Addressing Speech and Language Deficits Through

Collaborative Classroom-Based Intervention

Researchers:
Rebecca M. Throneburg, Ph.D., CCC-SLP, Eastern Illinois University


Lynn K. Calvert, CCC-SLP, Eastern Illinois University


Pamela S. Davidson, B.A., Eastern Illinois University


Courtney Benefiel, B.S. Eastern Illinois University


Pam Paul, M.S., CCC-SLP, Charleston School District

References:
1224 Poster 87.  (ASHA Convention, 2001)


950 Poster 43.  (ASHA Convention, 2001)


945 Poster 53.  (ASHA Convention, 2001)


998 Poster 48.  (ASHA Convention, 2001)


1032 Seminar.  (ASHA Convention, 2001) 


personal correspondence with Dr. Throneburg

Target Student:
Elementary-age speech-language students

Target Skill:
Speech and Language (within Narrative Curriculum)

Research Conditions (First and Second Grade Students)

· Definitions

· Collaborative classroom-based service delivery – The SLP and classroom teacher meet regularly and jointly address curricular language arts skills and speech-language goals within the classroom setting.  No pull-out services.

· Traditional non-integrated service delivery – The SLP and classroom teacher work independently.  The SLP targets speech-language goals in a pull-out setting.  No classroom-based treatment.  The classroom teacher targets curricular goals within the classroom independently.  

· Control – Pull-Out Model

· For speech and language students, pull-out services consisted of two 20-minute therapy sessions (40 minutes) per week individually or in groups of two.

· The SLP communicated informally with the pull-out students’ classroom teachers.

· These teachers independently targeted the same curricular goals (as set by the district) as in the two collaborative classrooms.

· Type of Therapy (One SLP served both pull-out and collaborative groups.)

· General:  The SLP used children’s literature as a framework for both articulation and language interventions. 

· Articulation:  

· The SLP implemented therapy generally based on modifications of Van Riper’s treatment methods.

· She used Backus’ & Beasely’s whole-part-whole practice procedures.  [Whole:  The goal sound(s) is used in a natural communication situation.  Part:  The goal sound(s) is practiced at the appropriate level (i.e. isolation, word, phrase).  Whole:  The goal sound(s) is practiced again in a natural communication interaction.]

· She provided visual, auditory, and tactile cues/prompts.  Models and cues were faded as students demonstrated success.

· Language:

· The SLP used a combination of traditional and functional language treatment methods (Owens, 1995).

Collaborative Classroom-Based Intervention Format

· Weekly Collaborative Meetings - 25 minutes per classroom teacher (CT).

1. The SLP and CT discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the previous week’s lesson.

2. The CT also reviews if and how she targeted student(s) speech-language objectives throughout the previous week.

3. The SLP and CT discuss strategies and carryover activities to target speech-language objectives during the coming week.

4. During the remaining meeting time, the SLP and CT focus on:

· Choosing a story

· Identifying IEP objectives to address

· Selecting curricular goals to target which could be readily implemented in the next collaborative lesson.  (This study primarily addressed narrative skills, such as story grammar, literacy vocabulary, narrative comprehension strategies, similarities and differences, inferencing, stating details, and sequencing.) 

· You may choose to select other curricular targets (e.g. action verbs, nouns, alphabetical order, multiple meaning words, categories) to address in place of or in conjunction with narrative goals.

5. The SLP and CT then discuss and agree upon the activities to be used and their roles for preparation and implementation.

6. A collaborative meeting form based on suggestions by Prelock, Miller, and Reed (1993) can be developed and used at each meeting to guide and document discussion.

· General Collaborative Lesson Format – 30 minutes/week per class during language arts.

1. Students in each collaborative classroom receive instruction from their respective CT and the SLP, using primarily an SLP teach/CT drift model (see #4 below), and occasionally team teaching.  

2. Each student with IEP goals receives an additional 10 minutes of classroom-based intervention weekly.  The SLP and CT employ a CT teach/SLP drift model (see #5 below) for a total of 40 minutes of intervention per week.

3. Most lessons incorporated children’s literature, which is generally read aloud to the class by the SLP, or occasionally the CT.  Depending on the length and complexity of the story, it may be used over the course of more than one lesson.  At times, the storybook is left in the classroom for the CT and students to read and refer to throughout the week.

4. SLP Teach/CT Drift:  The SLP targets speech-language objectives when introducing the story, during the story, and through follow-up activities.  The CT manages classroom behavior, assists individual students, and helps to facilitate activities.

5. CT Teach/SLP Drift:  The CT provides the instruction related to curricular goals when appropriate within the lesson.  The SLP targets IEP goals (incorporating curricular materials from the lesson), provides additional individual practice of target sounds and feedback, and probes student productions/responses to evaluate progress.

· Collaborative Lesson Structure

1. Story presentation.  

· The children are made aware of the book’s author(s), illustrator(s), title, and story illustrations.

· The SLP emphasizes key vocabulary words, substitutes ambiguous words and phrases for concrete word/phrases, periodically asks open-ended, thought-provoking questions, and recasts ideas to heighten and guide comprehension.

· The SLP also targets speech-language objectives within the 30-minute whole class lesson.

· The SLP models and teaches “Think Alouds” and other corrective strategies, such as rereading and using context clues.

2. Story follow-up activities.

· Students practice story retelling by acting out the story or by using a visual/graphic organizer (i.e. semantic word map, story grammar cue chart, compare/contrast chart).

· Students are asked questions relating to the ideas/themes of the entire story as well as some specific detail questions and inference questions.

· Curricular questions relating to the story are addressed during various group activities.

· Story grammar questions are also asked and include identifying the main character(s), setting, main idea or theme, and when relevant, major conflicts or problems, and how these problems were resolved.

· Questions about similarities and differences of characters and objects in the story are usually asked of second grade students only.

· Students are also asked questions relating to verbal sequencing.  Students identify what happened “first” or what happened “after” a specific event.

· Narrative comprehension questions are asked which require students not only to remember details from the story but to also make inferences.

3. Addressing articulation goals:

· During the first three weeks of collaborative instruction and periodically throughout the semester, the SLP introduces the “sound(s) for the day” in a 5-10 minute lesson targeting whole class discrimination of target sounds.

· The SLP frequently models target sounds and gives explicit instructions to the whole class about the production of the sounds during story reading and related activities.

· Pre-established visual cues between the SLP and articulation students are used as a signal to reflect on their productions.

Results from All Research

· Articulation:  As compared to the pull-out group, students who received therapy in the collaborative intervention setting had: 

· Fewer errors on a posttest of the GFTA.

· Higher mean percent scores and greater test gain on a posttest of the Contextual Probes of Articulation Competence. 

· Higher mean percent scores and greater test gain on a posttest of the Storytelling Probes of Articulation Competence.

· Produced less than half as many target sound productions, with the SLP using significantly fewer treatment behaviors.

· As much or more improvement on target sounds because of 1) teacher assistance throughout the week in the classroom and 2) the students’ development of better generalization skills for functional production.

· Language:  As compared to the pull-out group, students who received therapy in the collaborative intervention setting had:

· Receptively, higher mean percent scores and greater test gain on a posttest of the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts.

· Expressively, lower mean standard score test gain on a posttest of the expressive portion of the ASSET.

· Expressively, lower mean gain on three of four language/story-retelling post-tasks.

· Very similar amounts of target skill practice, with the SLP using a similar amount of treatment behaviors.
· Narrative Skills:  

· As compared to articulation students in the traditional nonintegrated instruction group, articulation students who received narrative curricular instruction in the collaborative instruction setting had higher mean test gain on a posttest of the Strong Narrative Assessment Procedure (SNAP).

· As compared to language students in the traditional nonintegrated instruction group, language students who received narrative curricular instruction in the collaborative instruction setting had similar mean test gain on a posttest of the SNAP.

· As compared to students with normal communication in both groups, students with language deficits who received therapy in either model had greater mean test gain on a posttest of the SNAP.

· As compared to students with normal communication in the traditional nonintegrated instruction group, students with normal communication who received narrative curricular instruction in the collaborative setting had higher mean test gain on a posttest of the SNAP.

· (These researchers reported in a personal correspondence that they felt that the amount of time (30 minutes) they spent in the large group collaborative lessons was really not enough for the number of curricular goals (8) they were trying to address.  They indicated that 45 minutes or an hour might have made the difference between groups more significant.  They felt that 30 minutes would be sufficient if the curricular goals addressed were narrowed to 2 or 3.)






