity of the context. This skills
based orientation has dictated the type of sert@d®ery models typically used in the public
schools. In practice, the majority of SLPs usertteglical model of pull-out intervention (ASHA,
1996; Brandell, 2011). For those who wish to prev&peech-language intervention that is
meaningful in authentic contexts, the pull-out nlodas been criticized. As stated by N.W.

Nelson (2004), “pulling students with disabilitiesit for decontextualized “fixing” exercises
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does little to address their isolation from theeclarning enterprise” (p. 6). Other approaches to
service delivery are described by the American 8péanguage Hearing Association (ASHA),
the governing association for the profession oesphdanguage pathology.

Service Delivery Models

Traditionally, SLPs have used a variety of sendeévery models to provide services to
students with speech and language impairments. mMd& common service delivery model,
SLPs work independently as they pull individual small groups of children out of their
classrooms for intervention sessions. This directise delivery model (pull-out) is suggested
for students with articulation, voice or fluencysaiders, or those with severe impairment
(ASHA, 1996). Intervention for students with langeadisorders is not recommended with this
model, although it is commonly used in practice ttukack of training in other models as well as
logistical issues. Surveys of school SLPs indicdlted group intervention outside the classroom
was used with 71-91% of students receiving speacftlage intervention (ASHA, 2010;
Brandell, 2011). High caseload size and lack ahing in other models was reported to be the
contributing factors for utilization of this moddlhis data contradicts ASHA’s recommendation
of using various service delivery models to besetrsudents’ needs in the least restrictive
environment.

Recent emphasis on authentic intervention has eaged the use of a collaborative
service delivery model. This model emphasizesttaiSLP work as part of an educational team
(ASHA, 1991). For students with language impairmsentlassroom-based or collaborative
service delivery models are recommended. Collabveratervice delivery is designed to assess
and treat communication impairments within natweitings to increase the effectiveness and

generalization of services. In this team approdiths important not to fragment the student’s
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skills and abilities” (ASHA, 1991, p. 4). The foco$ assessment using a collaborative service
delivery model is on evaluation of a student’s hbraon genuine communicative tasks rather
than a probing of isolated skills. Rather than gsantificial tasks in contrived situations (e.g.,
pull-out model) to determine a child’s ability, @dorative assessment encourages data
collection in authentic communicative settings. &iom various sources is encouraged for
triangulation of assessment to increase validitySKA, 1991). In this approach, both
guantitative and qualitative methods for data ctiden are encouraged. Following assessment,
the team develops an IEP in which the SLP is netsthie intervention provider. Some of the
interventions in a collaborative service deliverpdal may include naturalistic intervention
strategies and scaffolding strategies.

As with all educational models, administrative ot is necessary for proper
implementation of collaborative service deliverych8ol administrators must allot SLPs,
teachers, and other professionals on the teameibeseary time to meet outside their classroom
duties to collaborate. Cooperation among team mesnigenecessary and an abandonment of
professional “turf” must occur. Most special edumatservices take place within the general
education classroom in this model, therefore thg that educators perceive their roles in the
public school may change (ASHA, 1991). Even thotlggre are several indicators that the
collaborative service delivery model may be the teffective model for student achievement,
administrative support is not consistently preskeatk of funding for education has reduced the
number of professionals that are available to weitk students. Lack of time for collaboration,
high caseloads, and lack of training in using aentic approach has caused many SLPs to fall

back on the traditional service delivery model oliqput intervention.
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Language Intervention in Practice

The majority of students enter school with the laage basis necessary for them to be
successful students. They learn academic currictifwough various learning styles and adapt to
the method of instruction used by their teachedgrafter grade. For the student with a language
learning disability, their adaptability to inadetgiaeaching methods and atrtificial learning
contexts is poor. Students with language learnisghdlities (i.e., LD, SLI) need to be taught in
authentic contexts using methods that encouralgeThky need to learn to use language in order
to construct knowledge and therefore understanavtirel around them. Students of all abilities
have something valuable to communicate, and thrdabghr conversation with educators and
peers, they will continue to construct knowledgérategies that help students build that
knowledge include authentic questioning during eosficing, critical moment teaching through
miscue analysis, and scaffolding using a sociaradtionist framework. Contrived lessons in
artificial situations will not allow students withisabilities to transfer knowledge across contexts.

One avenue for speech-language pathologists tisdt toi provide meaningful, authentic
intervention in the classroom setting is writingll Alassrooms patrticipate in some aspect of
writing instruction, with many moving towards a terns workshop approach. Writer's
workshop make consist of students writing indepatige€or large chunks of time, with peers
and teachers periodically communicating how wedlytare meeting their personal writing goals.
Teachers move about the room scaffolding writterglenge production and may provide mini-
lessons to small groups or the whole class (Nel2084). In traditional service delivery models
(i.e., pull-out), students with language learningpairments may not be given the opportunity to
participate in writer's workshop. An alternativettos model would be for the speech-language

pathologist to provide classroom based interventdanng writer's workshop. In addition to
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being authentic, writing allows students with laaga learning impairments to reflect on their
language production, revise or provide rationalenfiscues, and commit spoken elements to
working memory (Nelson, 2004). This growth can acttuvough the use of an interpretative
teaching framework by the SLP during writing in tlassroom. By abandoning the skills based
approach, categorizing language goals by syntamastcs, phonology, etc., and instead
thinking about language goals as levels (e..godise level, sentence level, word level) with the
ultimate goals of effective communication, SLPs @ahieve the goals set through IEPs in
authentic contexts for students.
Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the empirical and ineggpive paradigms and their impact on
education as well as speech-language patholodadtreviewed language acquisition theories
from the perspectives of the paradigms. It has edstewed how students learn language in
authentic contexts. Lastly, it has explained theftis perspectives in speech-language
pathology.

This review has included the work of Wells, Dew®ygotsky, and several others who
believe that conversation is a means of learnifgesé theorists believe that construction of
knowledge occurs in authentic social situationsesehare the key beliefs that guided the

development of this study.
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CHAPTER THREE: DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this study will be to develop ademstanding of language development
for students with language learning impairmentsgigechniques such as authentic questioning,
critical moment teaching, and scaffolding in autieoontexts. It will explore how the empirical
and interpretative paradigms influence the decssimade by a speech-language pathologist in
regards to intervention techniques, service degfivand goal setting. In order to move beyond
surface events and appearances, a research parhdigemphasizes understanding is necessary.
The best fit for this type of inquiry is the natlisac paradigm.

This chapter will describe the naturalistic reskadesign utilized to understand how
interpretative teaching strategies and authentstipport language development. A discussion of
the characteristics of naturalistic inquiry will lbetailed, as well as the methodology used for
gualitative research design. The details of thislgwill be described in addition to a discussion
of how trustworthiness will be established.

Naturalistic Inquiry

Naturalistic inquiry has been described as thestifitliing research paradigm to be used
for the study of language (Lincoln, 1985). Theree aeveral characteristics that define
naturalistic inquiry that are interdependent on anether. The first characteristic states that the
researcher carries out research in the naturalexbmif the subject of study. This is crucial
because naturalistic inquiry insists that realitysinbe understood as a whole and cannot be
fragmented for separate study of its parts. Alsodbntext is fundamental in deciding whether a
finding would be transferrable to other settingse Becond primary characteristic of naturalistic

inquiry is the human is the primary data collectimgtrument. This is important because
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although all types of instruments interact with tiggvants, only the human is capable of
evaluating the meaning of the change in interaatiobias created. The third characteristic is the
utilization of tacit (intuitive) knowledge to undstand all the nuances of the multiple realities in
social situations. Characteristic four in natutadignquiry places value on qualitative over
guantitative methods because they are more adapthpose the interaction and biases of the
researcher and participants, and are more sensitifee value patterns encountered. The fifth
characteristic is purposive sampling because thgeraf data exposed is increased. Naturalistic
inquiry also prefers inductive data analysis beeatiss more likely to expose multiple realities,
make the relationship between the researcher anitipants more accountable, and fully
describe the setting, therefore making transfatgbdasier. Characteristic seven is grounded
theory, which is described as having the theoryrgenérom the data rather than have a priori
theory. Grounded theory allows the researcher terghe study as neutrally as possible. The
characteristic of emergent design is a critical rabi@ristic of naturalistic inquiry. This
characteristic allows the research design to unfatder than be constructed beforehand. The
ninth characteristic allows for negotiated outcorhesveen the researcher and participants to
increase confirmability. In addition, the naturatisnquirer prefers a case study reporting mode
because it can be adapted to describe multipletiesabnd its thick description allows for
transferability. The characteristics of idiograpmterpretation and tentative application address
the hesitation by the naturalistic inquirer in nrakbroad generalizations. Characteristic thirteen
is the use of focus-determined boundaries basedthen emerging problems. The last
characteristic in naturalistic inquiry is a specwtention to trustworthiness (credibility,
transferability, dependability, and confirmabilitihat will be described in detail later in this

chapter.
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Given the characteristics outlined above, it iarhyeimpossible in naturalistic studies to
prepare an explicit design before the study igeddiailincoln, 1985). Given that point, a tentative
plan was still put into place and will be descrihedupcoming paragraphs. It is expected,
however, that this plan will change as the studypldis.

Qualitative Research Methods and Language

Although there are several variations used to defjnalitative research, depending on
the discipline it is used, Damico (2003) offersaperational definition that suits the needs of
those studying language: “Qualitative researchrsete a variety of analytical procedures
designed to systematically collect and describleniic, contextualized social phenomena with
the goal of interpretative adequacy” (p. 132). @aave methods are emphasized in the
naturalistic paradigm and will be used in this gtudhis is because qualitative methods are
easier to use when studying human beings doingalahativities, such as looking, listening,
speaking, reading, etc. Qualitative research offehscher and more detailed description of the
phenomenon under investigation than do more numibricoriented quantitative studies”
(Damico, 2003). The human instrument tends tomsthods such as interviews, observations,
reviewing documents, and interpreting inadvertemthrusive measures (Lincoln, 1985).

This study will consist of participant observatidaring student writing activities, in
which the conversation between the student andcbdeeguage pathologist will be audio-
recorded and transcribed. There will also be wgitsamples collected at several intervals
throughout the data collection process to assesygss over time. Interviews of teachers and
other speech-language pathologists will be usedalaate findings as well as gain new
information on the effectiveness of speech-languag#tation methods. The multiple sources

of information collected will triangulate the datad build confirmability.
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Ethnography

Ethnography is particularly promising for the @iebf speech-language pathology,
because it is designed to investigate complex kaai cultural phenomena. “Ethnography is a
scientific approach to discovering and investigatsocial and cultural patterns and meaning in
communities, institutions, and other social setin@chensul, 1999, p. 1). In an ethnography,
the researcher discovers what people do and whydéfiey assign meaning to their behaviors.
This study is an ethnography in the sense thatinvestigating the culture of speech-language
pathologists facilitating language development ublg school settings. Also, ethnographic
research is applied, meaning that it is an effectool for understanding and improving the
conditions studied. Ethnographic methods desctieeproblem in a local population, assist in
understanding the causes, provide information ¢hatsupport change, assist in formulating or
modifying intervention program models, and asséssefficacy of an intervention (Schensul,
Schensul, et al., 1999). These are all goals opthsent study, making applied ethnography an
ideal research paradigm.

Schensul, Schensul, and LeCompte (1999) desdrébstages in research design used for
ethnographic studies. In stage 1: research mdaebljective is to use personal and professional
experience, prior research, and a review of arthi\ata to develop the research model. It
involves identification of domains and constructmrhypotheses and is subject to modification
throughout the study. The purpose of this chametioidevelop the necessary components of
stage 1. In stage 2: domains are discovered throbghrvations and interviews of unique and
extreme cases. This stage will coincide with tlenb participate in observations and record the
conversations elicited during interactions withdets. Stage 3 consists of semi-structured data

collection techniques, such as interviews and fogtmups. This stage coincides with the

www.manaraa.com



43

intention in this study to interview teachers apdech-language pathologists as well as conduct
focus groups with speech-language pathologistgieStaur consists of the use of structured data
collection techniques such as surveys. There @arocurrently to use surveys in this study.

Ethnographic studies also use many data colletéicmiques. An ethnographic record is
used to bridge observations with analysis. It manscst of taking fieldnotes, taking
photographs, making maps, and any other means I&ctiog your observations (Spradley,
1980). Through the ethnographic record, a caseystudvritten. The techniques used in this
study to develop the ethnographic record consistefield notes, student artifacts, audio taping,
and semi-structured interviewing of teachers, sttgJeind speech-language pathologists.

Research Design

Proposed Population and Sample Selection

This study is considered to be fieldwork, a hallknaf ethnography. The definition of
“the field is the natural, nonlaboratory setting location where the activities in which a
researcher is interested take place” (Schensukerceih, et al., 1999, p. 70). It is important to
reiterate that the primary reason that this researchose the naturalistic paradigm was because
the majority of research is speech-language patiyol® conducted in unnatural, clinical type
settings that are frequently inapplicable to auticesituations in the field. In the case of this
study, the field is a familiar setting, the curresghool that this researcher is employed at.
Research will be conducted at Martell Elementartyo®tin Troy, Michigan, built in 1974. This
setting is a public elementary that houses 395esiisdn kindergarten to fifth grade. Class size is
approximately 25 students in lower grades and @8esits in upper grades with one teacher per
classroom. The school structure is very traditipaakctangle shape with three hallways that cut

through the middle. There is one meeting room doge group instruction that was added in the
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last few years. There is one resource room classt@ad one emotionally impaired classroom
within the school. There are also individual offider ancillary staff, such as the school social
worker, teacher consultant, psychologist, and dpéatyuage pathologist. All of the ancillary

staff members work at Martell Elementary one to thays per week and are in other buildings
throughout the district the remainder of the week.

Martell Elementary is located in Troy, Michiganhieh is considered to be a middle class
community. Most students graduate and go on toenigkucation. Parent support is average to
above average for most students. Student populasiofairly diverse, with Asian, Middle
Eastern, Indian, African American, Caucasian, ahers represented in both general and special
education. At Martell Elementary in the 2011-20khml year, seventeen students received
speech-language intervention as determined thraligibility procedures. These procedures
include the general education teachers documentatioconcerns and strategies used in the
classroom, collaboration with the Student Assistafieam (SAT), and resulting in referral for
assessment and development of an IEP. These studemtthen labeled with a particular
disability. The students who receive speech-langutigrapy at Martell Elementary in the
current school year are labeled Speech Languagairetp(SLI: 13 students), Specific Learning
Disabled (SLD: 1 student), Autism Spectrum Disor@eED: 0 students), Otherwise Health
Impaired (OHI: 1 student), and Emotionally Impair@€l: 2 students). Out of the seventeen
students on the SLPs caseload, eleven are seapdech-language therapy only and six also
receive resource room or emotional classroom supgddns support occurs in the general
education classroom, resource/emotionally impaakedsroom, and/or in the speech-language

pathologist’s office.
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Three students will be selected as participantshia study. These students will be
selected based on the following criteria:
e Currently receiving the majority of writing instri@n in the general education classroom
e Able to produce some conventional writing (e.gydrel illustrations)
e In second or third grade
e Diagnosed as having below average receptive oresgpre language ability through
standardized measures as documented at their exEntrspecial education eligibility
determination meeting
e Receiving speech-language intervention as a deezwice
e Parents have given permission for their childrepadicipate in the study
Given the above criteria, five students out of dniginal seventeen on the SLPs caseload were
eligible participants. Out of this pool of studentsiterion-based selection was used given the
above criteria and ability to get parental pernoissiCriterion-based selection allows researchers
to choose the population they want to study to ma&e the chances that they will find the
patterns for which they are searching. The thredestts selected will be comparable cases,
meaning that they exemplify as closely as posdiespecific characteristics of interest to the
researcher (Schensul, Schensul, et al., 1999). thempt will be made to select the three
participants from the same grade if possible, ileorto maximize meaningful patterns in the
data. Following selection of participants, consemtparticipation will be obtained through the
procedures outlined by the Human Investigation Cdtem
Methodology
Participants selected for this study will particgpan approximately three months of

language facilitation with the researcher. Thisilitation will be provided in the general
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education classroom during writing instruction. ¥@ublic School District currently utilizes a
writing workshop approach for written language tinstion. This will be the avenue used this
study. It is important to note that participantghrs study will continue to receive both pull-out
and classroom based intervention by an SLP thstibstituting for the researcher based on the
goals determined in their IEP.

The following table outlines the three phases ptahim this study and will be described
in detail in the subsequent paragraphs.

Table 3: Phases Planned in the Study

Phase Objective Timeline
Phase 1: The SLHAs e Logistical considerations (e.g.1-2 weeks:
role in the classroom scheduling) Early March

e Outcomes of study communicated012
with teachers and students
e Initial interviews of participants and
teachers
e Collection and analysis of initial
writing samples
e Introduction of audio recording

materials
Phase 2: Language e Conferencing with students 8-10  weeks
Facilitation in e Data collection: Mid March-
Authentic Contexts o Transcription May 2012

0 Writing samples

1%

Phase 3. Perceptions e Follow-up interviews with teachers2 weeks: Jung

and Attitudes and students 2012

e Collection and analysis of final
writing samples

e Focus group interview with SLPs

Phase one will consist of the establishment of3he during writing conferences. It will
consist of establishing times for conferences, etquk outcomes for these conferences, and
initial collection of writing samples. These sangplwill be scored using the Troy School

District’s writing rubric (see Appendix A) as welk analyzed for specific errors in language use
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based on their IEP goals. This phase will introdacelio-recording materials to decrease
intrusiveness. Clip-on microphones will be usedaorease the interference of background noise
in the classroom (Schensul, Lecompte, et al., 199%ase one will also include semi-structured
interviews of both teachers and students perceptioh SLPs using language facilitation
techniques in the classroom setting (see Appendix I8 a semi-structured interview, the
guestions are predetermined, but the answers ame-@mpded and can be enhanced by probes
(Schensul, Schensul, et. al., 1999). This staggpected to last only one to two weeks, because
it is a familiar role for the student, teacher, &idP.

Phase two will consist of data collection and asialyuring writing conferences with
selected participants. Conferences will be condlttece a week with each participant during
writer's workshop. These conferences will consfst gonversation about current written pieces,
the student’s perception of their progress andsaoéaeed, and miscue analysis. Dialogue will
be fostered through authentic questioning techmigsech as those described by Goodman
(2003), Graves (1994), and Wood Ray (2006) in arapto. Dialogue about miscues between
the student and SLP will be used as a springbaardritical moment teaching and scaffolding.
The “assessment-first” teaching order describedhapter two will be used to keep instruction
thoughtful and not steal away students’ intenti@rsl purposes (Wood Ray, 1999). All
conferences will be audiorecorded and later trapsdr Transcription will be critical for
accessing data for analysis because progress linaoguage development will not always be
evident from written samples. Also, the teachin@cpices used by the SLP will not be
documented in the student’'s writing. Relevant segmdo the research questions will be

transcribed with the remainder of the tape sumredrito describe the context (Schensul,
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LeCompte, et al., 1999). In addition, writing saegWwill be collected throughout phase two.
This phase is expected to last approximately 8-¢6ks.

Phase three consists of semi-structured followriprviews with students and teachers
about their perceptions of SLPs using languagditiedn techniques in the classroom (see
Appendix C). It will also consist of a focused gpointerview with district SLPs about the
efficacy of various service delivery models (seg@pdix D). The group interview provides the
advantage of collecting a large quantity of data short period of time, record group member’s
reactions to ideas and each other, and obtaircgmtits’ interpretation of results gathered in the
current study (Schensul, LeCompte, et. al., 1998).addition, final writing samples will be
collected from students. These samples will beexstaising the Troy School District’s writing
rubric (see Appendix A) as well as analyzed forcepeprogress in language use based on their
IEP goals. This phase will last approximately tweeks.

Data Analysis and Reporting

Data Collection

The techniques used in this study to develop theogfraphic record consisted of: field
notes, student artifacts, audio taping, and seracsitred interviewing of teachers, students, and
speech-language pathologists. Field notes willsmbnof condensed accounts, defined as
containing “phrases, single words, and unconneséstences” about the interaction (Spradley,
1980, p. 69). It would be impossible and unnecgstsarecord everything said in the interaction,
because the researcher will be an active partitipathe SLP-student conferences. Also, each
interaction will be audio recorded and later traima. Also, a fieldwork journal will be used to
record experiences, ideas, feelings, mistakes kttmeaighs, problems, etc. during fieldwork,

similar to a diary (Spradley, 1980). Based on asialyand interpretation of the fieldnotes, in
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addition to the transcribed audio samples and viger responses, an analysis of the data will
involve domain and taxonomic analysis. This typeodlysis involves multiple passes through
the data to look for patterns of domains. These aloswill be determined once the data is
collected.

Case Study

Since this is a naturalistic study, the case stegprting mode will be used. Lincoln and
Guba (1985) believe that this mode is most usefidchieving the main purposes of reporting,
raising understanding and maintaining continuity,well as being an advantageous format for
the naturalistic inquirer. “The case study repserideal for providing the “thick transcription”
thought to be so essential for enabling transfétalpudgments” (Lincoln, 1985, p. 214). Also,
the interactions between the researcher and patits as well as the context is better described
in a case study. In addition, the case study pesvaldetailed experience of the inquiry setting to
the reader so they can feel like they were preaktite study themselves. The case study report
is to “appear grounded, holistic, and lifelike” fcoln, 1985, p. 214). Lastly, the thick
description in a case study allows the readerladaeheir own prior knowledge and experiences
to the study. This is particularly important to thteidy of communication, since it is a socially
mediated phenomenon.

Trustworthiness

Any researcher, despite the research paradigm, usest persuade readers that their
research study is valuable to the field. In natstial research, four criteria must be addressed in
order for it to be considered valuable, or trustiwpr(Lincoln, 1985). The four trustworthiness
criteria in the naturalistic research paradigm emedibility, transferability, dependability, and

confirmability. These terms parallel the empiripaRitivist paradigm criteria of internal validity,
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external validity, reliability, and objectivity. Endefinitions of each criterion and techniques
used by naturalists to meet the four criteria dldescribed below.

The first criterion, credibility, is met by an iaiger when he or she can establish that the
relationship found between variables is “true”. Fesearch to be credible, the inquirer must
consider if the instrument or methods used meashet they were designed to measure. There
are several activities that are designed to inerélas likelihood of credible findings. Prolonged
engagement is when an inquirer remains in the enmient he or she is studying long enough to
observe an entire cycle of an event. It must bg lemough to distinguish personal biases and
distortions and to build trust with the participgnPersistent observation is used to identify
relevant elements (i.e., depth) and to avoid como@ focus too soon. Observation in all
appropriate environments is also necessary to asereredibility. Triangulation is the most
important method used in collecting credible d#tproposes that one does not know something
unless it can be seen from different angles; tloeeefinquirers must have multiple data sources
and data methods. Peer debriefing consists of gséilleagues that are familiar with your
research or naturalistic methods to review youdifigs and identify biases, areas in need of
clarification, or unexplored areas. Member cheaksimportant techniques used during analysis
to increase credibility. During data interpretaticiurther explanation into the minds of
participants to explore reasons for behaviors/mese® is vital to increasing exploratory power in
the inquirers research findings. Member checksuaesl to reduce analysis errors and discover
the members’ intentionality. Negative case analysisused to revisit the hypothesis with
hindsight and refine it until it accounts for aldwn cases without exception. Lastly, referential
adequacy is described as selecting randomized tgpteally collected through videotaping, and

archiving it. This data can later be used as alm@ack for later analysis and critiques.
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The second criterion, transferability, providesdemnce that findings are applicable to
other contexts or subjects. One must demonstratetie causal relationship in the findings can
be generalized. Transferability can be judged based'rich description” of the findings.
Randomized sampling can also be helpful in meetiggcriterion.

The dependability criterion is otherwise descritsed consistency, predictability, and
accuracy in the findings. Inquirers must establisplicability for his or her research to be
considered trustworthy. This means that resultstrbesable to be reproduced with similar
groups in similar contexts. Dependability can bldshed by using a systematic approach.

Lastly, confirmability or neutrality can be desmd as the degree to which findings are
without bias, personal motivations, and perspestivkethe inquirer. Intersubjective agreement,
multiple observers agreeing on the same phenomesarsed to test confirmability. An audit
process is used to find relationships between datysis, and written text. A value-free inquiry
is considered to have met the criterion of confioiiity.

Due to the small scale and independent natur@isfstudy, not all the criterion can be
fully established. The following table lists theidgtworthiness criterion, the activities used to

establish that criterion, and examples from thdysto meet it:
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Table 4: Trustworthiness Criterion

Criterion Activity Example
Credibility Prolonged engagement| 3-4 months of study + 7.5 previous years at sit

D

Persistent observations| 3 months of transcription (2x per week), R+
different classrooms
Triangulation
Transcription, field notes, student artifagts,
student/teacher interviews, focus group
Peer debriefing
Consultation  with  dissertation  advisofs,
Member checks consultation with colleagues

Student conferences, interviews
Transferability| Rich  description  of Case study reporting

findings
Comparative caseSelection of participants based on similar and
sampling typical cases
Dependability | Systematic approach Use of the ettapdac research cycle
Confirmability | Intersubjective Teacher interviews, focus group
agreement
Tracking of data obtained through: audio tape
Audit trail logs, field note summaries, interviews, fogus

groups

Conclusion
This chapter described naturalistic inquiry andvhibis an ideal vehicle for this study of

communication. The naturalistic paradigm providesearchers the ability to focus on complex
communicative processes and their natural conteatser than isolated linguistic elements in
contrived contexts. Because qualitative methodelgare designed to richly describe
phenomena within authentic contexts, these appesacian provide a missing link between
sterile numerical data and the complexity of act@hmunication. The link between research
and practice must be strengthened in order to mbeefield of speech-language pathology

forward. One way to diminish the “division betwettre laboratory and the clinic is to employ
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more open and flexible research approaches thasustain empirical rigor in more authentic
settings” (Damico, 2003, p. 140). Qualitative reskahas the ability to accomplish these

objectives as well as address the research quegiianned in this study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a riebatiption of the data collected during
the time span of the study. Several data sources aealyzed using a qualitative research
design. The chapter will begin by introducing teeearch participants, describing the interviews
and conferences held, and provide excerpts ofam@hritten language samples.
Participants
Three students were chosen as participants fosttidy. Criterion-based selection was
used given the criteria listed below:
e Currently receiving the majority of writing instriien in the general education classroom
e Able to produce some conventional writing (e.gydrel illustrations)
e In second or third grade
e Diagnosed as having below average receptive oresgpre language ability through
standardized measures as documented at their ewentrspecial education eligibility
determination meeting
e Receiving speech-language intervention as a dsezwice

e Parents have given permission for their childrepadicipate in the study

The three students selected were considered tootmparable cases, meaning that they
shared characteristics that exemplify the resedschmurpose. The original three students
selected were third grade boys that were previodshgnosed with a receptive-expressive
language impairment. One of the three student'ergardid not consent in a timely manner,
therefore a fourth student was asked to participite fourth student was also a third grade boy,

however he was previously diagnosed with an adtcah impairment. It was felt, however, that
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he shared many similar language characteristicshasother students and would still be
considered a comparable case.

The three participants were coded in the reseach, 8, and C. They were all nine years
old at the time of data collection and in the secbalf of third grade. Student A was in one
classroom and Students B and C were in the sanssratam. All three students had been
receiving speech-language support since kindemngantearlier. All students had been described
as inattentive by current and previous teacherd Stndents A and B had a medical diagnosis of
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Tnhlevel of language and needed support
varied with each student and will be describedhient

Student A

The researcher’s interactions with Student A wéee most intense of all the participants.
Recorded interactions were typically lengthy andtamed abundant opportunities to scaffold
language development. Student A displayed his em®tutright and there are several examples
of humor, contention, skepticism, joy, and angeoulghout the conferences. He may have also
shown the most growth.

Student A is an only child that comes from a loweme home. He is raised by both parents,
however spends most of his time with his fathers Kither has admitted to having learning
problems himself. Student A has a medical diagnoEIBDHD and takes daily medication. In
the classroom, he is frequently inattentive, diaarged, and struggles in the academic areas of
mathematics and writing. He also tends to talk ssieely with little recognition of nonverbal
cues. He has few friends.

Student A was re-evaluated by the school distnddecember 2010 and re-certified with a

Speech-Language Impairment (SLI). The Clinical Hatibn of Language Fundamentals-1V
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(2003) was given and his score were as followseGtandard score= 79 (Average: 85-115);

Receptive Language Standard Score= 90; Expressinguage Standard Score= 77. On his most

recent Individualized Education Plan (IEP) in Jagua012, his present level of academic

achievement and functional performance (PLAAFRuisimarized as follows:

Student A continues to present with a speech amgulge disorder that negatively impacts
his ability to successfully communicate with othéte struggles to initiate, maintain, and
terminate conversational topics appropriately. Hashdifficulty with sequencing during
retelling and written work, using correct syntaxdespeed of speech. In addition, he requires
prompting to compromise and problem solve withpesrs.

Based on this data, the IEP states that he sheuklve speech-language therapy four to eight

times per month. Social work support was also renended. His annual language goal and

short term objectives were as follows:

Table 5: Student A IEP Goals/Objectives

Measurable Annual Goal: Student will use appropriattiation of topics, sequencing, and terminaiomclusion
in dialogue, retelling, and written work with 80%caracy.

Short-Term Objectives (at least two per goal) Eatibin Criterion Schedule  for
evaluation
Student will reference his topic when initiatinBeacher 80% Evaluated
conversation with others and remain on topic|@bservation Accuracy monthly
several turns.
Student will use an introduction, sequence of ey¢ftacher 80% Evaluated
and conclusion in writing tasks. Observation Accuracy monthly
Student will retell a narrative using correct sent? Teacher 80% Evaluated
structure. Observation Accuracy monthly
Student will use appropriate speed and volumeTehcher 80% Evaluated
speech to make himself intelligible during retalinObservation Accuracy monthly
reading his written work, and dialogue.

Previous goals were also monitored, which had heemprove overall intelligibility and

improve use of common grammatical structures. He Ipaogressed on some of his

goals/objectives and achieved others. Overall mssgion had been slow. A psychological
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assessment in 2010 indicated that Student A hasllaSEale IQ of 74 (average 90-110) and
achievement scores that all exceed his 1Q. Baseithisrassessment, he no longer qualified for
the resource room support that was offered to mirfirst grade and the beginning of second
grade. He did continue to receive some specidhtgaccommodations, preferential seating, and
reduced or modified assignments as deemed nece&xspite this support, Student A was an
average to below average student in all acaderaasaHis language impairment and ADHD has
negatively impacted him in the school and commustyings.

Student B

Student B was the last participant to begin comfeireg with the researcher. He was added to
the study after the initial participant's parent&l dot respond in a timely manner. The
interactions recorded with Student B show signiftcamotional and behavioral struggles. It is
evident that Student B does not feel successfschool and struggles with peer, teacher, and
family relationships. There were times that thefetence had to be suspended because Student
B refused to respond to the researcher. Despitenm@ional overlays, growth over time was
shown.

Student B is the fourth child of five, coming freemmiddle class home. He was adopted at
age five along with his biological sister. He hagtb in foster care until age three and lived with
his current family since that time. There are salvether foster children that flow through his
family’'s home, many with special needs. Previousimmmnication with his adoptive parents have
illustrated that the home is militant in its op&atand that Student B is the “problem child”. His
adoptive mother in a meeting a few years ago emditated that she wished she had never
adopted him. In the school setting, Student B feadly lies about his family and has several

fantasies. In an interview, Student B stated thatbiological sister “said when | was born |
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made her life miserable”. He reports that his moth@esn’t love him. He has frequent minor
injuries and is sent home for lice infestation savémes a year. Protective services has been
involved with the family.

In the classroom setting, Student B seeks attentiopositive and negative ways. He
frequently seeks affection (e.g., hugs from teaghdrowever struggles to behave appropriately
and is therefore frequently disciplined. He has adical diagnosis of ADHD and takes
medication. There was also a report of bi-polarwdaer this diagnosis was not officially
confirmed. In the classroom, he is frequently imative, defiant, disorganized, and struggles in
the academic areas of reading and writing. He &asbsitive peer relationships.

Student B was re-evaluated by the school distnicMarch 2012 and certified Otherwise
Health Impaired (OHI). The Goldman Fristoe TestAoficulation-2 (2000) was given and he
received a standard score of 81 (Average: 85-1Q6)his most recent IEP in March 2012, his
PLAAFP is summarized as follows:

Past cognitive testing results revealed cognitivergyth in nonverbal problem solving skills,
with weakness present in his short-term, workinghorg. Academically, Student B’s sight word
knowledge and decoding skills are less developed this same age peers; however, his
comprehension skills are adequate for his age. @bsens of Student B during the present
evaluation process revealed off-task, inattentiebdviors. He obtained below average range
writing scores, making grammatical, punctuation aagbitalization errors. Results of a behavior
rating scale reveal significant differences betwe@od and bad days, with bad days clearly
suggesting maladaptive functioning in the classro&tudent B continues to struggle with the
correct production and use of the /r/ sound. In iddd, although Student B knows and
understands different feelings, boundaries andaomies, he often responds inappropriately
and is viewed as being "annoying" to his peerséperted by student).

Based on this data, the IEP states that he shegkive speech-language therapy four to

eight times per month. Resource room and sociakvsupport were also recommended.

Articulation goals and objectives were as follows:
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Table 6: Student B IEP Goals/Objectives

Measurable Annual Goal: Student will improve ad@tion skills to 95% intelligibility in conversatiowith peers
and adults.

Short-Term Objectives (at least two pEwaluation Criterion Schedule for
goal) evaluation
Student will produce the /r/ sound corre¢fiyeacher Observatigri00% Accuracy Evaluated monthly

in words and in sentences

Student will produce the /r/ sound corre¢flyeacher Observatid®5% Accuracy Evaluated monthly
in reading and in conversation. .

Student will produce the /th/ soupfleacher Observatigri00% Accuracy Evaluated monthly
correctly in reading and in conversation.

Previous objectives had been to produce /r/ andiritiieading and conversation. He has
progressed on some of his goals/objectives andceaethiothers. Overall progression had been
slow. A psychological assessment in 2012 indicttatd Student B has an average overall IQ and
achievement scores that are below average in basiding and writing. Based on this
assessment, he received resource room supporese threas. He also received some special
testing accommodations, preferential seating, &ddiged or modified assignments as deemed
necessary. Despite this support, Student B wasvarage to below average student in all
academic areas. His articulation impairment and BDkhs negatively impacted him in the
school and community settings.

Student C

Interactions with Student C were typically rich agrigaging. He began the process having
the mildest language impairment of the three casies. Conferences with student C contained
several opportunities to both scaffold and applyprpknowledge. Overall growth seemed to

fluctuate the most with Student C.
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Student C comes from a middle class home. He iydbagest of two children, living with
both parents. The mother is the primary caregiver stays at home with the children and his
father works long hours. He comes from a bilinghame, however Student C only speaks
English. Interactions with parents have indicateat Student C has little responsibilities in the
home setting and is “babied”. Parents have beetinge$tudent C outside tutoring in reading
and math for the past year. Teachers have reconedetidht the parents explore testing for
ADHD, however parents have refused.

In the classroom setting, Student C is an averadeelow average student. He struggles to
stay focused on tasks and is very social with lesrg He requires frequent redirection by his
teacher to complete an assignment. His effort aardgverance with academic tasks have been
guestionable. He has been extremely inconsistemiiacademic growth. He has never received
special education testing or support besides sp@eguage intervention. He does receive
English as a Second Language Support a few tintesgek.

Student C was re-evaluated by the school distnitdovember 2011 and re-certified Speech-
Language Impaired (SLI). The Clinical EvaluatiohLanguage Fundamentals-IV (2003) was
given and his score were as follows: Core standamte= 88 (Average: 85-115); Receptive
Language Standard Score= 84; Expressive Languagel&d Score= 87. The Test of Narrative
Language (2004) was also given and he receiveahaatd score of 76 (Average: 85-115) on the
Narrative Language Ability Index. On his most recl#P in November 2011, his PLAAFP is
summarized as follows:

Student C continues to present with an expressinguiage impairment. He struggles to

understand and explain word relationships. He aBaggles to narrate stories orally, using
appropriate story elements, organization, and secgestructures.
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Based on this data, the IEP states that he sheuklve speech-language therapy four to eight
times per month. Language goals and objectives agfellows:

Table 7: Student C IEP Goals/Objectives

Measurable Annual Goal: Student will compare andtrest curricular vocabulary to build his ability éxpressive
language skills in 75% of trials.

Short-Term Objectives (at least two pEwaluation Criterion Schedule for
goal) evaluation

Student will compare two curriculafeacher 75% Accuracy Evaluated monthly
vocabulary words. Observation

Student will contrast two curriculai eacher 75% Accuracy Evaluated monthly
vocabulary words. Observation

Measurable Annual Goal: Student will generate delrea narrative in oral and written responses aining
appropriate story elements and temporal/causdlop&hips between events that is appropriate fadepievel.

Short-Term Objectives (at least two pEwaluation Criterion Schedule for
goal) evaluation
Student will convey the settingleacher 3 out of 4 elementEvaluated monthly
characters, and problem/solution |{@bservation independently

narrative retelling or written story

generation.

Student will tell a sequence of everitgacher 3+ occurrences p¢Evaluated monthly
orally or in writing using appropriaij®bservation oral retell  of

causal and temporal relationships (d.g., written narrative

after that, and, then, because, so that,

since). 1

Previous goals had been to use strategies suchsaalization, rehearsal and self-talk to
remember and follow directions and listen to longaunks of auditory information in small and
large group settings. He has progressed on sonmsajoals/objectives and achieved others.
Overall progression had been slow. He also reces@mde special testing accommodations,
preferential seating, and reduced or modified assents as deemed necessary. Despite this
support, Student C was an average to below aveatagent in all academic areas. His language
impairment, inattentiveness, and personality fact@ve negatively impacted him in the school

and community settings.
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Analysis of Findings

There were three phases in this study that willlégcribed and analyzed in detail in the
subsequent paragraphs. Field notes, student astifaediotaping, and semi-structured interviews
were the techniques used to develop the ethnograpbord. An analysis of the data involved
domain and taxonomic analysis, as well as the gesmr of some ratios and inverse
relationships. The multiple sources of data wiluke in a case study report.

Phase 1: The SLPs role in the classroom

The first phrase of this study consisted of theegp-language pathologist (SLP)
establishing rapport in the classroom, introductioh the audio equipment, logistical
considerations (e.g., scheduling), and communicatwith teachers, participants, parents, and
administrators about the purpose of the study.

Blending into the Classroom

Prolonged engagement at the site was the biggesirfan the researcher’'s ease of
becoming a natural part of the classroom. Sinceréisearcher had been involved with the
students and a colleague of the teachers for deyeses, she was able to easily blend into the
classroom with minimal disruptions. In the initfalv weeks, the researcher began conferencing
during the teacher’s regularly scheduled writingngs. The researcher did encounter some
guestions from students about her purpose in tssidom and they sought an explanation of the
audio equipment. For example, in conference 1 Bitldent A, a student asked what we were
doing. The response was “Student A’s helping mé aitesearch project. So I'm going to come
in and work on writing with him”. The student appeé satisfied with this response and
guestions were very minimal throughout the resthef study. The participants also appeared

minimally affected by the audio equipment. Commesnish as “is this thing copying my voice?”
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and “can you get this thing off (referring to miplmne) so | can go find my word wall thing”
were documented occasionally and primarily towattts beginning of the study. Teachers
appeared comfortable with the researcher’s entoytime classroom and did not seem to change
their teaching style or plan for students. Thereenseefew occasions that the previous lesson ran
longer than expected and the teacher would endadsgnment upon my arrival. Both positive
and negative comments related to sticking to adideenvere documented in the interviews.

Initial Interviews: Teachers

The two third grade teachers and the three paattginvolved were interviewed using a
semi-structured format (see Appendix B). Althoudie tquestions were predetermined, the
answers were open-ended and the interviewer cordbepfor more information (Schensul,
Schensul, et. al., 1999). The following domains yae from the teacher interviews: role of the
SLP, service delivery models, positive impact oachers and students of the SLP facilitating
language inside of the classroom, and negative ¢tnpa teachers and students of the SLP
facilitating language inside of the classroom.

The role of the SLP as described by the teaches eonsistent with the empirical
paradigm. Their responses indicate that the probtemithin the individual to be fixed. For
instance one teacher, felt that the SLPs role isddress a specific skill set that is established
during the student’s IEP. Her statements did notasthat there was collaboration about those
goals in her statement “they (SLPs) usually havagyeet for the students and they relay those
goals to us as teachers”. Another teacher felttt@SLP is there is help the struggling student,
and not to facilitate change in the environmentweleer this teacher describes the SLP as a

“support person”, leaning more to an interpretapaeadigm.
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The many ways that SLP’s deliver services to sitglavere also described in the
teacher’s interviews. They state that SLP’s conte tine classroom to help both target and other
students, pull students out into small groups a-tmone, and develop home study programs.
The service delivery models listed by teacherscaresistent with ASHA’s recommendation of
using various service delivery models to best nstatlents’ needs in the least restrictive
environment. It is noted, however, that the wordllaboration” is not mentioned by either
teacher in the interviews.

Both positive and negative impacts of the SLP lifatng language inside of the
classroom were listed by the teachers. The teadtietbat having the SLP in the classroom was
helpful to students because they don’t miss assegsrand instruction. They indicated that most
students are welcoming to additional support atehibn. One teacher described the SLP as “an
extra set of hands”. One teacher also statedlibaSLP can gain perspective on the expectations
of the average third grade student as well as mootheir students progress in the academic
setting. Disadvantages of the SLP in the classra@me consistent with embarrassment for the
student, some student’s need for a smaller setéind, scheduling. One teacher indicated that
when an SLP is scheduled to come into the classrabm specific time, she no longer has
flexibility in her schedule. She felt, however, thiathe student is pulled out of the classroom,
“there’s always something they're going to haveniss”. She described this dilemma as a
“double-edged sword”.

Initial Interviews: Students

Initial student interviews were short and contaim@dimal information. It was felt that

the students were not used to being asked questioas open-ended format. Four domains

emerged from the initial student interviews: paestimpact of therapy, negative impact of
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therapy, positive and negative aspects of the puservice delivery model, and the student’s
awareness of the purpose of intervention.

All three students indicated that speech and lagguherapy was a positive experience
for them. Statements such as “I like it” and “rgdilin” were observed. None of the students
stated a negative opinion of the therapy experieha® out of the three students, however, felt
that push-in type therapy had a negative impacth@m. Interestingly, they were the two
students that are diagnosed with ADHD. These twadesits indicate that working within the
classroom is “noisy” and being in the SLP’s offibelps them to concentrate. Student C
indicated a positive to push-in instruction, stgtthat he gets “to be closer to two teachers”. The
students were varied in their awareness of theqaaerpf intervention. Student B specifically
stated his IEP goals as the reason that speeclaagdage is helpful to him. Student C stated
that it helps him learn to read, which would beeaamidary impact of the language instruction.
Student A, however, stated that it helps him “lesome new languages like sign language”.
Second language instruction has never been a foithishis student, illustrating that the purpose
of intervention is very unclear to him. The studienérviews did serve as a great springboard to
the recorded conferences to follow.

Phase 2: Language Facilitation in Authentic Contete

Phase two involved conferencing with individualdsnts during writing workshop and
recording the interactions. All samples were comeliavithin the general education classroom
with all other students and the teacher presens 3étting was the natural environment that the
researcher was seeking in the study. Conferenseedl&rom April to June 2012, approximately

twice per week. This resulted in 14-18 conferenmasstudent that lasted anywhere from 10-30
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minutes each over the course of the study. Eacfemte was then transcribed in full by the
researcher. Several domains emerged and will beided in detail in the following paragraphs.
Conferencing

The researcher and each individual participantversed about various written pieces
over the course of the study. Each conference wagie@ in its findings, however they generally
followed the same structure. The majority of coefmes began with an open-ended question
that encouraged the student to explain their pssgrend the directions for the writing
assignment. Examples of commonly used opening iquastvere Could you explain to me what
the directions were?; What are you working on t&jaand What are you thinking®ialogue
was then fostered through authentic questionindinigcies and fresh ideas/miscues were
scaffolded throughout the conversation.

Genres

Students participated in four written genres duyitime study: persuasive letters, poetry, a
focused personal narrative, and a research reftithiough the researcher did not expect the
writing genre to change so frequently when planrihmg study, it did lead to a large variety of
topics to be discussed during teachable momentging/samples were also collected from the
participants periodically. Unfortunately, since tirae spent during the study involved four large
scale written assignments that were continued ks, there was not an abundance of samples
to collect. In addition, there were less re-vigifscertain language structures, making growth
over time of specific areas more difficult to tradkuring the course of the study, each genre
brought its own set of challenges for the studeéntggling to learn language, although there

were many common domains that will be described.
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Data Analysis

Domain and taxonomic analysis were conducted sxrdee the patterns that emerged
from the data. Domains that were relevant to tiseaech questions, as well as some unexpected
domains were identified by the researcher upon ipteltpasses through the data. Random
transcriptions were selected and member checksxldiffeerent SLP colleagues were conducted
to build confirmability in the data. The member cke revealed that domains were identified
with 85% consistency with the researcher. It wdistfat if the SLP’s had been provided with
more detailed instructions and examples of eachattgnthat reliability may have been higher.
For example, there was some inconsistency amon§ltPs performing the member checks on
the domain entitledhodel/expansion of correct syntax/semartiesause the researcher had only
coded this domain if it followed a student’s misc8eme of the SLPs coded this domain if there
was any language model provided in the conferetger domains were fairly consistent.

In the analysis, several domains emerged for edetistudents, however there were some
domains that were student specific. The domaink vldescribed in detail in the subsequent
chapters.

General Findings Across Participants

The three research questions in this study thate wexplored through student
conferencing involved comparing the empirical antknipretative paradigm, use of authentic
learning contexts and techniques to support langueyelopment, and progress in language
skills based on IEP goals/objectives. Given thisisleduring analysis,open-ended
guestions/statements to encourage students toiexpkir thought processes were compared
with closed ended questions/directives. These steon@tationships stemmed from the question

of how the paradigms influence the perspective gfi@ech-language pathologist. Although both
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types of questions/statements were found in evarypte, it was evident that open-ended

guestions typically resulted in richer samples duae. Upon further analysis, these open-ended

guestions were used to elicit five general resporfsem students: an explanation, a plan,

clarification, emotional response, and perspectiaking/reflection. Examples of authentic

guestioning are shown in the chart below:

Table 8: Summary of Domain: Open-Ended Questions/8tements to Encourage Students

to Explain their Thought Processes

Purpose

Examples

Elicit explanation

¢ Why do you like...

e How do you know that?

e Can you tell me why...

e Explain to me why you're writing...
e What do you think?

e How come?

e What are you noticing?

e What made you think of that?

Elicit planning

e What do you wish for?
e What are you thinking next?
e Let’s think about it.

Elicit emotion

e How would you feel?
e Why do you feel that?
e How are you feeling about your writing?

Elicit clarification

e Tell me more about that
e What do you mean...

e Why did you write...

e Help me understand that.

Elicit perspective
taking/reflection

e What do you like about it?

e Why would that be important?

e What were you thinking when...
e Why would they do that?

The above examples were used in samples with halet participants. Although

interpretative questions emerged spontaneouslyeaction to the student's responses, the

researcher’s underlying framework stemmed fromvtbek of Goodman (2003), Graves (1994)
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and Wood Ray (2006) in their work on authentic goes. A goal of the researcher during the
conferences was to get the student talking mora tha researcher through the use of an
interpretative teaching style. As Graves (1994jestathe ratio of teacher to student talk should
be 20:80. Although this ideal goal was not obtaidedng any of the samples, the ratio did
increase for most samples as the study progrebsedxample, in Student A Conference 2, the
response to the researchers question “what dohiok’ elicited the response “I don’t know”.
However in Student A Conference 16, the researstpréestion “what did you think when you
read this?” elicited the response “well | think wfeould say...” and the student continued to
explain his thinking in four more utterances. Ex&mspsuch as this are evident throughout the
data. To illustrate this relationship of “I donhéw” responses to “thinking” responses, the data
was analyzed for Student A to discover if there vaasinverse relationship found in the
transcriptions over time. Although an inverse ielahip was not evident, the student’'s use of
“don’t know” and “think/wonder” words came in lingith one another in later samples. The

data is described in the following line graph:
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Figure 1: Relationship of Unknown Responses to Thahtful Responses
Student A

12
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Use of open-ended questions/statements elicitece farguage in the samples than
closed-ended questions/statements and were maligafa@ for certain students than others. It
was felt that this was related to the students msipee with metacognition, or talking about their
thinking, and will be discussed further in chapgiee.

Use of the interpretative teaching style was aigoaf the study, however closed-ended
guestions/directives were still evident frequentihyoughout the conferences. This type of
teaching is typically viewed as empirical in natushere the teacher is imparting their expertise
to the student, however upon further analysis entdxonomy, it was discovered that imparting
knowledge was not the primary reason for this tgpguestion/statement. The chart illustrates

examples of closed-ended questions/directives lagid purpose during the conferences.
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Table 9: Summary of Domain: Closed-Ended QuestionBirectives

Purpose

Examples

Elicit clarification or to

repeat the directions

e Tell me what the directions were
e What was the next direction?

e |ts important that you do that

e Highlight it

e Now skip a line and go here

e Write history on this post-it note

To gauge comprehension

e Does that make sense?
¢ Do you agree?
¢ Did you figure it out?

Correct or prevent errors

e Erase this one

e Put this little arrow here

e Start where | wrote that x

¢ As long as its neat

e Go over there and check it

e Are you gonna leave spaces in between your word
e You have to write...

e | et’'s add that right here so we don't forget it

s?

D

Quicken/slow student’se Let's stop there. Don’t write anything and let’skis
pace first.

eRead it again

e Ok keep working
Provide reminders  ofelet’s try to leave some spaces between your word
previously learned « Can you sagherriesnice and loud for me?

information/IEP goals

e Does poetry sound like a song?
e et’s add this adjective

\"ZJ

Although both open and closed ended questionssae i all samples, facilitating the student’s

thinking and language growth are at the centehefresearcher’s approach. As Dewey (1944)

states, “to have an aim is to act with meaning”1@4). This is evident from the meaningful

purpose, or “aim” that could be attached to moshefexamples of the researcher’s questions.

Throughout the conferences, the researcher’stintewas to be a facilitator of language

learning. Based on the work of Vygotsky, scaffotdiechniques were used in every conference

with students. Given this lens during analysis, tlwenain entitled self-talk word/phrase to

WWW.
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scaffold students thinking emerged from the dakee fesearcher used self-talk to model thinking
behavior. Examples of self-talk phrases that wefidemt throughout the samples were “I'm
wondering”, “I noticed that...”, and “I'm thinking...”This type of self-talk encouraged the
student to use phrases such as “I wonder how...™anad | gotta think first”. Although several
scaffolding sequences were found in every conferettiey are difficult to capture in data
analysis. The “moment to moment” adaption of t@shnique is probably best illustrated by
providing snapshots of how scaffolding facilitatedw language growth. In the following
example from Student C Conference 7, a vocabulasgcum is evident in his description of
things that are red. Instead of correcting the esttidutright, the researcher uses questioning
techniques to probe the desired response:

C: and there’s apples, roses, fire canad

R: fire car?

C: yeah fire car.

R: what's a fire car?

C: its something when there’s a fire and a trucknes by and it has like water in a hose.
They spray it at the place that’s on fire.

R: oh

C: so the whole so no one gets hurt.

R: do we call those fire cars?

C: fire trucks.

R: Fire trucks there you go. Now | can picture whati're talking about.

In the next example, from Student C Conferenced@@aenmar miscue, omission of possessive -s,
is evident in his poetry. The researcher facilgagelf-discovery of the miscue and probes the
student towards the desired response:

R: Can | read it? And you tell me if what | saidvkat you want to say. I'm gonna read
exactly what you wrote. Ready? Some ntvmk fancy wine, fancy water, fancy pop.
Some mondrink...

C: Some mom'’s drink.

R: oh you're saying it differently than me. Wha¢ gou saying differently?

C: Um some mom’s drink.

R: So what’s missing?

C:The S

www.manaraa.com



R:

73

There you go.

The next example from Student A Conference 4 shberstudent using simple, non-descriptive

language in his account of what he hears outside.résearcher leads him towards using richer

language in his poetry by using modeling, expansemmniques, and strategic questions. Two

models of appropriate grammatical structures ae a@vident in this sample. :

I>OV>O>A>O>I>I>I>I>I>0> 0D

: Well all I hear is kids.

: kids. That's what | heard too. Kids doing what?

: ahh kids playing

: kids what?

: kids_areplaying.

: you can hear them playing? What are they saying?

don’'t know. But | know one reason now uh...

. Are they shouting? Are they talking? Or are teeseaming? Are they laughing?

kids playing

: what is the noise they’re making though?

don’'t know. Oh | know.

. | hear their clomp clomp clomping on the flodrem they run by

yeah that’s true but | just like kids playing.

: can you think of a describing word for kids phey?

oh fine (starts to erase)

: you can leave kids playing. | like it. What sdulo you hear when kids are playing?

screaming.

. screaming.

of joy.

: oh that's so descriptive! Screaming wjibly. Don’t you like that?

yeah

. let’s write it before you forget it.

ok

: you said screaming with joy. | wonder if thidlwnake an excellent poem, screaming

with joy.

Abundant examples of scaffolding of language dgwalent are found in the examples. Due to

the nature of spontaneous conversation, thereraes that the researcher missed opportunities

to scaffold new language as well. Missed opportesitvere not evident to the researcher until

the conversations were transcribed and analyzedadt felt that extraneous factors, such as

student distractibility and time constraints, aslwae the researcher falling back upon empirical
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methods at times were the primary reasons for timeissed opportunities. For example, in
Student A Conference 13, the student wanted taigssthe land bridge from Alaska to Russia.
Due to time constraints, the researcher ignoressthdent’'s attempts to engage her in a
conversation. Student A even uses self-talk woutsh sas “I wonder”. Upon analysis, the
researcher wished she had engaged the studens iméaningful conversation in the following
example:

A: I wonder how old that bridge now. Wait wouldn't...

R: which is now underwater.

A: is now now under water (writing). | wonder hoWd’s that bridge.

R: alright A, | want you to come up with one mizet...

Authentic teaching methods naturally lead to aitieaching moments, otherwise known as
teachable moments. In the domain analysis, there wany language topics discovered in a
teachable moment. It was decided to organize tlaeggiage topics into form, content, use, and
integrated language learning in the taxonomy. & waexpected that there would be such a large

variety of teachable moments in the samples. Thewing excerpt from the taxonomic analysis

is included to show this wide variety of topics:
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Table 10: Excerpt of Taxonomy: Topic/Language Discssed in a Teachable Moment

l. Semantic Relationship/Cover Term: topic/languageutised in a teachable moment

Unfamiliar curricular vocabulary (e.g., nutmeg, geaphy, economy)

a. Form
i. Form letter
ii. Use of line breaks
iii. Capital letters
iv. Punctuation (periods, commas)
v. Future tense
vi. Rough drafts vs. final copy
vii. Plural S
viii. Phonics
ix. Pasttense —ed
X. Simple vs. complex sentences
xi. Varied sentence structure
xii. Irregular spelling
xiii. Syllables
xiv. Using spaces between words
xv. Commas
xvi. Directionality of written form
Xvii. Sentence structure/syntax
xviii. Referencing pronouns
b. Content
i. Opinions
ii. Opposites
lii. Synonyms
iv. Adjectives
v. Conjunctions
vi. Onomatopoeia
vii. Repeating lines-poetry
viii. Visualization and imagery
ix. Categorization
X. Similes
xi. Metaphors
xii. Rhyming
xiii. Using descriptive language
xiv. Stating definitions
XV.
xvi. Compare/contrast
xvii. Numerical order
xviii. Sequencing
Xix. Homonyms
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c. Use

i. Emphasizing key words

ii. Metacognition

lii. Re-reading

iv. Table of contents

v. Captions

vi. Reading graphs

vii. Using a thesaurus
viii. Intonation and fluency when reading aloud
ix. Making a presentation

X. Time management

Xi. Articulation

d. Integrated

I. Surveys

ii. Using your senses

li. Visualization

iv. Poetry

v. Finding evidence/proof of facts
vi. Fact/opinion

vii. ldentifying patterns
viii. Brainstorming box

ix. Informational reports

x. Paraphrasing

xi. Taking notes

xii. Writing introductions and conclusions
xiii. Topic/thesis sentences
xiv. Accessing prior knowledge

The above list of topics covered in the taxonomgxtensive, far beyond the amount of
topics that are typically covered in a three-motithe span of traditional speech-language
intervention. In traditional intervention, 1-2 topiskills may be targeted in a week’s time with a
given student and repeated until they are mastdreanost situations where pull-out type
intervention is provided, the student may have @fectives that are covered in a year’s time
span. It is very evident from this data that faailng language growth through authentic
experiences resulted in a much broader range ohadéde moments. Some of these teachable

moments may just have provided the student withoswge to new language learning and will
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need to be repeated for the student to fully undedsand use the language structure in the
future. However, in addition to the wide variety wipics discussed, several of them were
repeated multiple times throughout the course efgtudy. There is evidence in the data that
language learned during a teachable moment in alere@onference is applied in later
conferences. For example, for Student A, Conferdn@aljectives were the topic of a teachable
moment. Later, in Conference 6, Student A statds rfow | know what adjective is. It is a
describing word”. In Conference 7, student A and tésearcher discuss the use of plural -S.
Later in the same conference, Student A adds alphs independently to his written work.
When asked by the researcher “what did you do, student replies “Just add a S”. In
Conference 16, Student C states “I'm gonnagowith a little caret”, which had been previously
discussed as a writing strategy. These are juswadxamples of student’s ability to apply
language learned during teachable moments in atithésarning contexts. Application of
language learned in relation to the student’s IBRlIgjobjective will be further discussed in
relationship to each individual case in the follog/sections.
Individual Case Analysis

During analysis, domains emerged for each indiMidstadent in relation to their
goals/objectives, as well as personality factoesie®al conferences gave rise to opportunities to
scaffold miscues related to the student's IEP godsth current and previous IEP
goals/objectives were facilitated by the researchike domain analysis also provides excellent
information for determining the student’s futuradgaage needs.

Student A
Overall speech intelligibility, language form, cent, and use were all focus areas during

conferences with Student A. Taxonomic analysissitiated that pronouncing multi-syllabic
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words, rate of speech, topic maintenance, syntax,canjunctions were areas of growth. This
growth was shown through specific examples of stdifig the language structure or function
and the student’s comprehension through use of dtratture orally or in his writing. For
example, in relation to rate of speech, studentas able to state that when you read too slow,
“it sounds like you're a robot”. This explanatioy the student had stemmed from a previous
discussion with the researcher and he was ablply & in authentic situations. In a discussion
about topic maintenance, the researcher complintbatstudent in the following interaction and
he responds in a way that illustrates he has iateed the information:

R: I like how you stayed very focused on the ttqday.
A: the more focused you are, uh the smarter anigibgou get

Syntax was also a major focus area for StudenhAhe taxonomy, there are miscues
evident in the following structures: articles, diaxies, copulas, plurals, participles, past tense
markers, pronouns, word order/omissions. The reBearused modeling to facilitate use of the
expected syntactical structure in most cases. 8tudeinconsistently corrected his miscues
given modeling, however there are instances ofuUagg growth in syntax throughout the
conversations. The following chart shows the carfees in which the target language structure
was originally addressed, when the same structagerevisited through modeling, and when the
student was able to self-correct his miscues ardhes structure spontaneously. Out of the three
syntactical structures sampled for analysis, Studershowed initial retention of all three
structures in the conferences following his selfrection. This data shows that authentic
learning contexts, such as writing conferences, sapport language growth in specific

syntactical skills.
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Table 11: Evidence of Language Growth in Syntax thwugh Conferencing: Student A

Language Structure| Original Revisited in| Self- First
Conference conference(s) | corrected in spontaneous
conference | use in
conference
Substitution of got 1 56,7,9,10 11 12
for have/has
Omission of pronoun 2 4,5,7,9 14 15
it
Omission ofl 4 5,6,7,10 13 14
auxiliariesis/are

Oral language growth is exhibited over time thitoagithentic language experiences for
Student A. Written language growth is also showme Tollowing written sample is included to
show how Student A was able to apply his knowlealiggyntax by including plurals, pronouns
in his descriptive writing. It is also evident fraime different handwriting how the researcher and
student worked together to complete the writing@ie

Figure 2: Written Language Sample: Student A
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Using the Troy School District Writing Rubric, thece was scored as a 30 by the
classroom teacher and researcher (see AppendixTAjs is considered an average score. His
teacher commented in her post-interview that theguage facilitation during writing
conferences “helped Student A tremendously. Hisingiimproved. Prior to that he never would
have written that much information...from where hartetd at the beginning of the year, his
writing, if you could get him to write three sentes it would’'ve been a lot”. Overall, Student A
showed significant growth in his language during skudy.

Student B

Overall speech intelligibility to address his spie@bjectives was the primary area of
focus during writing conferences with Student Bwdwer since Student B has weak sentences
structure and conventions in written expressiorr @mals/objectives written by the resource
room teacher) as well as significant distractipildand defiant behaviors, there are several
examples of growth in these areas throughout tlaéysis. Domain analysis revealed examples
of modeling, self-monitoring, and reinforcement/em@gement for the /r/, /th/, and /sh/ sounds.
Throughout the course of the study, the studentstgubed the /w/ sound for /r/ in all
conversations. He did respond well to modeling wstrinstances through authentic tasks. His
ability to self-monitor his articulation was highigfluenced by his mood, effort, and attention
span on a given day. There were times that theecen€e could not continue because Student B
refused to speak with the researcher. Multipletstyias were tried on those occasions that were
inconsistently successful. Encouragement, goalngettrewards, punishments, humor, time
constraints, breaks, and an alternative locatioreved tried by the researcher and classroom
teacher to facilitate participation in the writipgocess. A note from the researcher’s fieldnotes

on May 1, 2012 shows a reason why Student B mag hefused to work on a given day. The
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notes state that Student B got embarrassed durengdnference because two boys at his table

were listening to the researcher attempt to guidetbwards correct sounds production. During

that conference, “shut down and refused to worl€sjidite emotional and behavioral roadblocks,

Student

R
B:
R
B:
B
R:
B

B:
R:

B did show growth over time. Examples ofrgh are evident in the following excerpts:

: How do you feel about your R when you said rdpses
proud (shows autonomy)
: I’'m proud of you too.

of wain a year. Rain (self-corrected).

: that means weader.

Can you tell me that word again? What does dénmaean?
: weather (corrects without a model)

and grow has a R sound (noticed target soundpeddently)
wow I’'m glad you noticed that. Now every tima yead your poem, you can say grow

with a good R sound.

Below is the resulting poem with the R sound spetterrectly in “grow”. This illustrates the

carryover of his IEP goal into his writing:

Figure 3

: Written Language Sample: Student B

The above excerpts show Student B using intelkgggeech and self-correcting miscues during

authenti

c learning tasks. There is also transfemfroral to written communication. This
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illustrates how classroom based intervention igulder students with articulation impairments,
contradicting the views of traditional speech tipgra
Student C

Oral and written retelling, sequencing with causatporal relationship words (e.g., after
that, and, then, because, so that, since), and axamgpand contrasting of vocabulary were all
focus areas during the domain analysis for Stu@ehising visualization, rehearsal, and self-talk
to follow multi-step directions were also commopits in the conversations. These areas were
related to his current and previous IEP goals/dives. Examples of growth in the above areas
were evident in the following examples:

Student C explains directions and uses the terhplanase “and then”:

R: Tell me what the directions were
C: the directions were she’s going to give us ekstinote and then we’re going to...

Student C responds with causal/temporal relatignslards in the following responses,
illustrating he has internalized the target langusigucture in authentic situations:

R: why would you... C: because they...

R: why do you... C: so we can

R: why do you think... C: because they...since its...

C: People catch food such as grouper...
R: I like that such as. That's a transition wordhal’'s an advanced writing word.

In the following example, the researcher facilisagtudent C to categorize vocabulary
from the text and uses it in his written work:

C: Fruit is oranges and other fruits.

R: Fruit is called the category and oranges is vhat

C: Oranges is a citrus fruit.

R: Love the word.

The next example illustrates how use of an intrtidacsentence is elicited:

R: We need an introduction sentence. Do you knoat thiat means?
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C:No
R: An introduction sentence is what the whole peaph is going to be about. So what is
all of this all about?

C: Its all about tourist attractions...an introductientence. Um most tourist attractions
are really fun.

R: Florida’s tourist attractions are really fun.

C:yes

Student C’s ability to use an introduction sengrsequenced details, and a concluding
sentence during explanations orally are transfetwelois writing in the following sample. This
writing piece was scored by the researcher andrdam teacher as a 29 on the Troy School

District writing rubric (see Appendix A). This wasnsidered to be an average score.

Figure 4: Written Language Sample: Student C
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For Student C, there were less natural occurrentdss IEP goals/objectives in the
writing conferences than the other students. It fglighat his goals were geared more towards
personal narrative writing, which was not a geroeeced by the teacher’s in the timespan of the
study. Therefore, the previous IEP goals relatedfoltowing directions re-occurred more
frequently in the data.

In addition to focus on Student C’s goals, useidiar language was scaffolded through
the probing questions suggested by Graves (199d)tl@ assessment first teaching order
promoted by Wood Ray (1999). For example, in Caarfee 2, Student C is making a final copy
of his persuasive writing piece (rough draft shatove). The researcher uses the Graves model
to scaffolds his thinking in the following example:

R: I’'m noticing that you wrote Mrs. B over here ahén you erased it.

C: yeah but

R: Why?(ask how/why a student did something)

C: because it wasn’t supposed to be down there.

R: Why not?

C: Because we're supposed to leave some you'reoseppto put it up here. Not down
here.(get the student’s version of something)

R: Well what's wrong with this spo{@et the student’ version of something)

C: Well like it’s too low and then if we have liadong long one then you would have to
put my name over here um

R: Oh so you're saying if you started here you migln out of room(model
explanation)

R: Is this easy or hard for you or medium for y¢ga8k how did that go?)

C: kinda hard medium...its medium

R: what's medium about it? Like what makes it hard?

C: | have to look here and then | lose where | wagre | was trying to put in then | find
it and then | keep on going back and forth, bacd eomth, back and forth.

R: And you lose your spot. Yeah | understdnohdel explanation)

The above example shows how the teacher can givlkeupower and status of being the
one who knows and get the student talking to seéntiier mechanisms of their learning.
The next example from Conference 3 shows how thesament first teaching order was

successful in scaffolding Student C’s languagenfioting poetry:
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. It's going to be like a rhyming poe(assessment)

ok

> or it might be

: You can choose to make a rhyming poem if yeu lik

. It could be like music or something or emotionsomething.

: So how do you want to begin it?

: I'm going to say | see the playground. The ptaygd is really is going to be hard, so
nobody will fall. Well that doesn't really sounildia poem so.

R: (Laughs) Why doesn’t that sound like a po¢asgessment)

C: because like It sounds like somebody's talking.

R: Okay, | see the playground. | think that's adyeeay to start. | think if you want to
make a rhyming we’ll have to think of a word thiagmes with groundcurriculum)

. | see | see the playground.

: What rhymes with groundfhstruction)

> uh sound.

: Okay, so we need to think of a way to say s¢mstruction)

: sound

: where sound is going to be at the end of yontesee.

: yeah so it's going to be there is a sound takifhere is kids talking as loud as an
elephant.

R: So how can you say all that but make soundastenord?

C: Kids are talking as loud as elephant sour{daccess!)

R: Kids are talking as loud as an elephant souhd®e the playground kids are talking
as loud as an elephant sounds. What you think?

C: uh hmm.

OTOTOTO

OXTOIDTOIDO

The above example illustrates how using an “assess first” teaching order during
conferencing keeps instruction thoughtful and does steal away students’ intentions and
purposes. This type of methodology was evidentewesl examples throughout the study.
Frequently they were mixed with one another or ysadially, however authentic questioning,
miscue analysis, and critical moment teaching dudanferences were still at the core of the
methodology for the study.

Summary

Transcribed language samples, student writing Esmnfieldnotes, and pre-interviews

were sources for the data analysis described. Mamains were described in detail in the above

paragraphs, however it is important to note thatesithe student’s all had difficulty with
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attention and distractibility, the semantic relaship: is a way to refocus the student emerged in
the data. Upon further study, patterns in this dareanerge in the following taxonomy:

Table 11: Summary of Domain: Refocusing Students

Purpose Examples

Related to eHey concentrate
distractions/inattention/staying| e Can we finish our work please?
on task e Focus focus

e Let’'s keep going so we don’t run out of time

Related to avoidance/effort ¢ You wasted time

e get started

eCOMe On

e you need to respond

Related to difficulty following| elet’s focus on what I just asked you

directions e Start over
ewhoa this is not about this
Related to rushing ¢s0 hold on

e Wait a minute
e Its not about just getting it done

This domain illustrates how having the SLP fadiétdanguage learning in the classroom can
have a secondary effect of helping the student stayask and finish assignments in a timely
manner in the classroom. This advantage will beusised in relation to pull-out type therapy in
Chapter 5. In addition to refocusing, patternsha tlata emerged related to time restrictions.
Almost every conference gave way to examples of howe was a factor in completion of the

assignments. Frequently, time restrictions weradlason that the SLP moved towards empirical

teaching methods. Taxonomic analysis showed tmegt testrictions had three main purposes:
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Table 13: Summary of Domain: Time Restrictions

Purpose Examples

Time used by student to avaid | really gotta hurry up
responding thoughtfully duringe| like being late for some things
conferences e Can we speed it up a little?

Time used as warning hysWe have 1 minute

researcher/teacher to  work We have to go faster because you’re going to rur) ou

faster of time

e We only have a few minutes left so let’s get tlag
down really fast

¢ Write quick quick

Time inhibits interpretative e No we can’t. we have to go in (smell the trees)

teaching e That's a good idea to look it up in the dictiondmyt
we only have 9 minutes.

¢ We don’t have time.

Time restrictions also impact service delivery demis. This will be further discussed
during the description of the focus group intervidwastly, the researcher did not operate in a
bubble in the classroom. Interactions with othedshts that were not participants in the study
were identified in the data. There were severalebenthat could be identified through the
researcher’s interactions with other students. @tenefits are further described in the pre and
post teacher interviews. They included: redirectstgdents to the task, modeling language
targets for students, facilitating new languagerniggy, providing further explanation or
repetition of assignment directions, and overaflesuision in the classroom when the teacher
was absent for brief periods of time. Some of teedbits of the collaborative service delivery
model used during this study are illustrated is thomain.

Phase 3: Perceptions and Attitudes

The final stages of the study involved follow-ugeiviews with teachers and students
and a focus group interview with speech-languagbagbagists. This phase was designed to

address question 4) Can speech-language pathslagista holistic or interpretative framework
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effectively in the reality of a public school sati (e.g., high caseloads, scheduling conflicts,
multiple work locations, limited time for traininggllaboration)?
Follow-Up Interviews

Semi-structured follow-up interviews with studeatsd teachers about their perceptions
of SLPs using language facilitation techniques he tlassroom (see Appendix C) were
conducted. Patterns emerged in the interviewsefdhowing domains: references to empirical,
references to interpretative, service delivery @es/disadvantages to push-in),
emotion/perceptions of conferences, progress daestis, and what was learned/purpose of
conferences.

Overall, it was clear from the data that the teaslpreferred the interpretative framework
and a push-in service delivery model over the sitgdeStudents A and B stated that they
preferred pull-out type intervention and Studentstated that he liked both. They cited
distractibility in the classroom as the reason tpegferred the pull-out model. The students
stated that the SLP’s office is “more peaceful thha classroom”, and in the classroom
“students get loud” and “I can’t concentrate”. Amsmary of the students perceptions of the
conferences showed that they enjoyed the writingezences overall and did feel that there was
growth in their learning. The following comments the students were made to describe what
they learned over the course of the study:

Helped me writing like find facts, find informatjdimding lots of other stuff in writing
We talk about stuff

You help me with my writing

| learn how to tell good stories

Taught me how to write kind of

Write neatly

Helped me a little and | listened to her very maoH understand everything

You helped me pick stuff for the best part of me

You helped me write poems

| learn how to say TH, CH, and SH, and my R’s atliye
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Although overall feedback from students was positi@bout their authentic writing
experience, two students did state that at time filt like the researcher interrupted their work
and one stated that “it bothered me”. Lastly, Stide made references to the researcher using
both an empirical and interpretative teaching stjdes comments such as “I get something
wrong and you help me with that” and “you’re cotnreg me” show that the researcher was
unable to make a complete shift of Student C’skilhigp to the help him gain ownership of his
own writing. In contrast, however, Student C stateat the researcher asked him several “how
come” questions, showing that he did begin to raegthe interpretative teaching style that he
was unaccustomed to. Student B described the gritimferences as a time to get together and
“talk”. This comment seemed to show that the studéwed the interactions between himself
and the researcher as a shared experience, raterattime where he was just a receiver of
information. Student A did not make any commeng Hre characteristic of one paradigm over
another, just stating that he learned how to write.

As stated, there was a definite contrast betweentéachers and students regarding the
service delivery model. While students preferredeopulled out, the teachers involved in the
study favored the classroom based, push-in typerviention. They described the authentic
language experience observed as a “great benafitbae teacher stated that “I am definitely all
for that” (having the SLP in the classroom). Thiofwing excerpt from the taxonomic analysis
of the domain entitleds a kind of service delivery modaiows the benefits and disadvantages of

push-in type intervention as described by the teech
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Table 12: Excerpt of Taxonomy: Service Delivery Modls

Il. Semantic Relationship/Cover Term: service delivendel
a. Benefits of push-in

iv.
V.
Vi.

Vii.
Viil.

iX.
X.
Xi.

Xii.
Xiii.

Xiv.
XV.
XVi.

XVil.
XViil.

Feel like they're part of the class still they'retibeing pulled out
They're in the classroom not begin pulled out atiti feel like they're a
part

Push-in was a huge advantage for that (keepingstadocused)
(push-in is better than) Being pulled out to workjost speech things
Helps their self-esteem

Instead of being lost

Benefit to them and the teacher to have someomenigethose kids
Allowed me (teacher) to work with some of my otktrdents

Don't think it was a distraction

Made me stay on top of things

Helped me stay on track...

| can’t give them that much one-to-one interventika you did

Kept me on my toes so that is good

Students totally thrive on one-on-one help

Getting all that extra help

Makes them feel better

Keeps them more focused

Help keep them on track

b. Disadvantages of push-in

Other students seeing R helping them...want to pell away from
targeted students...
Locked into a schedule

The data above clearly shows that the teacheremtbat the SLP come into the students

authentic environment (i.e., classroom) and fat#éitlanguage development over having the

student removed to a separate office. Interestjngig teacher even states that push-in has the

advantage of keeping the student focused, whelheasttidents stated that being pulled out of the

room helped them to concentrate. The teachersstdéed that having the SLP in the classroom

not only greatly benefitted the student, it wasdmantage to the teacher because she was able to

work more closely with other students. She alstedt#éhat the researcher did spend some time

helping other students that were not involved & $tudy, which she felt was a benefit to her.

The main disadvantage of the push-in type servedwaty model was scheduling. The teachers
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felt that they couldn’t continue with a prior lesslbecause the SLP was coming in at a particular
time to work on writing. They felt that having a $iene decreased their flexibility in the day. In
the same regard, however, the teachers both fatt ilnen a student is removed from the
classroom, they miss important instruction and wktegy return to the classroom they feel
“lost”. One teacher described this problem as aild® edged sword”.

The teachers also commented on the students gsogker the course of the study. All
included terms in the domain showed that the teacfedt students made progress with the
exception of one comment. The teacher of StuderdadBC stated that it was “hard to measure
their actual progress” because of the differentrgeim the writing units. She did follow up with
comments that the students “did better with guithstiuction”, the conferences helped them be
“more...manageable in their work” and that they “tielp them overall”. Student A’s teacher
felt strongly that the conferences were very beiafi She stated that they “helped Student A
tremendously”, his “writing improved”, and “prioo that he never would have written that much
information”.

Lastly, all of the teacher’s responses showedttiegt viewed the conferences as using an
interpretative teaching style. The teachers stabhed the researcher helped the student in
“gathering their thoughts” and used “guided instiut’. She stated that the researcher
facilitated the student’s writing by asking quessao help them in “planning it out” and by
“guiding them in the right direction”. They statéght in this authentic learning situation, the
student remains “part of the class”. There weranotuded terms in the domain analysis that
illustrated use of the empirical teaching paradigbverall, data collected in the follow-up
interviews of the teachers and students suppogedulage facilitation in the classroom. The

description given of student’s progress as welthes benefits of the push-in service delivery
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model show that SLPs can use a holistic or intéapxe framework effectively in the reality of a
public school setting. More in-depth insights irttee realities of SLPs in the schools are
discovered in the focus group interview.
Focus Group Interview with SLPs

Phase three included a focus group interview wiklsshool district SLPs to explore the
efficacy of various service delivery models. Thieuyp interview format was used to collect a
large quantity of data in a brief period of timgaeding the researcher’s purpose for the study.
The volunteers for the study were recruited throagtail and gathered at an agreed upon date
and time. A semi-structured protocol was used fgge@endix D). The conversation was audio
recorded and later transcribed. All participantayptl an active role in the conversation and
participants were respectful of each others opmid@ut of the six participants, two had been
employed as an SLP 5-10 years, one had been arfd8lI®-20 years, and three had been an
SLP for 20+ years. Length of time as an SLP diddotgghe depth that individuals were able to
respond to questions. Domain and taxonomic analysigealed patterns related to
changes/wishes in the profession of speech-langpat®logy, statements regarding caseloads,
extraneous duties outside of actual SLP-studemrantions, opinions about data collection,
student progress, service delivery models, ancersents related to the paradigms. These
domains were further analyzed for patterns withie tategories. An abundant amount of
relevant data was collected, therefore, the folhgnvchart highlights the overarching patterns

discovered in the taxonomy:
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Domain Subcategory Examples

Is a kind of change inData/goals e More data driven you are, the less actual

the profession intervention, personal time (face to face
time)

e Push has come along where goals have to
be more measurable
Evidence/research | e More research
e Evidence based practices
Increase in eSad because...we got into this to help
paperwork children and in the end we spend less
time with children trying to get
paperwork done
Curriculum e More teacher driven
based/classroom | e Swing towards more curriculum basgd
interventions...instead of workbooks and
using products
eWe are working with kids more in the
classroom
Population eKids with autism started coming
along...thoroughly changed what we dp
eKids typically sent to center based
programs...coming back to district
e Major factor (caseload size)...significantly
changed over the years
eFirst started it was mostly articulation,
language, some fluency...we didn't ¢do
much voice in the schools but we didp’t
have any kids with autism
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Is a kind of statementincrease in «More social communication aspect on gur

related to caseloadautism/social caseload

size/type communication eWorking with a lot of ASD kids and

Asperger’s

Caseload type e multiply impaired were coming back to our
districts

e Articulation, fluency

¢ AAC kids

e Processing kids

e LD boys

e Language impaired child

Caseload size e Forced to see a lot of students

¢60 students max...it's a problem for
everybody...to try to see them they way
you are supposed to

¢ Our Michigan law should change it to 80
max, especially now with the severity

Obstacles to push-eldeal way from our perspective to have |all

in/authentic the kids grouped together (same G.E.

intervention classroom)

¢ Child’s not certified LD, they (teachers)
don’t get it when they have a language
impairment because they sound just fine
to me

eEasy to do (authentic intervention) for
severely impaired, autistic and then the
low ones but those middle of the road
ones... | think that's hard

e Doesn’t count in your numbers (consult)

o If | get 30 minutes, | get more face time
my room

¢ One building would be wonderful

n
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Is a kind of statementPositive impact of els the data not good for helping other
regarding data data collection speech paths with what...did work?
e Data made me reconsider...realistic for this
child to achieve in the amount of time |
have with him
Negative impact of eData was kind of taking away
data collection from...clinical intervention
¢ So robotic...just so you have data down
e Lose that chance for the teachable mom
focusing on taking data on this speci
skill
e Harder to take data (in classroom)
Types of data e Data is more gualitative when I'm in the
classroom
eBut it is narrative (push-in) compared to |
think he got at 80% (pull out)
eMake a data worksheet...so yes and
no...easier to keep data in classroom
e Numbers of opportunities
¢ Visual chart of graph of progress
Rationale for dataeThey (some parents) wanted the numbers
collection eDo the right interventions but the data
doesn't always reflect that

nt,

=
o
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Is a kind of service Support push-in e Younger students its great when you push-
delivery model in
eBuild in the language...everyday routines
within the classrooms
e Observing to see whether that (goal)| is
going to happen
e (authentic intervention) as simple as play
ePush in the LD classroom w/ resource
room teacher
e Tried to teach...in a pull out kind of thing
and he’ll never get it
e General classroom is more meaningful| to
them then the success they get when |
pulled them out in my room
eEven artic...better to be in the classropm
and doing it with sounds through their
spelling tests, through their language
lessons...than to pull them out and dfill
them
Support pull-out e Hard in the classroom (scheduling)
ePull out important for the artic kids
processing kids
e Pullout is essential. then you push-in wijth
them...carryover what you've done
el get more face time with them...in my

room
Consultation/ ¢ Helping the teacher understand the student
Collaboration  with e How they (parents) can incorporate
team language into daily lessons and everygday
life at home
e Teaching other people to do things wijth
them...

e Consultant with the teacher
e Worked with social worker
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Is a kind of obstacle Teachers/ e Getting teacher that would welcome | it
to student Principals/ (curriculum based intervention) in the
progress/time  with parents classroom
students e Principal on board

¢ Better off teaching parents

e lts noisy (in classroom)/less distraction (in

office)
Time ¢ Obviously we can'’t be there all the time

e A lot of communication between you and
the teacher to plan

¢ All the roles we have to play

scheduling eHard in the classroom...going in thinking a
certain time is writing, reading and then
the schedule has changetappens al
the time in elementary

eCan you ideally go into all three classes
and still see the other...57 kids

Taking data/ eCalled into court any day to prove haw
Paperwork much | did
eData is good but not as often as we're
doing it
eWant to consult...doesn’t count in your
numbers
meetings e Amendment meetings

¢ [EPs and evaluations that gets in the way

¢ | miss so many kids during the week

Curriculum/goals | eDoing something completely different

mismatch (goals) than what’'s going on in the
classroom

e Just need to check off my goal
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Is a type of progressin classroom/push-eHarder to make quick progress (in
of students in classroom)
e See them (SLI kids) functioning okay but
they're missing the small things, they
don’t get the whole concept
eGet more help to the child (training
teachers)
eSucceeding on a task that everyonel is
doing...meaningful
¢ | can see them applying it/ carryover
e Little things...will work for all the kids
¢ 9 years ago and the kid still remembers that
(authentic experience)

Pull-out e Worked on vocabulary (in class)... then|in
an individual session later you coyld
review

¢ Tried to teach before and after for 5 straight
years in a pullout kind of thing and he/ll
never get it
eThey don't need to have a conversatjon
with me...with their peers
eDoesn’t really care he got this question

right (pull)
Data/proof of| 4™ or 5" grade when these little chandes
progress are so small its harder to decide what

they're taking in
e Can't tell a parent oh they’re getting it
e (charts) muddy the water
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Table 15: Summary of Domain Analysis: Focus Groupriterview with SLPs

Is a kind of phrasé
related to the
empirical paradigm

> Quantitative  data
and measurement

1 e Specific/ have data down
e Its so robotic
¢ Prove how much | did
e Cues...that’s so subjective
¢ See the visuals

Skill/drill

eCan’'t address it (teachable mome
because you are supposed to be look
at skill A

e Drill and practice
e Teach some isolated skills

nt)
King

SLP as the expert

¢ Prove how much | did

eI'm an expert...

¢ This is what | want them to do

¢ This is what | did, here’re how | asked it
¢ | even let them (parents) watch me

Problem lies within
the child

e Specific skills that they may be lacking

e Hard for teacher to have special needs |
in there

e They're not using enough words

Kids

Is a kind of phrase¢ Contextual/authentic e Everyday routines
related to the e Real life situations
interpretative e Authentic intervention / context
paradigm e Functional language experiences
¢ Pushing into their world rather than taki
them out of their environment
e earn better from their experiences
Interpretative e Modeling
teaching style e Prompts
e Facilitating

e Incidental learning
e Teachable moment

SLP as a facilitator

¢ Child need to be engaged
eLook at it (SLPs role) a little bit differently
e Get in their world

Qualitative data

| put sad faces (data)

e Gut feeling that this child is getting it
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Is a kind of
wish/change desired

Decreased caseload

le Cut my caseload in half

¢ Michigan law should change it to 30 max

in the profession

Decrease travel
multiple locations

t

e To know you are accessible

De Being at one building with half the amount
of kids or full time would be ideal

Increased teacher/
Parent support

e Minimize data

e Parents come in more

e Teachers...have a better understanding of
what I'm really doing and why

The data analysis above provides generally suppeegsof an interpretative framework

by speech-language pathologists in the public dshdtowever, there are several obstacles to

the authentic intervention also described. The tpesiand negative aspects of the use of an

interpretative framework will be discussed in cleapive.

Conclusion

This chapter provided a detailed analysis of thea dollected during the course of the

study. It addresses all four research questiomagitr the use of qualitative research methods. In

general, the data supports the use of authentiiextsnin the facilitation of language acquisition

by speech-language pathologists in the public dehd® detailed discussion of the research

guestions in relation to the data analysis willdad in the upcoming chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to employ flexiblseggch approaches stemming from
gualitative statistics to describe the complex mimeenon of language in context. The belief that
children learn language best in authentic envirartsthrough their experiences, stemming from
the interpretative paradigm, led to the use ofrdaarpretative teaching framework. The aim of
the study was to view the field of speech-langupgthology using this paradigm. The data
collected through interviews, student artifactanscriptions of conferences, and observations
supports the research questions in several waysdata was described in detail in the previous
chapter and further discussion of the data inimiab the research questions will follow.

Research Questions

There were several topics addressed in the résgaiestions. They explored the use of
gualitative research methods to draw conclusiomsitalearner-centered approaches to facilitate
language in authentic environments. Traditionalsgsrprogressive service delivery models,
required special education practices, and thetiesalof public school settings for speech-
language pathologists as influenced by the paragligras also addressed in the research
guestions. The original questions are listed below:

1. How does the empirical paradigm influence the pestpe of a speech-language
pathologist in comparison to the interpretativeapiegm?

2. How do authentic learning contexts and techniquepart language development?
3. Can progress on specific language skills be medgtreugh qualitative methods to

meet the constraints of the Individualized Educati®lan, a document that is
designed using the empirical model?
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4. Can speech-language pathologists use a holisticintarpretative framework
effectively in the reality of a public school seti(e.g., high caseloads, scheduling
conflicts, multiple work locations, limited timerftraining/collaboration)?

The methodology and data analysis used in thisyswdvided an abundant amount of
information to address the four questions. Eaclstjre will be discussed in detail, as well as the
implications for future research and lingering digess and thoughts.

Influence of the Paradigms on the Speech-LanguageafPologist

Traditionally, speech-language pathologists (Su®)ealucated using a medical model or
impairment-based model of decision making. Proptmehthe impairment view believe that the
communication problem is within the person and lbamemediated by teaching the absent skills
(Duchan, 2001). This is described by Capra (1982ha empirical model. The empirical lens
causes the SLP to view a child’s disability asexdrichy of skills to be taught. This skills based
approach has led to use of contrived contextsdaching skills and minimal consideration of
contextual/personal factors. The learner is plandtie passive role, with the SLP as the expert
who is transmitting their knowledge of languagehe child. Although widely used in practice,
the empirical model has been challenged for itea&tfy. In order to accurately study language,
one must examine the context of interaction (Well886). For the child with a language
learning impairment, the problem may not be witthia child, it may be that the context needs to
be modified. Viewing the student’s language as alejhrather than a set of skills to be taught,
comes from the interpretative paradigm (Capra, L986e holistic model has challenged the
field of speech-language pathology to seek altemamethods to understand language
acquisition and disorder. The premise of this stwdg that qualitative research methods, that

situate an individual’'s communication in authertimtexts, are the best approach to bridge the
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gap between research and practice. The data aalécthis study described the influence of the
paradigms on the perspective of the SLP.
The Empirical Lens

Evidence of the empirical paradigm was shown inous data sources during the study.
In the initial teacher interviews, it was apparéoin one teacher’'s statements that she viewed
the SLP as an individual who is grounded in the iengd model. For example, when she
described the role of the SLP, she stated thastitseone who’s part of their IEP. They usually
have goals set for the student and they relay thoaks to us as teachers”. The teacher then goes
on to state that “sometimes students are pulledfat’s a specific skill they need to work on”.
These statements were evidence that the teacheedimnguage and the SLP’s role as one to
“fix” the child’s internal language impairment. dontradiction to the empirical model, however,
she described how the SLP came into her classrammwarked with students, which was
supportive of the interpretative model. It is flat the teacher’s viewpoint may be different than
those in other settings where a strictly traditiomadel of pull out intervention is used. In the
teacher’'s experiences at the research site, theh@adPbeen utilizing a mix of traditional and
progressive service delivery models for severatgea

In the conferences held with students, there waderce that that | struggled to stay
within the interpretative paradigm throughout thedy. Although | had been making a shift
away from the empirical paradigm in practice ovee fast several years, there were many
extraneous factors that continued to cause me Hobfck on empirical methods. The
requirement by administrators and state law to ipevquantitative measurement of
goals/objectives was one reason. Another reasontim&srestrictions in the classroom. Often

times the participants needed several probes ierdadscaffold their written language towards
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the accepted format in the classroom. The writiogference time allotted was usually not long
enough for this to occur, and | would resort tceediing the student on what to do to get the
product done. Unfortunately in those times, prodwould take precedence over process. In
these instances, guiding the child to construdt then knowledge of language was abandoned.
The empirical model of speech-language pathology further exemplified in the focus

group interview. This panel of SLPs used statem#raswere classic of the medical model. For
example, one SLP described herself as an “expad’there were several statements related to
getting the child to do what “I want them to dohdy faulted the language impairment as a
dysfunction of the child in statements such asetlaee “specific skills that they may be lacking”.
This is evidence that the SLP’s that were inter@évoelieved that the problem lies within the
child and their role is to change the child’s iatgions. Although there are several statements
regarding use of interpretative teaching technigtiesre was minimal evidence that the SLPs
viewed the language learning impairment as a fanctf the context or other factors. In the
discussion of service delivery models, consultatsas listed. This model placed the SLP in a
collaborative role to help teachers and parenteratand the child, therefore leaning towards
facilitating change of the context. However itlgtilaced the SLP in the expert role, supportive
of the empirical model. Lastly, the SLP’s interveahvfrequently described the work they do with
students as teaching skills. This was also supfortif the empirical paradigm, in which
language is broken down into its most elementamtspand taught in an isolated fashion.
Looking at language holistically through discowges discussed, however the conversation kept
returning to the discussion of data collection amehsuring language skills objectively. There
appeared to be a desire to move away from teacismligted skills in contrived contexts,

however the framework on how to initiate that pagachtic shift was not part of their repertoire.
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The Interpretative Lens

The interviews and teaching methods used in conéang all provided evidence of the
interpretative paradigm. In the teacher interviethg researcher was described as a “support
person” and a resource to all students in the dass The teachers stated that the researcher
provided guided instruction and helped the studemiain “part of the class”. This was evidence
that authentic contexts and teaching methods weregnized as beneficial for the students
involved in the study. The students also recognthednterpretative paradigm used, which they
state that the researcher attempted to facilitedie thinking through questions.

In the conferences, patterns emerged on questpas tused. In every conference, there
was evidence of authentic questioning techniqudss Tllustrates that the interpretative
framework was used to facilitate language acqoisitinterestingly, the open-ended questions
used elicited language for several purposes (explanations, planning, emotional response,
clarification, and reflection). The researcher wasware of these purposes at the time of the
conference, as conversation flowed naturally ansl m& pre-planned. However, analysis of the
purpose of authentic questions showed that usirtigeatic inquiry further developed higher
order thinking skills, or cognitive processes, amlaerstood by social interactionist theory
(Bodrova, 1996).

The interpretative view is also emphasized thdyamsaof student’'s miscues, rather than
errors. In most instances, the researcher usedokiiafy techniques to prompt the preferred
language structure, rather than correcting. At s$irtihee scaffolding sequence was abandoned due
to student distractibility or time restrictions, vilever the language structure was frequently

revisited in later conferences. This was evidentable 11. In this chart, Student A was able to
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show that he can self-correct and use languagetgtas spontaneously throughout the course of
the study.

References to the interpretative paradigm werearop in the focus group interview.
Although most statements were grounded in the ecapimodel, the SLP’s interviewed
described themselves as facilitators of languagglisition in statements such as “just get in
their world” and “expose them to language and aepees”. They also have had exposure to
authentic teaching methods, using terms such aglmgdand incidental learning. There was an
understanding of the importance of context in laggacquisition, as the SLP’s state that the
use of “real-life situations” and “authentic intention” were valued. Although facilitating
language through authentic contexts was valuederakbarriers to this type of teaching were
listed. It was felt that some of these barriersid¢de overcome by viewing the SLP’s role with a
different lens.

Shifting Perspectives

As a speech-language pathologist that is abledw V@nguage from both the empirical
and interpretative paradigms, | felt that the SL&trsiggled to shift to the interpretative lens for
several reasons. Most prominently, they are contisly held accountable by state and federal
laws to prove that the work they do with studemsteffective through numerical ways. They
must prove this on evaluation reports, IEP papewwor Medicaid billing, and for parents that
want specific graphable data. This was supporteduth statements during the focus group
interview such as “I may get called into court algy to prove how much | did”. In general,
gualitative research methods were poorly understbbdy expressed several statements that led
me to believe that the SLP’s interviewed equateditive data with subjectivity, which was

considered unreliable. Qualitative data was no¢githe same value as quantitative data.
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Possibly the type of research that SLP’s are eeghds greatly influences this difficulty
in shifting paradigms. At the current time, the amay of research in the field has used
guantitative designs and statistics (Hammer, 20Ih§ stripping away of language context in
guantitative designs has been problematic for Imglgesearch outcomes to practice. In addition,
fragmenting language into its most elementary p#tghe basis for writing measurable
goals/objectives for IEPs. Since evaluating stuslant writing IEPs is integrated into the SLPs
role on a daily basis, which stems from an emgisid@ased model, it is very difficult, even for
myself, to shift towards the interpretative framekvdSystematic change through education on
different data collection methods is needed. | that by asking SLP’s to abandon their expert
role and participate on a team with teachers anenps they could view the child holistically. If
SLP’s had a different lens to view their positionthe public schools, they could see themselves
as a facilitator of language in the child’s enviment rather than an expert who is there to
transmit their knowledge to the child. This studyws that measurable language growth can
occur using the interpretative framework.

Summary

This study looked to explore the depth of the erogirverses interpretative paradigm
that were ingrained into the SLP’s philosophy. Deaefits and obstacles to authentic teaching
methods and qualitative data collection will betlier described in the following paragraphs.

Authentic Learning Contexts/Techniques to Support language Development

In authentic learning contexts, the teacher’s i®k® create an environment conducive to
learning and to facilitate the learner’s coursewPyg, 1944). The teacher or SLP uses strategies
such as scaffolding, inquiry, and discourse todiheir learning, all which stem from the

interpretative paradigm. In addition, this studediritical moment teaching to help children
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learn a new idea in an authentic situation thadgearifrom their own miscues. Interpretative
guestions described by Goodman (2003), Wood Ra@erand Graves (1994) were integrated
into every student conference.
Inquiry

Most conferences began with an interpretative/aibeuestion and then several more
were intertwined throughout the conference. Themsstipns were designed to get the students to
explain their own thinking, otherwise known as nsegmnition. Goodman (2003) describes
metacognition as the “activity of humans thinkingoat their own language or thought
processes” (p. xviii). Interpretative, or open-etdgiestions, had several purposes upon further
analysis (see Table 8). They were used to eliciegpanation, to help the student plan, for
clarification, to elicit an emotional response be twriting/dialogue, or to help the student take
another’s perspective. For the students in theysttesponding to open-ended, “thinking” type
guestions was unfamiliar to them. Frequently, stiglevere not able to explain their thinking
and would respond with “I don’t know”. Over the cse of the study, there was evidence that
students were beginning to become more comfortaltlteinterpretative questions. The amount
of “I don’'t know” responses began to come in linghwthe amount of times that the student
stated “I think” type language for Student A (seguiFe 1). Although | was unable to achieve
the ideal ratio described by Graves (1994) thathteato student talk should be 20:80, by the end
of the study for most conferences, an approxim@tg&®ratio was achieved. This was considered
to be an improvement upon the data cited by Eodi®@8) that most teachers speak 70% more
often than students in a typical teacher-studdrtaaction.

Although interpretative questioning was used a®rofas possible, the conferences

contained many instances of closed-ended quesdimhslirectives. When analyzing the data in a
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given transcript, | felt that | failed as a langadgcilitator when there were several instances of
closed ended questions. However, upon further aisly realized that | had not been only
correcting the student, but the questions/direstivead served the purpose of eliciting
clarification of the teacher’s directions, to chemkmprehension, to quicken/slow the student’s
pace, and to provide reminders of previously ledriméormation/IEP goals. Since all three of
these students had attention difficulties in additto the language impairment, a significant
amount of refocusing through questioning and divestwas needed to guide the child towards
the preferred response. | realized that both opehctosed ended questions were necessary to
keep the conference productive and completedimelyt manner.
Teachable Moments

A surprising finding in the study was the depth aadety of teachable moments. This
was unexpected because | did not realize when plgrthe study that there would be four
different writing genres covered. | had expectedemmersonal narrative type writing to occur.
Although this genre switching made comparing wgtisamples much more challenging, it
provided an extensive list of topics covered ineachable moment (See Table 10). Topics
included and then extended far beyond the typiskill” type language learning (e.g., past tense
verbs, definitions). There were topics that faaibd deeper language learning that would
typically move the student beyond traditional spelemguage intervention (e.g., visualization,
paraphrasing). In addition, since the conferenaesimed in authentic situations, all the topics
were meaningful to the student and were not cosdribecause of a pre-determined IEP goal.
Even though the topics were not pre-determinedlishef teachable moments covered all of the
student’s IEP goals/objectives repetitively. Thighentic learning led to growth in language

acquisition that could be measured qualitatively.
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Student Growth

All participants showed some level of growth in itheral and written language
development during the course of the study. Graavttspecific IEP goals/objectives as well as
in other areas covered in teachable moments wasgtrlated through the multiple data sources
employed. Growth in relation to each specific stude described below.

Student A

Receptive-expressive language, pragmatics, anctispetlligibility were the areas that
Student A showed delays on formal evaluations. §aatl objectives that addressed these areas
of need were written in his IEP. Taxonomic analydithe conference transcriptions showed that
pronouncing multi-syllabic words, rate of speeapi¢ maintenance, syntax, and conjunctions
were all areas of growth. This growth is shown tigto discourse examples, self-corrections and
spontaneous use of the language structure (see Tapland the average scores received on the
written language rubric. His teacher also suppattedinding that Student A showed significant
growth in his language skills, stating that the marp “helped Student A tremendously”. This
data substantiated the question that authentiailggicontexts and techniques support language
development.

In addition to the qualitative data collected thapport language growth, Student A made
several comments during conferences and intervikatshelped me come to understand how he
views himself as a thinker. He showed low self-@stevhen making comments such as “I’'m not
actually that smart”. He would frequently apologizbe made what he viewed as an error in his
responses. | would reiterate to him that thereoigight or wrong answers and to just tell me
what he was thinking. | would use self-talk phrageg., “I'm wondering”) to help him develop

metalinguistics, or “talking about language” (Go@m2003, p. xviii). Student A was simply
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unaccustomed to this interpretative type of indtouc and he struggled significantly with
explaining his thoughts for the first half of thieidy. He also made comments that showed that
he did not connect thinking and learning. For exiapwhen asked during one conference what
he was thinking about, he stated “oh it's not timigk it's just finding”. Frequently, Student A
would try to rush the conference to complete ttegasnent and would not desire to explain his
thought process. He would get frustrated and Staten’t know” or use an angry tone of voice.
He would ask me “can we speed it up a little?” wihendid not want to discuss his plan for
writing. Throughout the length of the study, StudAnbegan to view himself as a thinker. He
made a comment in a later conference that illiesdrétis; when asked an interpretative question,
he said “wait | gotta think first. Brain thinkinganhine going on”. There was also an increase in
the use of words such as “think” and “wonder” ($@gure 1). For example, at the end of a
conference that we had attempted to write resdanth and had run out of time, Student A said
“l think | should have a solution tomorrow”. Thtemment, along with his recognition that the
conferences improved his writing during his posemiew, show that Student A made
emotional and metacognitive growth during the cewfthe study. This is vital when looking at
the child holistically.

Student A also provided important insights to cdasion how he views the SLP in
relation to his classroom teacher. It is cleartigftohis comments during conferences that he did
not view the SLP’s instruction as an equal to lassroom teacher instruction. This is illustrated
through the following conversations:

A: | gotta show Ms. D this.

R: No you don’t. You are showing me and I'm a teac¢bo.

A: Well you can tell Ms. D.

R: People are coming to Alaska to explore. It ilechthe last frontier. Does that make
sense?
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A: Well I don’'t know but if | get yelled at.
R: you're not going to get yelled at A
A: maybe...

A: (after | have given him the directions) I'll fuswait for the directions about this ending
ok?

The above conversations made me consider what |t dmu doing differently to help
students view my role in their learning as meanihdfbelieve that since there were times that |
had missed instruction not being in the classrotirday, | lost some credibility in the eyes of
the students. Most SLPs are unable to spend lémgeks of time in the classroom to see through
entire assignments, nor would that even be negessBossibly more pre-planning with the
classroom teacher to understand the aims of thigewrassignment would elevate my ability to
gain the confidence needed from students. Alsogropportunities to co-teach the lessons in the
classroom would show students that | can be aemustsource in the classroom also. Team
based service delivery models will further thiscdssion on how to gain student confidence and
therefore facilitate global change in the learnprgcess, rather than just working on language
skills in isolation.

Student B

Student B showed inconsistent growth in writtenglaage, articulation, and behavior
during the course of the study. Many emotionalggles impacted his ability to learn, stemming
from his home as well as his difficulty learningdamaintaining peer relationships. He struggled
significantly to maintain focus and work cooperativ with teachers and peers. His poor
intelligibility when speaking with others furthempacted his social relationships. All of these
factors negatively affected his speech and langgageth. Despite these obstacles, there was
evidence of progress on his IEP goals. He frequesstf-corrected his sound substitutions and

began to show evidence of carryover orally and fiting. Overall, his attention to his own

www.manaraa.com



113

speech intelligibility increased with the confereacin addition, the context used to practice his
sounds was authentic. Traditionally, students \atiiculation impairments are “drilled” using
random words containing target sounds. In the pné&tative format used, Student B learned to
articulate sounds with words he was using reguiartie classroom.

Although there are numerous benefits to the usauthentic contexts for language
development, students with articulation impairmentsy have an additional factor to consider.
The presence of sound misarticulations and the hmgdased to facilitate the accepted sound
are more obvious to surrounding peers than langoagieling. There were times that Student B
appeared embarrassed of my prompts to repeat Himsglhen a target sound was modeled.
This embarrassment caused him to refuse to pateip feel that in some instances for students
with articulation impairments, especially olderdsuats, it may be better for the SLP to provide
articulation prompts in a private location. The eneatls used in the therapy, however, should still
stem from the curriculum. Once the student has shdke ability to use the sounds
independently, the SLP could help the studentrselfitor their intelligibility in the classroom
through presentations and read alouds. SLPs irnstheols should use a variety of service
delivery models to best meet the needs and pergofedtors of their individual students. By
viewing the child’s learning holistically, considieg both emotion and learning styles, SLP’s can
facilitate meaningful speech and language growth.

Student C

Student C was most responsive to the interpretétareework used in this study. He was
more comfortable with the inquiry style used in tomferences. This is shown by the length and
depth of his responses in comparison to Studentshé B. His language skills had previously

been evaluated through formal measures to be @& lenpaired. He had also never been
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removed from the general education curriculum ®résource room during his schooling. | felt
that this made a significant difference in his ipilo converse openly about his thoughts. This
talking about thinking further developed his metgutve skills. In addition, through the
conferences, he was able to stay on task and falosetions. He was completed assignments in
a timely manner. His teacher stated that the int¢apive framework used helped “keep him
more focused” and “on track”. This also resultechugrage writing rubric scores on the written
pieces developed during the course of the studyAppendix A).

Scaffolding sequences were described in Chapter tha illustrated language growth
for Student C. The growth was difficult to captunethout a rich description. This rich
description, often times lengthy, would not be ablé data for IEP requirements. Ways to
describe qualitative data that meets the objectatare of the IEP is an area that SLPs struggle
with. Some thoughts regarding the use of qualéatdata while continuing to meet IEP
requirements will follow in subsequent paragraphs.

Push-in vs. Pull-Out

This study used a “push-in” or collaborative seevidelivery model. Collaborative
service delivery is designed to facilitate languageuisition within natural settings to make
learning more meaningful and effective for studefit€ontrasts with the “pull-out” model of
intervention, where frequently artificial tasks amsed in contrived situations. This study
supports authentic contexts for students with laggulearning impairments. Through this
model, all participants showed growth in their IE@als/objectives, as well as overall

metacognitive growth.
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The model was supported by the classroom teachertha interviews in the following
statements:
e The speech path’s I've worked with are pretty gabdut moving about the room and
just spending the most time with their studentsrbaking it seem like they are a
helper to all the students in general.

e The speech path when she pushes in she can seéheeachers are doing

e | like when the speech pathologist comes into ldsooom. It's an extra set of hands. |
think its helpful for the student and the resthef tlass.

e | think it definitely helps them and keeps themeariocused.

e | think that students feel like to helps their gslfeem (push-in)

¢ The kids that you see are the needy kids so thiah{m) allowed me to work with some
of my other students who don’t necessarily get @pemd language services. So |

think it was a huge benefit.

e| can't give them that much one-to-one interventitwe you did. So that was very
beneficial

e They feel like they’re part of the class still whkay’'re not being pulled out

e The benefit of that (push-in) is that they're rgadletting all that extra help and | think
that makes them feel better.

The teachers that participated in this study westiye about the collaborative service delivery
model used. They found it beneficial for all thetudents, not just those that receive special
education support. They reported that having tvazhers in the classroom helped the students
with language impairments be more focused and gaelassroom teacher more time with less
“needy” students. They also spoke of the emotidreadefit to a collaborative service delivery
model, stating that it helps students self-estegrkeeping them included with other typically
developing children. The primary disadvantage te push-in model was scheduling. The
teachers stated that having the SLP come intol#ssroom forced them to stick to a schedule.

In my opinion, there is no way to avoid this issBeP’s have high caseloads and therefore there

www.manaraa.com



116

is not always a significant amount of flexibility scheduling. When the teacher and SLP are
working as a team to help students learn, thereailays be some level of compromise to best
meet the needs of the students.

In contrast to the teacher’s positive opinionted push-in model, the students identified
in their post interviews that they preferred thé-put model of intervention. They stated that the
classroom is “always noisy” and “ruins my concetitwd. They stated that the SLP’s office is
“more peaceful than the classroom”. Two of the ¢hstudents also felt that the researcher’s
presence in the classroom was sometimes an intemugather than a support. | believe that
there were several reasons that the student'shisltvay. All three students have attention and
distractibility issues, two of them diagnosed wADHD. Students with ADHD historically
struggle with written expression. Therefore, a ldistracting environment than the classroom
may be a benefit for them in some instances. Ilitiadd typically work on IEP goals was hidden
within the context of a game when the student’skedrin the SLP’s office. Since the student’s
are young, they may perceive playing a game as emgogable than working on writing in their
classroom. Pull-out services may be an escape fdwimg the work”. This was shown in the
student’s statements that in your office we “geplay games” and “we don't really do that in
our classroom”. Lastly, since the student’s arengpuihey are not always able to reflect on their
own language ability and how the interpretative glaglas successful for them. Possibly if the
study was repeated with older students, the prme¢erdéor push-in verses pull-out intervention
may be different. Older, or more reflective studemay be able to see that being removed from
the classroom may cause them to miss importanuiectgin and hinder their academic success.

The focus group interview with SLP’s brought afeliént perspective about authentic

language contexts to the service delivery modetudision. In this interview, three primary
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service delivery models were discussed: push-ilt,qui, and consultation. Generally, the SLP’s
supported push-in intervention, stating that itmeaningful and functional to the student,
provides an opportunity to observe carryover oflgoand supports the general education
curriculum. The SLP’s felt that this type of apmbawas best with students with severe
disabilities and young children. They felt thatrh@ere many obstacles to push-in intervention
with older students and those who receive mosheir tinstruction in general education (e.qg.,
high caseloads, scheduling). These obstacles wvell described in detail in subsequent
paragraphs.

There was variation among the group of SLP’s onndn@ull-out model should be used.
Some of the SLP’s interviewed felt it was approjgrifor students with articulation, fluency, and
processing impairments. Others felt that pullingdsnts out gave them the ability to work more
specifically on a target skill and that pushingdid not always give students enough
opportunities to address the IEP goals. It wasedtdahat there was frequently a mismatch
between a student’s IEP goals/objectives and veha@ppening in the classroom. In my opinion,
if the goals do not match the curriculum and exgteans of given grade, there is problem with
the goals, not the authentic service delivery motéhen SLPs, teachers, and parents work
together to write goals and objectives, there ghaok be a mismatch with what is happening in
the classroom. This was an excellent example of Susing an empirical lens, focusing on a set
of skills to be taught rather than what is happgmith the child’s communication as a whole.
Goals should not stem from the results on a stalimtd test alone. That information must be
combined with artifacts from the classroom, obseows of the student in their authentic
environment, an understanding of the student’sqmail#ty and learning style, and a knowledge

of the curriculum. Goals/objectives should not be-geetermined by the SLP alone and he/she
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should not be the sole service provider. In thianteapproach, there should not be a
fragmentation of a student’s skills and abilitiaSHA, 1991).

Lastly, consultation with teachers and parents suggorted to make systematic change
to the environment and instructional approach. Gbason, however, gives one a negative
impression. It makes the SLP sound like an expegsent to tell the teacher or parent what to do
differently. Identifying yourself as a member ofeam to facilitate language growth would make
the teacher and parent feel that they are on epgaahd. Each member in a collaborative service
delivery model must feel that their input is valuedbenefit the student. Cooperation among
team members is necessary and an abandonmentfe$gomal “turf” must occur.

Summary

Students with language learning impairments needetdaught in authentic contexts
using methods that encourage talk. They need tm lEause language to construct their own
knowledge of the curriculum. Strategies such akemiic questioning, critical moment teaching
through miscue analysis, and scaffolding using tarjpmetative framework were used in this
study. The report of student growth described thhogualitative research methods supports the
use of authentic contexts in this study.

Qualitative Methods and the IEP

Data collection of student progress is not only amt@nt, it is required by special
education law. This fact is ingrained into the gailork of SLP’s as well as other professionals
who work with students with special needs. Datéectibn makes one accountable for what they
are doing with a student. It is used to justifyatmeent decisions, prove effectiveness, and
convince others of progress through interventiofs\{@ng, 1994). Keeping the importance of

data in mind, good clinical decisions can only badm if the data collected meaningfully

www.manaraa.com



119

describes the interaction that occurred. For thaeptex phenomenon of language, quantitative
data alone does not suffice. Qualitative reseaff@roa “richer and more detailed description of
the phenomenon under investigation than do moreengally oriented quantitative studies”
(Damico, 2003). Even though it is recognized thasalgative data is crucial to accurately
describe language, the subjective nature of thpe ©f data contradicts the requirements of the
IEP. Since all students with identified special dgeeust have progress on goals and objectives
monitored through the IEP process, this poses hlgmofor SLP’s that value authentic data
collection. This study was designed to addresgjthestion: can progress on specific language
skills be measured through qualitative methods &etnthe constraints of the Individualized
Education Plan, a document that is designed uba@inpirical model?
Writing Goals

Results of this study did provide some suggestoyngse of qualitative data that could be
documented on an IEP. First of all, the transasifi of the language conversations provided a
wealth of information on frequency of miscues. TimBrmation could inform the SLP when
making decisions on appropriate goals/objectivethenfuture. The authentic context provides
the SLP with an understanding of the curriculum et kinds of goals would be meaningful
and authentic. For example, if an SLP wanted tckvaor sentence structure with a student, they
may write an authentic goal in an IEP such as Stindent will self-correct deviations in verb use
given modeling in oral and written language” ratthem a skills based goal, such as “the student
will use past-tense verbs in sentences”. The atithgoal could still be measured quantitatively
to meet the requirements of the IEP, by countirggamount of times the student self-corrects.
Authentic goals such as the above example coufddigtated through reading, writing, science,

and social studies curriculums. When the SLP wthesightful goals that lend themselves to the
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curriculum, an authentic service delivery modelere desirable. For the participants in this
study, Student C had a mismatch of goals and sedativery. His goals were skills based and
were to be measured using percentage correct. ¥ampme, it was identified that Student C
needed to improve his expressive vocabulary. Satat was written that he would “compare
and contrast curricular vocabulary in 75% of tfiaklthough the goal was written so that the
SLP would use authentic vocabulary words drawn ftbencurriculum, the frequency that this
type of activity naturally emerged in the writingnferences was minimal. Therefore, it was
difficult to measure language growth on the goal.udderstanding the nature of the context, a
better way to write a goal to target vocabulary rhaye been that “the student will explain their
thinking in response to why/how questions by usin? vocabulary words from the curricular
topic being discussed”. This goal could be measqgrexhtitatively for IEP purposes and could
be addressed in any curricular area. Goals mudttlemselves to naturalistic data collection. In
summary, by understanding the curriculum and theecd, SLP’s can write authentic goals that
can be measured in the classroom using a pushniicselelivery model.
“Quantifying” Qualitative Data

The field of speech-language pathology is beginniagvalue qualitative research
methods, which situate the communicative lives oélividuals with language learning
impairments in social and cultural contexts (Hamn911). In order to understand social
interaction, actual descriptions of behavior (eimferactional strategies, conversational devices,
grammatical structures, discourse markers, socialites) are needed in addition to numerical
data. A qualitative research design was used is #tudy to show growth in language
development through authentic contexts. Howevereth@as an attempt to quantify the

gualitative observations to make them reportablamtEP. It is impractical for SLP’s to record
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and transcribe interactions with students on alaedasis. Transcription is very time consuming
and usually reserved for evaluation purposes. Hewby designing authentic goals described in
the last section, the SLP can listen for specifiords or structures within the context of
discourse. Facilitation of the language structutas be prompted from student miscues or
through teachable moments. These specific wordstractures can than be quantified for IEP
purposes. An example of this type of data collect®shown in Table 11. | was able to track
growth of specific syntactical structures by congtrevisits of the structure, self-corrections,
and spontaneous use. This data could be reporswte progress on an IEP document. Another
form of putting qualitative observations into a gtable report is through the use of rubrics.
Written language, narrative telling/retelling, adidcourse rubrics have been developed in the
field to describe a student’s language in narratoren while still quantifying growth (McCabe,
2008; Newman, 2006). Despite their value, rubriagehbeen limited in the field of speech-
language pathology. A written language rubric wasauin this study to show written language
growth over time (see Appendix A). | believe thaewf rubrics could be increased in the field
of speech-language pathology. They could easilydperted to show progress on IEP goals,
with criterion such as “the student will increag® tpoints on a retelling rubric after six weeks of
intervention”.In time, | hope to discover more ways that qualitadata can be used to track
student progress in ways that are transferrabléhé¢olegal requirements of IEP’s. Unless the
individuals that write special education law chanigeir paradigm, qualitative researchers will
need to continue to find ways to “quantify” qudive data.
The Data Debate
An unintended but significant portion of the foay®up interview with the SLP’s was

about data collection. Legal and procedural requamts to collect objective data frequently
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about student progress was an area of contentimn@most of the SLP’s that participated.
Taxonomic analysis of the statements regarding diataain revealed the positive and negative
impact of data, types of data collected, and thiemale for data collection. In this analysis, the
negative impact far outweighed the positive. Thenpry reason that the SLP’s reported negative
impressions of objective data collection was thaytfelt it interfered with their ability to
interact naturally with the student. This was shawthe following statements:

e The more data driven you are, the less actual veetion, personal time, face to face
time you can spend with the kids.

e We spend half our session taking data and not ddingcal intervention
e |ts SO robotic...just so you have data down

e You lose that chance for the teachable moment.. ifagos taking data on this specific
skill

e It's harder to take data (in the classroom)
The SLP’s also comment that the requirement taecblirequent data inhibited their ability to
see students in their natural environment. Theyedtdhat its “tough to take data” in the
classroom and its easier to take “good data” im-@ui sessions. This ability to take “good data”
is supported because the SLP’s felt they couldtefiore opportunities of a specific skill and
therefore report progress in percentage form. Bh&other example of the empirical paradigm,
where language skills are fragmented in an attemptove language through decontextualized
exercises, with little consideration of how thegtted skill is carried over into the classroom.
Some of the SLP’s expressed this internal struggéging that they understand how facilitating
language in the child’s natural environment is meaningful, however there may only be one
or two opportunities to target a specific skill, §6 | get thirty minutes...| get more face

time...in my room”. Overall, data collection appeared be a barrier to using naturalistic
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environments. The SLP’s involved in the study dad appear to have a strong knowledge base
on how to collect qualitative data in a systematigy. They described qualitative data as
narrative and subjective, which is accurate, howehey felt that this type of data was not as
valued as quantitative data. One SLP commented'dias is more qualitative when I'm in the
classroom so | might write a narrative about...th&resvpretty good today. They seemed to get
the task. They needed extra prompting...those kingatd facts...but its narrative compared to |
think he got an 80%". In part, this preference fprantitative data stemmed from IEP
requirements. However, since SLP’s are schoolgtl@rempirical model, they have not had the
experience and training on systematically collectinalitative data. In my experience in speech-
language pathology at two Michigan universities]yoguantitative statistics classes were
required as part of the degree. In order to maladitgtive research and data collection methods
a part of the SLP repertoire and help them to $tofh the empirical to interpretative paradigm,
a different lens must be encouraged from the baginof schooling and continue through
professional development opportunities throughog ©career.
Summary

There are many ways that one can come to understahadent’s language holistically.
The use of quantitative data alone is not suffici@ualitative research methods are an integral
part of understanding and reporting a student'sy@@ss in language acquisition. The legal
requirement to be objective in data reporting iftkilise of the qualitative paradigm. This study
has shown ways to write meaningful goals to belifatad in authentic environments and still
“quantify” the progress collected both through dga#ive and quantitative research methods.

Although further exploration is needed in this atbés study supports the original question that
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progress on specific language skills can be medsiin®ugh qualitative methods to meet the
constraints of the Individualized Education Plan.

An Interpretative Framework for Speech-Language Patologists

The primary aim of this study was to view the fieldspeech language pathology using a
holistic or interpretative framework. It explorecditional verses progressive service delivery
models, required special education practices, #&edrealities of public school settings for
speech-language pathologists and how they areemfkd by the paradigms. The study was
designed to challenge the medical model of “puli~ontervention and its ability to meet the
needs of students with language learning impairsgnthe public schools. This aim led to the
research question: Can speech-language patholagsta holistic or interpretative framework
effectively in the reality of a public school sati (e.g., high caseloads, scheduling conflicts,
multiple work locations, limited time for traininggllaboration)? Several data sources were used
to respond to this question, including the teachtrviews, fieldnotes about conferences, and
the focus group interview.

From the belief that language should be treateda dsontextualized interactional
phenomenon” to be meaningful to children, I cholse hatural environment (e.g., general
education classroom) as the setting for this siidyvarsky, 1997). Writing conferences were
chosen as the curricular avenue because there sigidicant opportunities for interpretative
teaching methods, such as scaffolding and critmalment teaching. In addition to being
authentic, writing allows students with languagarhéeng impairments to reflect on their
language production, revise or provide rationalenficsscues, and provide opportunities for self-
monitoring and carryover of specific language stites outlined in their IEP goals (Nelson,

2004). It is possible that other curricular areasld have been chosen as an avenue for authentic
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instruction for SLP’s, such as oral and writtenpaasses to literature, science, or social studies;
even math reasoning gives students the opportunitgxplain their thinking. Besides the
abundant scaffolding opportunities that occurredindu the writing conferences, the other
primary benefit to choosing writing was that studewere working independently. Frequently
SLP’s struggle to gain opportunities to interacthwtheir students in the classroom when the
teacher is instructing the group as a whole. Téggl$ to difficulty in showing progress in data
collection, therefore SLP’s will pull students aftthe natural environment to get more “face
time”. Therefore it is important to collaborate ieachers on the best times to “push-in” to the
classroom so that you do not become a quiet obseBexking times that the students are
working in groups or individually are typically theest opportunities. Although teachers in the
post-interview stated that having a set schedwd¢ tthe SLP comes into the classroom was a
disadvantage because they must give up the fleyibil their day, the benefits of a collaborative
service delivery model still outweighed the disateges. It is important to note that | conducted
two conferences per week with each student foragmrately 15-30 minutes each. This time
was also divided among two students in one clagssrddis frequency was chosen purposely,
because it matches the time that most SLP’s aretaldervice students. It was important to me
when designing this study that the times | sawesttglwas realistic for the average school based
SLP. Therefore, results could be transferred ttlifeasituations. At times, this time constraint
was frustrating, because a meaningful interactixh o be abandoned because writing time was
over. This was just an aspect of reality of the ligubchools, however, and was out of my
control. Despite this somewhat limited timeframeahwstudents, it is evident through multiple

sources that the participants were still able tsmgin their language ability.
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An Account of Reality

The focus group interview with six district SLP’sopided valuable information about
the realities of the public schools. Patterns adhalysis of this interview that address question
four emerged, such as historical changes in theegsmn, caseload size/type, service delivery
models, and future wishes for the profession. Ehlrhain will be discussed in its relationship to
the interpretative framework.

Historical Changes

The field of speech pathology was rooted in theige@nd educational fields. When the
profession originated, SLPs typically specialized sound disorders, stuttering, and voice
problems. Language learning impairments were addethe scope of practice much later.
Currently, speech sound disorders and languagedeisoare the most common communication
disorders treated in the schools (ASHA, 2010). paeicipants in the focus group interview had
been employed as SLPs for 5-30 years. Length o# timey had been an SLP did affect their
perspective on the changes that have occurreckipribfession, however the primary areas that
were identified were an increase in evidence bgsedtice and accountability, increase in
paperwork, more emphasis on curriculum based ictsbny and changes in the population of
students seen. According to the data collectedhis interview, the “job is being more data
driven”. When the SLP’s spoke of data, they weferrang to quantitative data. They stated that
a “push has come along where goals have to be measurable”. These statements align with
the claim that evidence based practice must be stgk field (Duchan, 2002). Unfortunately,
the increase in accountability described by thesSafd supported in current research has caused
the paradigmatic pendulum to swing farther to timpieical side in the field of speech-language

pathology. Conflicting with this empirical swingpWwever, was the push described to use more

www.manaraa.com



127

curriculum based practices and deliver servicesaturalistic environments. Therefore, most
SLPs do not have the experience and training to timextwo entities, by providing authentic
intervention while still collecting objective datg they feel they must choose. Unfortunately for
students, many SLP’s chose accountability of data t legal and administrative pressure.
Comments by SLPs such as we “spend less time Wiltiren trying to get our paperwork done”
are discouraging.

The other major historical change in the professi@t was described by the SLPs was
the population of students. They felt that the stug on their caseload were more severe now
than they had been in previous years. They stdtatl “kids typically sent to center based
programs were coming back to the district”. Thegodkelt that the rise in autism had thoroughly
changed the profession. One SLP stated that whérst started it was mostly articulation,
language, some fluency...we didn’'t do much voiceh@& $chools but we didn’t have any kids
with autism”. Despite the increased severity regubidf students, there continued to be a rise in
the size of the average SLP’s caseload. The genersensus was that they were expected to
provide more intervention with less time. This frafon was shown in the statements “what do
they think we can do with 60 kids” and “what kinfliotervention do they really think we can
make”. This perspective, although not invalid, vesspirically based, viewing the student as
having more severe deficits than they did in thst gad not considering the changes that have
occurred in their environment. There was no disonsabout how the classroom is structured
and what kinds of academic requirements were eggeuit students. There was also a sense that
all the responsibility to facilitate language growwith students was on the SLP’s shoulders
alone. A paradigmatic shift to an interpretativellaborative model of intervention would help

SLP’s resolve some of this frustration. It wouldoal SLP’s to view language learning
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impairments as a function of the context a childipgates in, therefore facilitating change of
the environment would have a more pervasive effaldo, by working within a team, SLPs
could alleviate some of the pressure they feel doth® sole provider and data collector on
language growth. As one SLP stated, “you can’t @mslldn’t) follow them”.
Service Delivery Models

The literature review revealed that most SLPs ugarigty of service delivery models to
provide services to students with speech and layggirapairments. The most common service
delivery model used currently is pull-out (ASHA,120) Brandell, 2011). This research matched
the data collected during the focus group intervidwr students with language learning
impairments, it is recommended that a collaboraseerice delivery model, or push-in services
are utilized (ASHA, 1991). A discussion of the dint service delivery models and the
rationale for their use ensued in the focus grd\lpof the SLP’s in the study recognized that
push-in services was most meaningful for studdm,ever they cited several reasons why they
do not use the model regularly. The primary reasas caseload size. Michigan law states that
the maximum caseload size recommended for schaadoSLPs is sixty students. It does not
account for the student's age, severity of disahilor multiple work locations of the SLP.
Administrative and monetary support are the obviausnues to decrease caseload size, which
are not typically viable options in today’s econonifierefore, SLP’s must find creative ways to
effectively provide services to large numbers eidshts. Another obstacle to push-in services
described by the group was scheduling. All of thé$&work in multiple buildings and have
students in several different classes within eagiding. In order to provide services to all
students with IEPs, the SLPs chose to pull singlade students out of class and group them

together. One SLP stated that she may have “fiffdeys in three different classes...can you
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ideally go into all three classes and still see tiger...57 kids”. It was stated that some
administrators that support push-in services maygrstudents with special needs together in
the same classroom, however this made it hardethrclassroom teacher. In addition to the
limited amount of time SLP’s with high caseloads spend inside classrooms, it was also cited
that its “hard in the classroom because...going inkithg a certain time is writing, reading and
then the schedule has changed...happens all theinimlementary”. These statements support
the teacher’s description of the disadvantage ¢t'Spushing into the classroom, stating that it
“locks me into a schedule”. In my experience, i tinstruction provided in the classroom is
valuable to the teacher and there is good commtioingehe/she will make the time within their
day to accommodate push-in services. Establisl@aghter and administrative support for push-
in services is a primary role of an SLP that wantsise authentic intervention practices. The
group of SLPs stated that another obstacle to lwmiédive service model is “getting a teacher
that would welcome it in the classroom”, gettingt@acher to really buy in”, and getting the
“principal on board”. Stepping out of the role ¢ietlanguage expert and moving towards an
interpretative paradigm is key to releasing onesvidual role and becoming a team to facilitate
language with students.

Consultation was another service delivery modelcdesd during the focus group
interview. Consulting with teachers places the $h.Fhe expert role, however the underlying
rationale of consultation supports the interpregaframework. Consultation was described as
“helping the teacher understand the student” aedching other people to do things with them”.
One SLP stated that “one of our roles for teachers parents is to teach them and give them
ideas on how they can incorporate everyday aas/itiThese statements view consultation from

an empirical lens, however the underlying message tw facilitate systematic change in the
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child’s context. Through consultation, better knoas collaboration, SLPs can reach large
numbers of students more successfully. Althougretand follow-through were cited as the
reason why the collaboration does not occur moeguiently, when SLPs view their role as
facilitating school wide systematic change in teaching of language acquisition, it will result
in less students needing special education suppbrs. holistic view of an SLPs role in the
school setting would require a paradigmatic shifihie interpretative paradigm.
Just One Wish

The final question posed in the group intervieweasthe SLPs to express what they wish
they could change about their profession as itdstaileday. Three patterns emerged in the
taxonomy: decreased caseload size, remaining irsamaol rather than traveling, and increased
teacher/administrator/parent support. The SLPglielt the caseload size of approximately sixty
students was just too large to be effective inrth@e. They wished to have half the amount of
students in order to make their role in the scivatiiable to the student, teachers, administrators,
and families. They also felt that if they could imeone building then they could integrate
themselves into the school and be more “accessiblédachers and students. Lastly, the SLPs
expressed their opinion that some parents, teachedsadministrators do not truly understand
language learning impairments and the role of aR.SDut of the three wishes listed, the last
one, understanding the SLPs role, would be underctintrol of the SLP to change. SLPs,
through in-services, co-teaching, modeling, andoadey could facilitate an understanding of
language learning disorders. Using primarily aauadrative service delivery model would also
facilitate this change. Through this change, the of the SLP in the educational process would
increase in value, with the hope that administeatimd monetary support to decrease caseloads

would follow.
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Summary

Speech-language pathologists can effectively ugatarpretative service delivery model
in the public schools. In order to do so, they nuirsitv children with a holistic lens, rather than a
set of skills to be taught. They must view theindtion in the schools as someone who can
facilitate systematic change in the understandinrguage and language disorders. They can
do so through a collaborative service delivery nhodlkis means that they would work closely
with teachers and parents to help facilitate changethe child’s context so they can
communicate successfully. They would not get bogd@an in the IEP requirements to see a
student 1-2 times per week for 20-30 minutes. Tweyld need to build flexibility into the IEP,
by using “consultation” and “direct” service delivemodels that would allow them to vary the
amount of time they spend with students in a mgniialsis. In addition, SLPs would need to
learn to write meaningful goals that can be meakl@h quantitatively and qualitatively in
authentic environments.

This study provides a model of authentic serviceveey (i.e., writing conferences),
provides examples of meaningful goals, ways toalfjequalitative data to meet the constraints
of the IEP, and suggestions to avoid obstaclebdadrterpretative model (e.g., high caseloads,
scheduling).

Lingering Questions

Throughout the length of this study, | have comeuhderstand language acquisition
through an interpretative lens. | still struggldlylahowever, to actually function within that
paradigm in the public schools. There are manyaatss that cause me to slide back into the
empirical paradigm. It is easy to get caught uphm paperwork, meetings, and data collection

requirements. High caseloads and students sprefath aeveral classrooms within multiple
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schools make the job of an SLP overwhelming at dinhestill struggle to realistically meet the
needs of large amount of students using an intefore paradigm and still meet the
requirements that special education services direedesd x amount of time per month as stated
in the IEP. Although | have outlined some suggestito help objectify qualitative data, | also
wonder if there are ways that qualitative data @ddad reported on an IEP that would be accepted
legally. Lastly, | wonder if at some point, therdlWwe a paradigmatic shift globally in education
and speech-language pathology to the interpretativadigm. | hope that research such as this
study will help to facilitate this shift.

Implications for Future Research

The results of this study provide implications foture research. Future research would
build trustworthiness in the data. Expanding thegte of the data collection period would
provide more information on student progress anddbgredibility. In addition, the
methodology used in this study should be appliedotioer subjects, grades and school
populations. It would be interesting to compare fineings of a study that used conferences
about literature as the vehicle for data collectibnis would assist in transferability in the data.
Lastly, research that puts the meaningful goalgestgd as well as the objective data collection
using qualitative research methods into practiceukh be conducted. This research would
greatly inform SLP’s practice. By giving SLPs anfrawork to provide authentic intervention in
naturalistic contexts and still meet accountabiligquirements, the shift to interpretative
methods could begin to occur. As a result, thddaibetween research and practice could be

strengthened.
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Conclusion

The aim of this study was to outline the paradigtisir effect on the fields of education
and speech-language pathology, and discuss howftdacsh more holistic model may be most
beneficial for students with language learning impants. Qualitative research methodology
was used to describe the complex phenomenon of cmmeation. This included techniques such
as authentic questioning, critical moment teachang] scaffolding. It consisted of participant
observation during student writing conferencesjectibn of writing artifacts, interviews of
teachers, students, and SLPs, and fieldnotes. Tiiépta sources of information collected
triangulated the data results, suggesting thatuagg growth can occur through use of an
interpretative teaching paradigm. The study suggéisat despite many obstacles, speech-
language pathologists can and should use an ietatpye framework in the schools. Use of
authentic contexts in the facilitation of languaaEguisition, and value in qualitative research
methods, should be supported in the field of spé@auage pathology. By shifting to a holistic
lens, speech-language pathologists can erode sytstechange in the educational environment

and their field.
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APPENDIX A

Grade 3-5 Writing Trait Assessment Name:
Revised August, 2009 Date:
Spring or Fall (circle)
Area 6 5 4 3 2
__Assessed
Interest/ Writing is Writing is Writing is Writing is ‘Writing is only Writing is
. exceptionally interesting, clear generally somewhat occasionally unclear and
Clarity interesting, and focused. interesting, clear | clear and focused. clear and unfocused.
of Writing clear and and focused. : focused.
focused.
Writing is Ideas and content Ideas and Ideas and content Ideas and Ideas and
extensively are well content are are evident but content are not content are not
developed and | developed and the developed and only supported by well -developed. developed.
Ideas the ideas are ideas are supported by limited details and
supported by supported by some details and examples.
concepts, concepts, details, examples.
details, and and examples.
examples.
Organization Writing is well Writing is well The writing is Writing shows There is little Writing lacks
organized with organized with a well organized evidence of basic evidence of structure.
interesting lead, effective with a lead, some organization. organization.
leads, smooth transitions, and a transitions, and
transitions, and conclusion. a conclusion.
a theughtful =
conclusion.
Voice ‘Writing uses Writing uses ‘Writer’s voice Voice and tone are Writer’s voice Veice is not

authentic and
compelling
voice and tone.

authentic voice
and tone.

and tone support

incomsistent or
P

4

and tone may be
inconsistent or
inappropriate.

present.

‘Word Choice

Interesting,
specific and
accurate word
choice creates a
highly effective
paper.

Interesting word
choice creates an
effective paper.

Writing shows
evidence of basic
word choice with
a few attempts of

colorful
language.

Word choice is
adeguate and
correct in a
general sense.

Word choice is
often repetitive
and inaccurately
used.

Word choice is
limited or used
incorrectly.

Sentence Sentences are Sentences flow Most sentences Writing shows Sentence fluency | Sentence fluency
Fluency sl.(illfu]ly smooth%y, using a flow smoothly, evidence of basic is not achiev?d is disj({inted,
written and variety of are constructed sentence fluency, due to excessive confusing or
create a highly | patterns to create correctly, and many sentences Tun-on sentences rambling.
effective paper. an effective vary in length. begin the same or fragments.
paper. way.
. § Mastery of Writing contains | Errors in writing Writing There is little There is no
~onventions writing only minor conventions are conventions may evidence of evnde.n‘ce of
conventions is mistakes in not distracting. interfere with writing Wl’llll'!g‘ s
exceptional. writing meaning. conventions. conventions.
conventions.
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APPENDIX B

Phase 1: Semi-structured Teacher/Student Interviews

Teacher:
1. From your perspective, tell me what you know abth& job function of a speech-
language pathologist in the schools.
2. How do you feel about speech-language patholodgsiditating language acquisition
with students in your classroom? What are the isnefid disadvantages?
3. How do you feel when students are pulled out ofryadassroom for intervention? What

are the benefits and disadvantages?

Student:
1. Do you like coming to speech and language? Whabddike/dislike?
2. Where do you like to work together, in my office,the classroom, or both? Why?

3. Do you feel that speech and language is helpfubt®® What do you learn?
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APPENDIX C

Phase 3: Semi-structured Teacher/Student Interviews

Teacher:

1. What was your perception of the conferences hetidden myself and students about the
writing? What did you see as the benefits and dmathges to this type of language
facilitation?

2. Have you noticed any oral or written language pesgrin the last 8 weeks in the
participants? Please describe your observations.

3. How do you feel about speech-language patholodgsiditating language acquisition

with students in your classroom? What are the isnefid disadvantages?

Student:

1. Did you like the conferences we had together abautr writing? What did you
like/dislike?

2. Where do you like to work together, in my office,the classroom, or both? Why?

3. Do you feel that speech and language is helpfubt®® What do you learn?
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APPENDIX D

Focused Group Interview Protocol and Questions

Thank you for volunteering to participate in thecfised group interview. As part of my
dissertation research, | would like to conduct raerview with a group of colleagues that share
in the same interests. | will be asking some oputed as well as focused questions to the group
for discussion. | will be audio taping the convéima we have today and transcribing your
responses. All information will be kept confidehizend will not be used for any purpose other
than a requirement for my class. Please rememberegsroceed that everyone should try and
participate, all ideas are equal and valid, theeen® right or wrong answers, and each person’s
viewpoint should be heard and respected. Pleasa@lstay until the end of the interview, which
should last 30-45 minutes. Let's begin by introdgcourselves and indicating the number of
years you have been a speech pathologist. Thissesille as a sound check, and then we will
begin.

Questions:

1. Tell me about why you decided to become a speaujuikege pathologist. How has your
job function changed since the beginning of youeeauntil now?

2. How do you feel children learn language best? Whethods do you use most frequently
to teach children?

3. How would you describe authentic intervention? Wae the barriers to this type of
language facilitation for you?

4. What are all the different models that you haveduse provide speech-language
intervention to your students from the beginningafir career until now?

a. Can you describe each model?
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b. Which of these models seems to work well for yod ahy?
c. Looking at this list, which of these models woulduychose to be the most
effective for you? Why did you choose that model?
d. Are there any other service delivery models thahaeen't talked about that you
are aware of?
5. What are all the ways that you feel like you aresHactive speech-language pathologist?
If you ran the world, what would you change to ioye your effectiveness?

Thank you. Again, your responses will be kept aderfitial.
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ABSTRACT

FACILITATION OF LANGUAGE ACQUISITION VIEWED THROUGH AN
INTERPRETATIVE LENS: THE ROLE OF AUTHENTICITY

by
MELANIE LYNAM HARPER
August 2013

Advisor: Dr. Gerald Oglan
Major: Special Education
Degree:Doctor of Philosophy

A paradigm is the conceptual framework or lens oses to view reality. The field of
speech-language pathology is traditionally rootethe empirical paradigm, which believes that
language can be fragmented into isolated skillstanght in a hierarchal fashion. This belief has
resulted in service delivery models that removedestis from naturalistic contexts for
decontextualized exercises. Progress in languageisation is measured objectively. The
empirical belief is exemplified by the accountaljiliequirements in special education law (e.g.,
IEP). It is compounded by the realities of publah®@ol speech-language pathologists (SLPs),
such as high caseload numbers, multiple buildirgg] paperwork/meetings required. These
realities, viewed through the empirical paradigregtiently cause SLP’s to feel ineffective with
students.

The interpretative paradigm views language actioisholistically. It takes into account
contextual/personal factors involved in a childsromunication success. This belief encourages
SLPs to facilitate language acquisition in authernvironments (e.g., classroom), using a

collaborative service delivery model. In this pagad, qualitative research methods are valued.

www.manaraa.com



145

This methodology views language as a dynamic phenomthat cannot be separated from the
context and culture of an individual.

The purpose of this study was to rethink the rdleamtext in the facilitation of language
acquisition by SLPs. Writing conferences were hgith three third grade students diagnosed
with language learning impairments. Authentic imguicritical moment teaching, and
scaffolding were used to facilitate language groamld measured qualitatively. The growth was
described in relation to the student’s IEP goalgfdives. A rich description of the findings
showed that authentic contexts and techniques gposulanguage growth for students with
language learning impairments. Fieldnotes, teastuént/SLP interviews, and student artifacts
were used to triangulate the data from transcrib@mtferences. A discussion on realistic ways
that SLPs can use authentic contexts, goals, afthitpies with students to best understand
language ensues. Suggestions on ways to transiditajve data to the objective requirements
of IEPs are given. The study encourages schooldb8k€’s the view their position through an

interpretative lens to facilitate systematic chaimgne child’s communicative context.
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